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The llluminated Table, the Prosperous House brings together fourteen articles
by researchers from Turkey and a number of European countries such as
France, Germany and Poland. These articles deal with two of the major
aspects of material culture, namely food and drink on the one hand, and
housing on the other.

In no society is it indifferent how people eat and drink, dress and dwell: to
the contrary these matters are always highly charged on the symbolic level.
Ottoman society had achieved a high degree of coherence in many of its
aspects, including material culture. Viewed from the opposite angle, this
common material culture may count as one of the indicators that made the
empire’s remarkably uniform social structure apparent even to the casual
viewer. From Sarajevo to Damascus, coffee was drunk from the same kinds
of cups, while everywhere, people received their friends seated on raised
platforms decked out with rugs and cushions.

Moreover the slow and therefore less obvious changes in material culture
often had a more profound impact on people’s lives than short-term and
more ‘noisy’ political conflicts. The transition of the Ottomans from the world
of early modern statehood toward modernity was backed up by multiple
transformations in the everyday lives of many men and women. Overall, the
urban populations of the empire from the sixteenth century onwards
developed an increasing degree of sophistication and differentiation in their
ways of living. People found new ways of enjoying their food, putting together
their domestic environments or presenting themselves in public.

During the last few decades the various remnants of Ottoman material life
have attracted growing public attention. Ottoman cuisine and vernacular
architecture are cherished not only by experts, but also by Turkish urban
dwellers increasingly proud of their cultural heritage, to say nothing of tourists.
But even so, serious research in these matters has been slow to develop.
It is the aim of the present volume to show what avenues research has
taken to date, point out the numerous unexploited or under-exploited primary
sources and thus to advance our understanding of this important aspect of
Ottoman history.
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INTRODUCTION

Suraiya Faroghi*

Food and shelter are part of the elementary needs of every human being, along
with clothing, sexual relations and the education of offspring. The work needed
to make home-grown or else purchased foods into a meal, or timbers, earth and
stones into a dwelling, is part of what is often considered the ‘reproduction’
sector of human life. Much of it unremunerated even in capitalist societies,
‘reproduction’, in this context, contrasts with the ‘production’ of goods and
services for the market.

For a long time, this reproduction sector, insofar as it did not concern ruling
or at least aristocratic families, was regarded as strictly outside the historian’s
domain, to be studied, if at all, by sociologists and ethnologists. That women
have an indispensable role to play in this field may account at least in part for
the disdain of a male-dominated historical establishment. In addition, the Eu-
ropean traditon of denying ‘noble’ status to anything regarded as ‘vile and me-
chanical’, in other words, involving physical labor, must have made it even
more problematic to study the reproduction sector, just as for a long time these
sentiments have inhibited work on the history of the laboring classes. For labo-
rers, cooks and even those who do no more than arrange purchased furniture
in order to create a home do not achieve very much without ‘getting their
hands dirty’.

Yet in the long run, the spread of democracy in the political realm seems to
have had repercussions, even among notoriously tradition-bound historians.
For a major rationale for denying that the common people, with their cares
focused on reproduction, formed a worthwhile subject of study had been the
observation that these men and women were powerless and thus without an
active role in history. However in a democratic society, the politicians neglect
the needs and desires of large groups of ordinary people at their own peril,
especially where problems of reproduction are at issue. It would seem that even
if these considerations are not always stated in so many words, they have played
a role in making studies of food and shelter academically respectable.

Ludwig-Maximilian University, Munich.
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Studies of food in history before 1980

Rescarch on food and domestic life, after a tumid beginning in the later nine-
teenth century, gained strength among historians of the modern period in Eu-
rope, after a lengthy eclipse, during the 1960s and 1970s. Famous in its day was
a debate, conducted mainly in Britain, that focused on the problem whether
carly industrializaton had led to a decline in the laboring poor’s already modest
standard of living.] This concern obviously involved the study of meat, fruit
and vegetable consumption, which among townspeople is immediately curtailed
when income decreases. The recommendations of certain nineteenth-century
authors that the poor of southern England give up their bread-based diets in
favor of cheaper foods, such as oatmeal porridge, came in for their share of
attention in this context.2

In France during the 1970s, there was a broadly-based inquiry, conducted by
historians associated with the journal Awnales Econonies, Societés Civilisations as it
was then called, to determine how sailors, prisoners, recipients of public charity
and other inmates of institutions were fed in the carly modern period. Nutrition
was a major concern, as it also was for Briush historians involved in the ‘stan-
dard of living’ controversy. Was it possible to go beyond Fernand Braudel’s
sceptical dictum “officiellement, la soupe est toujours bonne”’?3 Moreover the
Annales investigations occasionally opened up intercultural perspectives, even
though this was not their primary objective: Thus a study of southern Spanish
records demonstrated that even a whole century after the completion of the
Reconquista, Andalusian institutions served more sweet dishes than their nor-
thern counterparts.

Responses from Ottomanists to this problems were limited in number,
Omer Liitfi Barkan being almost the only historian to show a serious interest in
food. Barkan concerned himself with the publicadon of the registers of the
sultanic kitchens, which survive in large numbers, a project that remained in-

1 For a summary of the many-faceted problems involved, sce E. J. Hobsbawm, Indus-
try and Ewmpire, The Pelican Liconomic History of Britain, (Harmondsworth, 1969),
vol. 3: 154-71.

2 John Burnett, A History of the Cost of Living (Harmondsworth, 1969): 274.

3 Fernand Braudel, “Officially speaking, the soup is always good,” in: La Méditerranée
et le monde méditerranéen d 1'époque de Philippe IT (274 ed. Paris, 19606), vol. 1: 418

4

Bernard Vincent, “Consommation alimentaire en Andalousie oricntale (Les achats
de I’'Hopital Royal de Guadix 1581-1582,” in: Annales: Economies Sociétés Civilisations,
30, 1 (1975): 445-53.
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complete at the time of his death and has not been continued.5 But for Barkan,
the study of foodstuffs was largely a means to an end, as his main interest was
in price history. For this purpose, he calculated prices paid in sixteenth-century
Istanbul and Edirne, largely on the basis of the accounts kept by the administ-
rators of local pious foundations. This undertaking, as is normal in studies of
price history the world over, involved the construction of a ‘basket’ of presu-
mably necessary consumer goods, mainly foodstuffs. As a next step, the histo-
rian then determined the amounts of money that the ‘ordinary’ purchaser of
this or that period would need to spend to acquire this ‘basket’. But even in the
absence of any special interest in food per se, Barkan’s work had the great merit
of alerting later historians to the fact that Ottoman archival sources do contain
a considerable amount of evidence concerning food and drink, and to some
degree, even allow us to reconstruct culinary culture.

Nor were ethnological studies of contemporary Turkish food culture absent,
but as a focus of scholarship, this aspect of human life did not play a major
role. Thus in the village and small-town monographs written by social anthro-
pologists during the 1950s and 1960s, only a few paragraphs were typically de-
voted to food.6 This neglect may have been due in part to the fact that in Tur-
key, social-anthropological studies did not begin untl the 1950s, when poverty
has yet severely limited choices. But in addition, this evident lack of interest in
food and in the practices related to its preparation may have been due to the
concerns of social anthropologists working at that time. For quite often, these
men and women wanted to find out how the anti-consumerist atttudes
expressed in the saying ‘bir lokma, bir bikd had come to characterize a
considerable section of Turkish small-town society.” Abstendon from
consumption, rather than an interest in food and drink, thus constituted the
principal focus of research.

5 Omer Litfi Barkan, “Saray Mutfaginin 894-895 (1489-90) Yilina dic Muhasebe
Bilancolar1,” Istanbul Universitesi 1ktisat Fakiiltesi Mecnmas: XX11, 1-2, (1962-63): 380-
98.

6 Thus a classic example of the genre, namely Miibeccel Kiray, Eredli, Agder Sanayiden
Ounce bir Sahil Kasabas: (1964, repr. Istanbul) does not even devote a subsection to
food, at least not explicitly. The book does, however, contain a good deal of infor-
mation on entertainment.

7 “A bite and a [dervish] cloak [are sufficient to sustain human life]”. This issue has
interested not only Kiray, but also Sabri Ulgener, Tk#isadi Coiilmenin Ablak ve Zibniyet
Diinyas: (Istanbul, 1981).
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Investigating Ottoman hounses: the beginnings

By contrast, interest in the Ottoman habitat goes back much further, to the
closing years of the nineteenth century. Presumably this predilection for hous-
ing as opposed to food is due to the obvious fact that any generation’s need for
shelter leaves us with more or less durable structures, while the consumpton of
food only results in dirty dishes and those garbage heaps so beloved by arche-
ologists investigating prehistoric sites. In any case, the study of the Ottoman
habitat arguably began when the army doctor and self-taught archeologist Rif’at
Osman took it upon himself to explore the ruins of the great palace of
Mehmed the Conqueror in Edirne, which had been blown up by a desperate
Ottoman general only a few years earlier. As a by-product, Rifat Osman also
published evidence on other residental architecture surviving in this town.8

Unfortunately, the series of wars that marked the final breakup of the Ot-
toman Empire was not conducive to further studies of this kind; on the
contrary, many fine residences, especially in the Aegean coastands, must have
perished during those years without any scholar being much interested in their
fate. In the early years of the Turkish Republic, the Topkapt Palace became a
museum, and the fact that this magnificent and mysterious complex was now
open to scholarly investigation, and soon to touristic visits as well, did result in
a number of publications. These were meant both to guide the visitor and to
provide a summary of research undertaken up to the tume of publication.?
However, most of these books and articles were concerned with the libraries,
silk fabrics and other valuables conrtained in the Palace, actual living conditons,
if touched upon at all, usually playing a modest second fiddle.

Interest in houses inhabited by ‘ordinary’ subjects of the sultans was not re-
vived undl the years following World War II, when Istanbul Technical Uni-
versity’s department of architectural history, then in its beginnings, sponsored a
series of studies of the built environment of provincial towns: Ankara, Kayseri,

8 Dr Rifat Osman, Edirne Sarayy, ed. Stheyl Unver (Ankara, 1989) and idem, Edirie
Evleri, ed. Sitheyl Unver (Istanbul, 1983).

9 N. Penzer, “The Harem,” in: An Account of the Institution as it Existed in the Palace of the
Turkish Sultans, with a History of the Grand Seraglio from its Foundation to the Present Time
(London, 1936); Barnette Miller, The Palace Schoo! of Mubammad the Congueror (Cam-
bridge MA, 1941). This latter author had published on the Ottoman Palace already
in late Ottoman times: Beyond the Sublime Porte: The Grand Seraglio of Stambul (rcpr.
New York, 1970).
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Konya, Kiitahya and many others were thus covered more or less efficiently.10
The authots of the more successful monographs possessed detailed knowledge
of the towns they wrote about, and were able to include precious ethnographic
detail. Thus for instance Necibe Cakiroglu, in her work on Kayseri, has in-
cluded accounts of how people migrated to their gardens and vineyards duting
the summer, using their urban residences only for the cold season. Obviously
this pattern of living had significant repercussions on the arrangement of
heating and cooking facilites.!1

However, Ottomanist historians, apart from a few ‘outsiders’ to the acade-
mic establishment such as Ahmet Refik Alunay, Resat Ekrem Kocu and even
Ibrahim Hakki Konyali, were as yet little interested in the urban environment of
‘ordinary’ townsmen.12 At the same time, many architects of that period tended
to be visually oriented to the exclusion of most other interests. Moreover, pre-
1928 sources were written in the Arabic script and were therefore not directly
accessible to the younger generation of Turkish architects, while the number of
transcribed and annotated text editions was infinitely smaller than it is today.
All this meant that the 1950s monographs covering the provincial habitat usu-
ally placed but limited reliance on written sources, focusing instead on site plans
and elevations.

At the same time, the architect and architectural historian Sedad Hakki
Eldem wrote his highly important monograph on the ‘site plans of the Turkish
house’, which included examples from the Balkans, Istanbul and Anatolia.13
Similarly to the historians of provincial architecture, this work of Eldem’s con-
centrated on surviving buildings. In consequence, for the present-day reader,
both Eldem’s study and the monographs sponsored by Istanbul Technical Uni-
versity consttute storehouses of visual information on buildings of which quite

10 For some good examples, compare Necibe Cakiroglu, Kayseri Evleri (Istanbul, 1951);
Eytp Asim Kémiirctoglu, Ankara Evieri (Istanbul, 1950).

11 Gakiroglu, Kayseri Evlers: 13, 22, 42.

12° Ahmet Refik [Alunay), Tiirk Mimarlar: (bagine-i evrak vesikalarmna gore) (repr. Istanbul,
1977), idem, Onmuncn Asr hicride Istanbul Hayatr (1495-1591) (xepr. Istanbul, 1988).
Resat Ekrem Kogu twice began to publish an Istanbul Ansiklopedisi, which in both
cases was interrupted because the sponsors ran out of money and perhaps lost in-
terest. Compare idem and Mehmet Ali Akbay, Istanbul Ansiklopedisi (Istanbul, 1965).
Among the numerous reference works on Turkish towns authored by Ibrahim
Hakki Konyal,, see idem, Abide ve Kitabeleri ile Karaman Tanln Ermenek ve Mut
Abideleri (Istanbul, 1967).

13 Scdad Hakki Eldem, Tiirk Evi Plan Tipleri (20 ed. Istanbul, s.d.).



14 SURAIYA FAROQH]

a few have since been destroyed or else survive only in a scandalously poor
state of preservation.

Eldem was able to show that the typical Istanbul wealthy home of the late
cighteenth and nineteenth centuries consisted of chambers grouped around a
central space (sofa). There were no doors linking individual rooms, which as a
result were accessible only from this hall. As to the sofs, it might be positoned
in a number of ways, but a widespread arrangement was the variety known as
karnyark!4. This form featured a central hall stretching from the front to the
back of the building, and often ending in a balcony or belvedere that allowed
the inhabitants a good view of streets, gardens, or even the Bosphorus —
without of course, being visible themselves.15 As for the genesis or ‘pre-history’
of this house form in the sixteenth century, one of the contributors to the
present volume has made it his special concern. 16

At a later stage of his career, Eldem also became interested in houses once
noted for their splendor of which littde trace remains today, and he authored a
monograph on the palace of Sa’adabad, which apparently incorporated features
taken from French architecture and whose outlying pavilions were destroyed
after the deposing of Sultan Ahmed I in 1730.17 Those remains stll extant
today were refashioned so thoroughly in the nineteenth and early twenteth
centuries as to be almost unrecognizable. As a result, the author was forced to
rely extensively on written sources and eighteenth-century pictures, and the
manner in which Eldem used the evidence produced by a Swedish visitor to
Sa’dabad makes his study a veritable pioneer.

Abrchitects’ perspectives

As this brief account shows, well into the 1970s, studies concerning Ottoman
houses were typically undertaken by architects. In this period, a formalist ap-
proach to buildings was dominant, and its adherents tended to explain the ge-
nesis of individual architectural forms by the logic inherent in the structure as a

14 Karmyarik is a dish of aubergines sliced open and filled with a meat-vegetable mix-
ture; with a bit of imagination, one may view the sofz as the filling inserted after the
rooms had been ‘sliced apart’.

15 For an analysis of the role of the sofz in sixtcenth-century Istanbul domestic archi-

tecture, see the article by Yérasimos in the present volume; for a single nineteenth-
century example, compare the work of Yalgin.

16 Compare the study by Stéphane Yérasimos.

17 Sedad Hakki Eldem, Sa’dabad (Ankara, 1977).
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whole. Thus, if the reader will pardon a highly simplistic account, a dome of a
certain size obviously calls for a system of supports to balance the outward
pressures generated by the cupola. This physical fact could become the starting
point for what one might call an ‘organicist’ interpretation of architectural
works. In such a perspective, a ceniral dome could be viewed as ‘calling forth’ a
system of smaller domes and half-domes, which, at least in the imagery used by
architectural historians, appeared to develop in the manner of a natural pheno-
menon, without human interference of any kind.18 It goes without saying that
such an approach made sense mainly when discussing elaborate structures of
great geometrical complexity, such as the sixteenth-century mosques of Mimar
Sinan, and was much less suitable to the ‘vernacular’ structures in which ordi-
nary people lived out their lives.

During the 1970s, research on the housing patterns of ordinary people in
Ottoman times received a new impetus: this was partly due to the fact that, with
the dramatic growth of Turkish cities, older houses were torn down in large
numbers to make room for apartment blocks. After a while, architects and
preservationists became concerned about the loss of the specific characters of
individual towns that this development entailed. Particularly alarming was the
observation that measures taken to preserve the ‘traditional’ habitat often see-
med to result in even more rapid destruction, with arson a major problem. On
the academic level, training engineers with some esteem for the historical mo-
numents they might encounter in the course of their work, and yet more ut-
gently, architects conscious of the advantages of preserving historical neigh-
borhoods, came to be viewed as a priority. Architects engaged in this latter kind
of work were taught to start their projects with a reconstruction of what the
historical environment had been at some tme in the past, for instance in the
1850s or else the 1890s.

On a more general level, American architects’ interest in housing put up by
builders who had not necessarily received formal training in professional
schools may well have raised the status of comparable Anatolian structures in
the eyes of Istanbul or Ankara architects.!9 If building modest houses ‘on a

18 The historian’s reservations toward this approach were well formulated by Halil
Inalcik in 1986, when discussing a paper read by Aptullah Kuran at a Chicago con-
ference dedicated to Suleyman the Magnificent and his age.

19 Compare for instance Mete Turan, “Vernacular Architecture and Environmental
Influcnces: An Analytic and Comparative Study,” ODTU Mimarlk Fakiiltesi Dergisi
= Journal of the METU Faculty of Architecture 1, 2, (1975): 227-46.
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human scale’ was a virtue in the American South or Midwest, surcly the same
could be said for similar buildings in Bursa or Safranbolu.

The contribution of Ottomanist historians to the study of the urban habitat

Given the limited lifespan of half-umbered dwellings and houses built totally of
wood, which were so common in both the Balkans and Anatolia, a reconstruc-
tion of a previous state of this or that neighborhood could not be undertaken
without consulting written sources and, wherever possible, older drawings and
photographs as well. Primary evidence included the travelogues of both Euro-
pean and Ottoman visitors. The former were usually available in print and thus
could be accessed directly in Istanbul or Ankara libraries. For many architects
with historical interests read English and/or French, and the strictures of
Edward Said against European travellers and the ‘knowledge’ they had pro-
duced were either as yet unknown or else not necessarily relevant to the limited
concerns of a historian working on a given monument or neighborhood.20

By contrast, direct access to Ottoman sources was possible only in excepu-
onal cases, and this was why architects first became interested in the contri-
bution that historians might make. After all, a major source for the historian of
Ottoman cites was — and is — doubtless the ten-volume seventeenth-century
travel book by Evliya Celebi, who visited most cities and towns of the Sultans’
empire. But apart from the ninth and tenth volumes, this text was available at
the tme in the Arabic script only. Moreover, professional historians knew well
that the first volumes of the series, published under the pre-1908 censorship
régime, lacked many sections especially relevant to the urban historian.21
Furthermore, even if an architect concerned with the urban habitat was able to
get a hold of Evliya’s description of the town he or she was studying in a trans-
literated version, the realization that Evliya’s figures cannot always be relied on
had for quite some time been part not only of specialist knowledge, but also of
Turkish general culture. Hence, advice from historians was regarded as highly
desirable.

It was yet more difficult for architects and architectural historians to obtain
access to official Ottoman records. These were — and are — not only for the
most part unpublished, but also written in scripts almost illegible to the non-
specialist and, it must be admitted, sometimes quite troublesome to the special-
ist as well. On the other hand, Barkan’s study of the records concerning the

20 Edward Said, Orientalism (New York, 1978).
21 Evliya Gelebi, Seyahatnamesi (Istanbul, Ankara, 1896/97-1938).



INTRODUCTION 17

construction of the Sileymaniye and the work of younger scholars such as
Rhoads Murphey on other aspects of Ottoman public building had shown that
the accounts kept by the supervisors of major construction projects have a
great deal to teach us.22 In sometimes minute detail, these registers reflect the
manner in which Ottoman buildings were planned, financed and put up. Ad-
mittedly, houses inhabited by ordinary townsmen did not normally form part of
such public projects. But as became apparent trom the work of Ekrem Hakki
Ayverdi and others, the layout of the town quarters into which private dwell-
ings had to fit could be studied on the basis of official records, many of them
pertaining to pious foundations sponsored by the sultans and members of their
court.23 All these observations resulted in an important change in conscious-
ness, since at least a certain number of scholars came to be aware of the need
for cooperation between historians and architects in reconstructing the history
of the urban habitat in Turkey.

Once again, trends among architects working in the United States probably
also had some influence in this directon. The works of American architectural
historians who studied what they called ‘vernacular architecture’ were widely
read by teachers and scholars concerned with this discipline in Turkey.24 These
studies emphasized the diversity of the habitats current in different regions of
the US, and the imaginativeness with which their creators and users adapted to
environmental constraints. But given the late genesis of much of this habitat,
there was almost never a situation in which written records were totally unavail-
able. As a result, the scission between architects using visual sources and histo-
rians dealing with written materials, so typical of the Turkish scene well into the
1970s, probably was less pronounced in the United States. g

22 Omer Liitfi Barkan, Sileymaniye Canii ve Imareti Ingaat: (Ankara, 1972-1979); Rhoads
Mutphey, “The Construction of a Fortress at Mosul in 1631: A Case Study of an
Important Facet of Ottoman Military Expenditure,” in: Tiirkiye'nin Sosyal ve
Ekonomik Taribi (1071-1920), ed. Halil Inalcik, Osman Okyar (Ankara, 1980): 163-
17

23 Tkrem Hakkt Ayverdi, Fatibh Devri Sonlarinda Lstanbul Maballelers, Sebrin Lskdim ve
Niifusn (Ankara, 1958). .

24 Compare ODTU Mimarltk Fakiiltesi Dergisi = Journal of the METU Faculty of Architec-

tnre 4, 2 (special issue Yore Mimarlegs ve Korsnmasi).
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After 1980: the history of consumption as a unifying factor

Already around 1985, intellectuals actve in Turkey were coming to the conc-
lusion that a new historical period had recently begun, and, remarkable though
this may seem, the growing sense of transformation very soon had repercussi-
ons on the ways in which issues such as food and housing were investigated.
Part of this sea change was due to a rearrangement of the manner in which the
results of academic research could be made public. For the most part, universi-
tes and semi-official bodies such as the Tiirk Taril Kurumn now possessed very
limited material means to finance scholarly publications. This meant that the
authors of historical books now had to publish abroad, seck un-official spon-
sors, or produce works that might appeal to a larger group of readers. With a
bit of luck, the latter might then be acceptable to commercial publishers or to
the educadonal foundations that sprang out of the ground during just those
years.

Other reasons for the modifications in the research concerns of architectu-
ral historians, and of historians in general, were linked to the changing socio-
economic environment. As the ‘mixed system’ of state and private ownership
of enterprises dominant in Turkey between the 1950s and the 1970s was pro-
gressively dismantled, private production for the market acquired a prestge it
had not possessed before. As far as ‘public opinion’ was concerned, this meant
a more favorable stance toward consumption. In the previous generation,
production, and especially industrial production, had been highly valued, while
consumption was mote or less regarded as a necessary evil. However, the new
orientaton towards an economy dominated by the market transactions of firms
and individuals made the act of purchasing and/or consuming become socially
acceptable. Once again, in this reorientation, scholars studying the Ottoman
Empire were by no means alone. Quite to the contrary, the widespread
consumption of goods acquired through the market in early modern England
or Holland also formed a major research interest among Europeanist historians
of the 1980s and 1990s.25

In additon, the 1980s wete also the time when not only the cultural elites,
but also a significant section of an increasingly literate public began to be inte-
rested in the culture of a past which often was not so very remote in tme, but
already quite different in outlook and behavior from the norms of the 1980s. In
part the reason for this renewed interest in history was certainly the disillusi-

25 Compare the contributions by Jan de Vries and others to Consumption and the World
of Goods, ed. John Brewer, Roy Porter (London, New York, 1993).
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onment that rapid ‘modernization’ had brought with it, and a more or less facile
nostalgia was often the result of this experience. But this was only part of the
story. Readers in sizeable numbers now wanted to learn about the imbrication
of culture and everyday life, and not really about the ‘king and battle history’
that, in contrast, had come to be the bane of intelligent high school students in
Turkey. As a result, research on food and its preparation or on the organization
of urban homes stopped being esoteric problems pursued by a few specialists
and, to a degree, entered the mainstream of historical culture.

This concern with cultural history was novel because it implied a certain de-
valuation of the state, which in the early decades of the Republic had assumed a
quasi-religious value. While historians of the Ottoman realm continued to be
aware of the strong preponderance of the state apparatus over society at large,
they, and also the historically-minded public, were willing to accept that other
forces had been active as well. Most significant among the latter were doubtless
the great households of seventeenth-, eighteenth- and even early nineteenth-
century Ottoman grandees. After all, these households possessed political rele-
vance because their younger members were so often groomed to take their
places in the state apparatus. And as a household cannot possibly function
without a house, the study of the residences of important families was vindica-
ted as a result.26

When it comes to research on food, the situation is rather different. A spate
of studies on Ottoman cookery began in the 1980s and, linked to the names of
Giinay Kut and more recently Tiilay Artan and Stéphane Yérasimos, continues
to the present day. In my estimation, this attraction exercised by food and drink
has some connection to the manner in which many historians today perceive
the major characteristics of the Ottoman state and society.27 In recent decades,
some Ottomanist historians, including the present author, have attempted to
show that the Ottomans’ historical role was nof just to form the ‘near-perfect

26 As an example, compare Necdet Sakaoglu, Anadolu Derebeyi Ocaklarmndan Kise Paga
Hanedan: (Ankara, 1984).

27 Ginay Kut, “Tiirklerde Yeme-Igme Gelenegi ve Kaynaklary,” in: Eskimeyen Tatlar:
Tiirk Mutfak Kiiltiird, ed. Semahat Arsel (Tstanbul, 1996): 38-71; Tulay Artan, “As-
pects of the Ottoman Elite’s Food Consumption: Looking for ‘Staples’, ‘Luxuries’
and ‘Delicacies’ in a Changing Century,” in: Consumption Studies and the History of the
Ottoman Empire, 1550-1912: An Introduction, ed. Donald Quataert (Albany, 2000):
107-200; Stéphane Yérasimos, Switan Sofralar: 15. ve 16. Yiigyilda Osmanle Saray
Mutfag (Istanbul, 2002).
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military society’, even though just this has been insinuated, for a variety of rea-
sons, in a considerable segment of the secondary literature.

In debunking the idea that the sultans were somehow more militaristic than
their royal or imperial counterparts in contnental Europe, scholars have
emphasized that the waging of war was just as central to state formation in early
modern Europe as it was to the Ottoman Empire.28 At the same time, histori-
ans have dwelt on the political means that the administradon devised in order
to legiumize the sultans’ rule. Art historians have made their own contribution
by emphasizing the importance of architecture and the fine arts in creating a
public image of the sultans’ magnificence, and in this context, the role of the
court as an art patron has drawn considerable attendon.29 Evidenty the de-
mands of war did not crowd out more peaceful concerns.

Apart from publicatons directed at an academic readership, this thrust has
become especially visible in the catalogues to the series of exhibitions in major
European and American cities during the last twenty years that have highlighted
the courty art of sixteenth- to eighteenth-century Istanbul.30 But high art has
only been part of the story. In addition, the arts of life, which obviously include
cookery, have come in for their share of attenton, and Ottoman-Turkish cui-
sine has taken its place next to the sophisticated culinary traditions of China,
the Indo-Pakistani subcontinent, France and Iraly. But once again, without the
more positive evaluation of consumption that has characterized social history
after 1980, this stance would have scarcely been possible, no matter how much
individual historians may always have appreciated do/ma or Circassian-style chi-
cken.

28 In my view, the relevant classic study is Charles Tilly, “War Making and Stare Mak-
ing als Organized Crime,” in: Bringing the State Back In, cd. Peter B. Livans, Dictrich
Rueschemeyer, Theda Skocpol (Cambridge, 1985): 169-91.

29 Gilra Necipoglu, Architectnre, Ceremonial and Power: The Topkape Palace in the Fifteenth

and Sixcteenth Centuries (Cambridge MA, 1991).

Given the large number of such international exhibitions, with their usually very

detailed and informative catalogues, only a tiny sampling of the available publica-

tons can be given here: John Michael Rogers, Rachel Ward, Siileyman the Magnificent

(London, 1988); Topkap: a Versailles: Trésors de la cour ottomane (Pasis, 1999); Tilay

Artan, Filiz Cagman, Walter Denny, Palace of Gold and Light: Treasures fron the Topkapr

(Istanbul, 2000); Padisabin Portresi, Tesavir-i Al-i Osman (Istanbul, 2000).
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Identity and consnmption

Linked to these changes in research concerns was doubtless the emergence of
‘identity’ as, at the same time, a political and a scholarly problem. Where Ot-
toman history was concerned, this constituted something of a novelty, because
previous generations had studied the emergence of national movements on the
territory of the Ottoman Empire as politdcal matters in the narrow sense of the
term. Understandably enough given the contexts of colonialism and later post-
colonialism, a strong emphasis was — and is — placed on the interference of the
Great Powers of Europe, in what the latter had defined as the ‘Eastern
Question’. In other words, the dispute over the manner in which the territories
ruled by the Sultan were to be divided up once the empite had become defunct
was given pride of place.3! On this kind of an agenda, there was little room for
questons of identity, which after all, view the matter from ‘below’ rather than
from ‘above’. Only a few historians of educadon and culture had, already in the
1960s and 1970s, shown an interest in the manner in which individual Ortto-
mans, normally writers and artsts, positdoned themselves #is g vis the ‘Ottoman
traditon’, on the one hand, and the European-style training that more and
more of them had received, on the other.32

Studied in this fashion, identity and consumption obviously have litte to do
with one another. But certain factors did promote the linking of the two topics.
As we have seen, consumpton studies were becoming increasingly ‘respec-
table’, and at the same time there emerged a growing research interest in the
history of upper-class women, often documented largely in their role as consu-
mers.33 Thus scholars concerned with late Ottoman culture soon began to ask
themselves how their two concerns of consumption and identity could be con-
nected with one another: in other words, how consumption of certain goods
and services could be considered markers of identity.34

31 TFor a classic account of this type, sce Matthew S. Anderson, The Eastern Question,
1774-1923: A Study in International Relations (London, New York, 1966).

32" An important example of this approach is Scrif Mardin, The Genesis of Young Ottoman
Thought: A Study in the Modernigation of Turkish Political Ideas (Princeton, 1962).

33 Nora Seni, “Symbolische Bedeutung der Frauenkleidung um die Jahrhundertwende,
am Beispicl der Istanbuler Satire,” in: Aufstand int Hans der Franen: Franenforschung aus
der Tiirkes, transl. and ed. Ayld Neusel et al. (Berlin, 1991): 49-72; Charlotte Jirousck,
“The Transition to Mass Fashion System Dress in the later Ottoman Empire,” in:
Consumption Studies: 201-42.

34 This issuc has been studied by Christoph Neumann in an as yet unpublished article.
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Quite surprisingly, the communitarian relevance of consuming or abstaining
from certain foods and beverages, which has been a major research concern for
historians dealing with, for instance, the Morisco and Jewish presences in Spain,
did not generate a great deal of interest in the context of Ottoman history.35
But the divide between ‘modern’ and ‘traditonal’, as viewed by members of the
late Ottoman elite, certainly has been studied on the basis of consumption pat-
terns. Thus it is surely not without significance, as we learn from the study by
Ozge Samanct in the present volume, that Sultan Mahmud 11 (r. 1808-1839)
preferred to eat at a dinner table rather than at a low tray or sofiw. Equally
relevant is the observaton that, from the later sixteenth century on, certain
urban males preferred the coffechouse as a locale of sociability to the domestic
setting, as apparent from the article by Ekrem Igin.36

When it comes to linking the concepts of ‘consumption in the housing sec-
tor’ and ‘identity’, it is possible to base oneself on older research trends. Archi-
tectural historians such as Emel Esin and Ayda Arel have drawn connections
between Ottoman residental architecture and nomadic traditions; however, 1
am not sure that this, by the seventeenth century, rather remote past really was
very relevant to Ottoman urban builders.37 Architectural historians of a roman-
tic bent have also been inclined to view the light and impermanent construction
of private housing, as opposed to the solidly monumental character of Otto-
man mosques and other religious edifices, as an acknowledgement of the tran-
sitoriness of human life, an emphasis with strong religious connotations.38 But

35 On the importance of dietical abstention in identifying crypto-Muslims and crypto-
Jews in the eyes of the various Inquisitions, see¢ Lucctta Scaraffia, Rinnegati: per nna
storia dell’ identita occidentale (Bari, 1993): 57-100.

36 During recent years, mainly French scholars have done a significant amount of
work on Ottoman coffechouses and coffee consumption. In addition to André
Raymond, Artisans et commergants au Caire an X1V/1II' siécle (Damascus, 1973-74), com-
pare Le café en Méditerranée: Histoire, anthropologie, économie, XV 11le- XXe siécle (Aix-cn-
Provence, 1980); Cafés d’Orient revisités, ed. Hélene Desmet-Grégoire, Frangois Geor-
geon (Paris, 1997); Le commerce du café avant lére des plantations coloniales, ed. Michel
Tuchscherer (Cairo, 2001).

37 Emel Esin, “An Eighteenth-century “Yalt” Viewed in the Line of Development of
Related Form in Turkic Architecture,” in: A#i del secondo Congresso internagionale di arte
turca: Venegia 1963 (Napoli, 1965): 83-112; Ayda Arel, Osmanls Konut Geleneginde
Tarihsel Sornnlar (1zmir, 1982).

38 Anton Bammer, Wobnen im Verganglichen: Traditionelle Wobnformen in der Tiirke: und in
Griechenland (Graz, 1982).



INTRODUCTION 23

more concrete concerns are possible as well: thus, historians of late eighteenth-
and early nineteenth-century Istanbul have stressed the role of seaside villas
(yals) in asserting high socio-political status, a type of conspicuous consump-
tion that had not been of particular importance a century or two earlier.39
Orther links between status and identity, on the one hand, and housing or do-
mestic equipment, on the other, are of course possible. In short, given the inc-
reasing importance accorded to ‘identity politics’ in Turkey as elsewhere, the
connection now established between consumption and identity strengthens the
case for studying not only the latter, but the former as well.

The contributions: eating and serving focd

As a result of this set of varying but interrelated developments, it has become
possible to bring food and the different aspects of domesticity together under
the heading of ‘consumption’, and that is what we propose to do in the present
volume. Broadly speaking, the period treated here begins with the second half
of the sixteenth century and ends around 1850. These limits have been chosen
for purely pragmatic reasons: Ottoman archival records, the principal primary
source for most of our contributors, only begin to provide answers to at least
some of the questions posed by modern historians from the 1540s or 1550s on.
As for the lower limit, around 1850, it has been selected because, while we cer-
tainly do not want to exclude the problems linked to the Ottoman encounter
with European cookery and domestic culture, we have planned this to be one
topic among a number of others. Yet if the time limit had been set at a later
date, chances are that this topic would have crowded out all problems related to
earlier periods. However, we have not been dogmatic about this issue; thus in
the case of Emre Yalcin’s study, the biography of a house constructed in the
mid-nineteenth century is followed through all the way into the 1960s.

We will begin with the only paper that focuses on the presentation of pri-
mary sources, namely Necdet Sakaoglu’s discussion of a sixteenth-century text
that treats food in the context of healing and nutrition. For recipe collections in
this period were rarely put together merely as an aid to the practical cook, if
only for the simple reason that so many cooks could not have read them. Bur a

39 Tilay Artan, “Early 20th Century Maps and 18th-19th Century Court Records:
Sources for a Combined Reconstruction of Urban Continuity on the Bosporus,”
Environmental Design 13-14, (1993-1996). T'or a unique primary source, see Tkinci
Mabmnt'un Istanbul’u: Bostancibag: Sicilleri, ed. Cahit Kayra, Erol Uyepazara (jstanbul,
1992).
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variety of other considerations sull might induce certain people to collect and
copy recipes. As a recent publication has taught us, a booklet containing medie-
val Arab recipes might be translated into Ottoman, presumably at least in part
with a literary purpose in mind.40 Moreover, once the translator had become
familiar with the notion that cuisine could be a topic of polite literature, he
could even be induced to add recipes that did not form part of the original
collection, thus taking the first steps as an author on culinary concerns.

The largest coherent group of papers concerns the food served by the kitch-
ens of the Topkapi Sarayt and the successors to this palace on the Bosporus.
That the acuvides of the sultans’ kitchens should be so popular among histori-
ans of Ottoman cuisine is by no means a matter of chance; as we have scen, the
registers of foodstuffs entering the Topkapt pantries and larders have been
astonishingly well preserved and probably will provide material for many future
publications. Beginning with the cighteenth century, the sultans admittedly
began to spend less time in the Topkaps Palace, which they visited mainly on
ceremonial occasions, while summer residences on the Bosporus and elsewhere
came to be preferred. But this ‘decentralization’ did not prevent the responsible
officials from continuing to keep careful records not only of the foods used in
the sultanic kitchens, but also of the pots, pans, glassware and flatware pur-
chased for the use of the Ottoman rulers, their families and their servitors.

A further reason for studying palace food is that serving a ceremonial meal
was part of the recepton of foreign ambassadors at the sultans’ court, and
many embassy reports contain interesting detail on this feature. As a result, we
know not only what was served and how, but also, at least in some instances,
how the recipients judged the meal in queston. The paper of Dariusz
Kolodziejczyk deals with seventeenth-century Polish ambassadors and their
retinues, as well as with the feasting that formed a major part of these diplo-
mats’ lives. For ambassadors were attended by numerous servitors, who, by
their mere presence, were supposed to add ‘magnificence’ to the envoys’” house-
holds. In the Polish case, these were usually young noblemen who regarded
their stay in Istanbul as a kind of equivalent of the Grand Tour and also as an
occasion for eating, drinking and amusement. ‘Serious’ political historians may
regard the preoccupation of the embassy members with food and drink with
some disdain; but for the social historian concerned with food, the matter looks
quite different. When we try to find out how foreigners reacted to Ottoman
palace cuisine, Polish embassy reports are quite unique. After all, we are not

40 Yérasimos, Sultan S ofralarr.
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often able to juxtapose Ottoman and European documentations of one and the
same ceremonial event,

Hedda Reindl-Kiel’s contribution is concerned with a number of festive
meals served in the mid-seventeenth century to the viziers and secretaries who
attended meetings of the sultan’s council, the famed divan-z humaynn. 1n one of
these registers there is also a record of two ceremonial meals served when the
ambassador of Transylvania appeared at the Ottoman court. Even though the
ambassador’s master was only a tributary prince, judging by the banquet organ-
ized in the envoy’s honor, he was definitely given ‘the red carpet’. This obser-
vation concerning sultanic favor — or disfavor — shown publicly through
ceremonial treatment in general and meals in particular is consonant with con-
temporary European diplomatic practice, where the jockeying for position
among ambassadors accredited to a powerful court was one of the major rea-
sons for sending them out in the first place.4!

From the records studied by Reindl-Kiel, it appears that the difference in
rank between the viziers and the secretaries was cleatly reflected in the number
of courses served to these two categories of state officials. While a banquet for
viziers normally consisted of six courses, lesser folk had to be satsfied with just
two. To be offered sherbet in the course of a ceremonial meal apparently indi-
cated high rank, everyone else being expected to content himself with good
spring water.

Equally interesting are the author’s observations concerning the dishes that
formed the almost indispensable components of any palace banquet of the
time, namely chicken soup and rice pilaf. Chicken was also served in meat
dishes; it was more expensive than mutton and thus demonstrated that even
not-so-prominent officials could expect their sovereign to provide them with
food appropriate to their standing as the sultan’s servitors. While pilaf and
chicken soup were normally served at the beginning of a meal, sweet dishes,
often placed on the sofra in considerable variety within the context of a single
course, were followed by a selection of meats. Reindl-Kiel suggests that at such
banquets, the ruler meant to offer his followers a foretaste of paradise in the
shape of highly valued foods, thus playing out his role as the ‘shadow of God
on earth’.

Because there was only one sultan in the Ottoman Empire, we have a ten-
dency to view the Palace also as a single unit. But that is an over-simplification,
partly induced by the fact that the Eski Saray (Old Palace) in Istanbul was de-

41 William Roosen, “Early Modern Diplomatic Ceremonial: A Systems Approach,”
The Journal of Modern History 52, 3, (1980): 452-76.
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stroyed piecemeal, while the former residence of the sultans in Bursa collapsed
in an carthquake and the great palace in Edirne was destroyed by an Ottoman
commander who had lost his nerve. In actuality, in the sixteenth century there
were palaces in quite a few Anatolian cites, of which the residence in Amasya
was sometimes used even by reigning sultans, including, for example, Siilleyman
the Magnificent himself.4#2 However, records concerning these provincial
establishments are extremely rare, probably because they were not continuously
inhabited and therefore had no archives that continued to function after the
departure of the prince who had given the whole household its raison d’étre.
Thus the single surviving register concerning the palace in Manisa, which cov-
ers a one-year period from February 1594 to February 1595, constitutes a most
precious find, all the more so because it contains a great deal of informaton
about deliveries made to the palace kitchen.

When this register was completed, Prince Mehmed, the son of Murad 111,
had already left Manisa to ascend the throne. Even so, there are some striking
parallels to the seventeenth-century consumption patterns discussed by Hedda
Reindl-Kiel. Noteworthy is the predilection for chicken, more than 11,000 birds
being consumed in a single year. By contrast, lamb was reserved for special
occasions and was not yet the favored palace food that, as Ozge Samanct has
shown, it was to become in the early nineteenth century. Butter was the princi-
pal cooking fat, but in contrast to what we know about the food served in pious
foundatdons at that time, olive oil also played an important role. Moreover, the
prince’s taste ran to less common vegetable oils made from linseed, poppyseed
or even almonds. Feridun Emecen points out that this was probably a
consumption pattern imported from Istanbul, but which, during the many years
Prince Mehmed stayed in Manisa, was modified due to contact with the local
cuisine. Now we must hope for a stroke of good luck to provide us with
evidence of the foods preferred by the better-off inhabitants of late sixteenth-
century Manisa; however, things are complicated by the fact that such people
may well have tried to imitate palace standards.

Most of the papers in this volume deal with food served on a given date or
within a relatively brief period, and since we are still at the very beginning of
our investigations, this constitutes a reasonable research strategy. However, it
must be kept in mind that even before the nineteenth century, Ottoman cui-
sine, at least in the palace, was not static. This is especially obvious when it
comes to spices, studied in the present context by Christoph Neumann. In the

42 Petra Kappert, Die osmanischen Pringen und ihre Resideng Amasya im 15. und 16. Jabrbun-
dert (Istanbul, 1976).
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sixteenth century, people of means living in the Ottoman Empire were as
enamored of pepper as early modern Europeans are known to have been;
kitchen accounts pertaining to pious foundations of the 1500s show that these
institutions, which also functioned as government guesthouses, kept large
quantities of pepper in their storechouses. However, by the eighteenth century,
fashions had changed; now it was no longer the sharp taste of pepper that was
in vogue, but rather the gentle flavor of cinnamon. This latter spice was not
only used in sweets and puddings, but also appeared in meat dishes; as Ozge
Samanct’s work in the present volume shows, this custom continued well into
the nineteenth century. It was only after 1900 that the pendulum once again
swung in the other direction.

Ozge Samancr’s work on the upper-class cuisine of the period between 1800
and 1850 has been placed next to the papers dealing with the Palace. For while
the author in some instances also touches on the manner in which food was
consumed in high-status families outside this charmed circle, the focus of her
paper is definitely on the Ottoman court. More specifically, she is concerned
with the European-style noveltes introduced by Mahmud II. As we have seen,
in addition to the foods themselves, table service attracted this ruler’s particular
attention, and Samancr’s article thus devotes considerable attention not only to
the Dresden and Sévres porcelains popular at the time, but also to tables and
chairs. Quite possibly, Mahmud II soon noticed that tight-fitting uniforms in
the European fashion, which he also favored, meant that the wearer was more
comfortable sitting upright on a chair than when he tried to place himself ele-
gantly on the ground. Samanci has also focused on the fact that in this period,
cookery became an art that might be perfected by observing the activities of
cooks in foreign capitals; at a slightly later stage, consulting printed books also
became a viable option.

No cook can work without a variety of pots, pans and dishes, and the paper
by Colette Establet and Jean-Paul Pascual deals with just this issue. The two
authors have chosen Damascus estate inventories from the late seventeenth
and early eighteenth centuries as the basis of their investigations. This choice
makes their study a welcome counterweight to the strong emphasis on Istanbul
that generally characterizes our volume. Unlike the Palace collections discussed
in Samancr’s paper, Damascene families had not as yet become interested in
exotic noveldes. On the other hand, well-to-do families did accumulate large
collections of crockery, pots and pans. Most of the latter were made of copper,
which provided even heat to the dishes prepared in them. In addition, these
receptacles also had the advantage that, if they became damaged, they could
easily be melted down and recast. Copper thus being a permanent resource of
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some importance, it comes as no surprse that it was often owned by men.
Except in the wealthiest families, women did most of the cooking; but their
property often consisted of fragile and perhaps dainty dishes, cups and glasses.
Presumably it was not or at least not always the responsibility of a young bride’s
family to provide her with a complete set of kitchen utensils.

Cooking implements can be discussed as adjuncts to food, but also as a nec-
essary part of home furnishings, and thus the paper of Establet and Pascual
provides a welcome transition from food to dwellings. Yet another paper that
1s, in a sense, ‘intermediate’ between food and domestic culture addresses the
consumpton of coffee in specialized coffechouses, which, from the second half
of the sixteenth century on, came to be a favorite entertainment especially of
younger men living in the Ottoman capital and other large cides. Ekrem Isin
has asked himself why conversation, which in present-day Istanbul or Ankara
typically takes place over the dinner table, in the pre-nineteenth-century period
normally sought other venues. In Isin’s perspective, partaking of food in the
domestic context was hedged about with a great many prohibitions. First of all,
there was the consideration that one must be grateful to God as the provider of
all nourishment and not dilute this pious reflection with conversation about
human trivia. In addition, families were organized hierarchically, which often
precluded sons from engaging in informal conversation with their fathers and
even younger brothers from freely talking to their elders.

Of course the mosque and its courtyard provided an alternative venue for
socialization, but once again, rules of decorum forbade a lengthy discussion of
‘frivolous topics’ in such a place. Some people were already piously indignant
that men should even feel a need for human contact outside of the rigidly
circumscribed contexts of home and mosque; and Isin points out that in Istan-
bul, the first coffeehouses were situated in the commercial district of Tahtakale,
immediately to the south of the Golden Horn. For contact with the outside
world, including remote Ottoman provinces such as Egypt and the Yemen, was
not limited to Galata, but also took place in the crowded shopping streets just
to the west of the Yeni Cami. Thus this area was particularly suitable for less
rule-bound and more informal social contacts. In the course of the seventeenth
century, coffeehouses were to spread beyond this rather special urban nucleus,
for the most part lose their ‘dubious’ connotations and become part of ordinary
city life.
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The contributions: houses and domesticity

With respect to the urban habitat, we are, as so often happens, confronted with
the fact that the poor have left few traces, unless they inhabited an institution.
As examples of the latter kind, our collection contains a study of students living
in the theological schools (wedreses), where they also attended lectures, and der-
vishes whose normal place of residence was a lodge (rekke, zaviye). The article by
Miibahat Katikoglu on Istanbul medrese students of the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries is based on a relatively ample supply of primary evidence. Ever
since the rebellions in which the long-dead predecessors of these young people
had engaged during the troubled years before and after 1600, the Ottoman
government seems to have been concerned about the potentially subversive
activities of students and lower-level men of religion.43

Monitoring student progress became more practicable in the eighteenth
century, as young men who wished to attract the patronage indispensable for a
really successful career now needed to pursue their studies in the Ottoman
capital, the older centers of Bursa and Edirne having lost much of their pre-
vious importance.# With the aim of weeding out unsuccessful and potentally
‘disorderly’ inhabitants, the Istanbul wedreses were subjected to inspections, of
which some records survive. But as we learn from Mibahat Kadikoglu’s article,
control was tempered by paternalism. Many Istanbul medreses had been founded
by members of the Ottoman dynasty, and a special office, under the supervi-
sion of the Chief Black Eunuch of the Palace (Kizlar Agasi), was in charge of
the upkeep of these sultanic foundations. Thus, when students living in such a
medrese were adversely affected in their studies by clogged water pipes, leaking
roofs or a lack of running water in the neighborhood, they could apply to the
ruler for redress. These petitions, which have been preserved in large numbers,
form a precious source for the historian concerned with the condition of old-
established medreses, especially during the nineteenth century.

Dervish ‘convents’ or lodges constitute another form of institutionalized
living for men of religion. However, unlike medreses, these lodges (tekke, gaviye)
almost always housed the family of the sheik, whose function normally passed
from father to son. In addition, at least in some instances, unmarried dervishes
resided in the lodge for longer or shorter periods of time, while others spent
several hours a day in this place but slept with their families. Yet other adher-

43 Mustafa Akdag, Celili Isyantar: 1550-1603 (Ankara, 1963): 85-108.
44 Madeline Zilfi, The Politics of Piety: The Ottoman Ulema in the Postclassical Age (1600-
1800) (Minneapolis, 1988): 212.



30 SURATYA FAROQH!I

ents of the order had work and familial obligations permitting only occasional
visits to the lodge. Basing her research on the early twentieth-century unpub-
lished history of the Nureddin Cerrahi lodge near Istanbul’s Edirne gate, writ-
ten by a member of the sheik’s family, Nathalie Clayer has analyzed the manner
in which the fekke served as a site for interaction between adherents of the
order. Occasions for social contact included the religious services performed
every day, but also special occasions such as weddings.

Clayer’s contribution highlights the social roles of certain people otherwise
rarely mentoned in the literature on dervish lodges, for instance the wives of
the sheiks. For at least in this branch of the Halvetiye order, senior women of
the sheikly family played a significant role as ‘mothers of the dervishes’. This
relative prominence may well have been linked to the fact that, in family life,
the kitchen consttuted a female domain. At the same time, in many dervish
lodges, including that of the Cerrahis, providing food to adherents and outsid-
ers was an important pious activity. In fekkes, which had to provide for many
such guests, it is thus possible that at least some of the food in question was
not prepared by the kitchen serving dervishes, but sent over from that of the
sheik himself. In other words, it was prepared by the women of the sheik’s
family, in the harem section of his dwelling.

Thus Clayer has shown that the dervish lodge combined features typical of
the medrese with others more often observed in a large family home, or konak.
For the most part, life in private households, even those of prominent men, is
very litde known, and the same thing applies to the physical setting in which
people were born, lived and died. However, every now and then there are for-
tunate exceptions. Thus Emre Yal¢in happens to be a member of a family
whose mansion in the zntra muros quarter of Balat was purchased in the 1860s
and fortunately has been spared destruction in the numerous Istanbul fires of
the time, remaining in the hands of one and the same family down to the pre-
sent day. Even better, one of the author’s ancestors was a photography enthusi-
ast active between the 1910s and the 1950s who not only installed a darkroom
in the old mansion, but also documented the major repairs that had become
unavoidable by the 1930s.

Thus this monograph on a single house-and-garden complex shows, first of
all, what types of conveniences could be found by the mid-nineteenth century
in the home of a family that was comfortably off but not really rich. Yalcin also
shows systematically how the functions of certain rooms changed and how
structural adjustments often became necessaty when members of the family,
particularly the photography enthusiast Hiisnii Bey, decided to introduce other
novel technologies. Of particular interest is the story concerning the conversion
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of a semi-open hall in the former harem section into a closed living room, where
friends and acquaintances of the household head were introduced to Hiisni
Bey’s latest acquisition, namely the radio.

A second study of an individual mansion concerns a house located in an
Ottoman town, albeit not an Ottoman dwelling in the narrow sense of the
word. In the Morean uprising of 1770, French merchants and the consul of
France suffered serious damages. As a result, the king ordered that those of his
subjects who were affected by the disaster should be paid some compensation,
financed by a temporary surcharge levied on traders doing business with the
Levant. With this in mind, an unknown author, in all likelihood the consul him-
self, penned a minutely detailed inventory of what must have been the contents
of the consular dwelling.

This house was meant to represent France in an outlying province of the
Ottoman Empire and was arranged in such a manner as to permit the accom-
modation of many guests. Furniture and even a considerable number of paint-
ings had been brought in all the way from France and were apparently sched-
uled to return there once the present resident’s term of office was completed.
But in the more utilitarian sections of the house, Ottoman goods also made a
timid appearance; thus the curtains were of a local fabric, probably one of the
imitations of Indian cottons made in Aleppo or Ayntab (Gaziantep), which,
down to about 1760, were successfully exported even to France itself.4> Read-
ers of Suraiya Faroghi’s study are left to wonder whether people who mixed
and matched their house furnishings while in the Peloponnesus, after their
returns completely ‘forgot’ about the ‘exotic’ items they had acquired while on
duty in foreign parts. Or were these the timid beginnings of the syncretistic
intérieurs which were to become widespread in the mid-nineteenth century?

Residence in mansions was a privilege enjoyed by the wealthy, or at least the
comfortably-off, while institutional living was the lot of poor students and der-
vishes. But the vast majority of townsmen lived in single-family dwellings, and
Stéphane Yérasimos has examined the two types of such habitation available in
sixteenth-century Istanbul. His innovative article is based on the descriptions of
almost three thousand houses documented in the three extant inventories of
the Ottoman capital’s pious foundations, supplemented by a set of documents
related to property transactions and preserved in the archives of the Topkap1
Sarayt. Yérasimos has interpreted this material with the visual imagination of
the urban planner, and the results are of a kind to change our thinking about
the early history of the Ottoman house.

45 Katsumi Fukasawa, Toilerie et commerce du Levant, d’Alep é Marseille (Paris, 1987).
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First of all, the Istanbul habitation comprised two major types of dwelling. One
of them was found mainly in the inner city and often possessed several floors
and a large number of rooms. In certain instances, these buildings, which
Yérasimos tentatively identifies with the remnants of the pre-conquest housing
stock, could be subdivided and let as collectve dwellings, especially to the Jew-
ish immigrants arriving in Istanbul after 1492, In the less populous quarters of
the city, a different and often smaller house prevailed, in many cases consisting
of only a ground floor. Open galleries were frequent in this type, and a court-
yard was an absolute ‘must’. Yérasimos points out that this type shows affinities
to rural houses; with increasing density of habitation, courtyards dwindled and
disappeared, making the use of open galleries detrimental to family privacy. As
a result, semi-open halls (sofas) replaced the open galleries as spaces used during
the warm season.

All this means that the ‘classical’ Istanbul house, with its central or lateral
halls, numerous windows on the upper floors and a small or even nonexistent
courtyard is a fairly late creation, by no means dominant even in the second half
of the sixteenth century. These findings are so exciting to the historian of the
Anatolian house because it has long been known that Ankara, whose present-
day ‘old town’ also contains multiple-story houses of the Istanbul type, had a
very different habitaton in the sixteenth century. Ankara probably acquired
housing in the new style when the town was rebuilt after a major earthquake in
the late seventeenth century. We can now hypothesize that at the time when the
better-off inhabitants of Ankara adopted the Istanbul model, this type of
dwelling was itself a faitly new creation.46

These points are further developed in the last paper of our collection, by
Ugur Tanyeli. Tanyeli’s and Yérasimos’ papers are connected by their common
source base, since Tanyeli has studied some of the descriptions of Istanbul’s
foundation-owned houses that also figure in Yérasimos’ work. Tanyeli ap-
proaches the evolution of the Ottoman house in connection with the notions
of ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’. He roundly rejects the noton that ‘funcdon’ can do
much to help us understand what was going on in the minds of middle-income
Istanbullus when they put up their houses. In this context, the author points
out that, in most sixteenth-century foundation-owned Istanbul houses, no
space was set aside for such an elementary function as cooking. He assumes
that people avoided cooking in the rooms in which they lived and slept, which
is possible, but not proven, so the preparation of food must normally have

46 Suraiya Faroqhi, Men of Modest Substance: House Owners and House Property in Seventeenth-
century Ankara and Kayseri (Cambridge, 1987): 214.
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taken place in the yard. This was not only uncomfortable in winter, but also
made the cooking of sophisticated dishes difficult if not impossible, so that
Tanyeli perforce assumes a very simple diet. However, it would seem that, in
the course of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, kitchens increased in
number, even though they remained a minority phenomenon. In any event, the
notion that a kitchen constitutes a functional necessity in any home was an
innovation of the nineteenth and twentieth centuries.

Similar points are made about certain installations forming part of the ‘tra-
ditional” Ottoman house, such as built-in estrades (sedir) for people to sit on. As
Emre Yal¢in has shown, these were considered essential by older folk in the
1930s, but removed from his family home by a modernizing ancestor, the radio
and photography enthusiast Husni Bey.47 Tanyeli shows that large sets of
cushions, needed to furnish a room with an estrade running along three walls,
which became customary in later times, were not found in the estate inventories
even of well-to-do townsmen in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries. This
observation tallies perfectly with impressions gained by the present author,
namely that a family of better-off townspeople lived much better in the eight-
eenth century than their ancestors and ancestresses had done around 1500.
Kitchens, sedirs and many other domestic conveniences were introduced to the
houses of Istanbul’s and Anatolia’s townspeople at a time when the Empire was
in profound crisis. In the eatly modern period, the political strength of a state
and even the high-cultural florescence of its elite did not mean that ordinary
townsmen lived a comfortable life — far from it.

The editors wish to thank the following friends and colleagues who gteatly
contributed to the publicaton of this volume: Mitch Cohen (Wissenschafts-
kolleg Berlin), Prof. Dr. Selguk Esenbel, Dr. Meltem Tokséz (both Bogazici
University Istanbul), Pinar Kesen MA (History Foundation, Istanbul), Dr. habil.
Claus Schénig and Dr. Astrid Menz (both Orient-Institut der DMG, Istanbul).

47 Compate the article by Yalgin in the present volume.
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SOURCES FOR OUR ANCIENT CULINARY
CULTURE

Necdet Sakaoglu*

Social historians of the Ottoman Empire will never be in a position to com-
pletely cover the latter’s varying cultures of eating, drinking and conversation
(sobbet), nor even to produce a satisfactory overall picture of this complicated
situation. Throughout the long period in which they ruled the Balkans, Anatolia
and the Arab world, the Ottomans everywhere left numerous marks of their
sovereignty. Yet they neither consciously promoted the diffusion of an ‘Otto-
man culture’ that would have encompassed mundane things such as eating,
drinking and conversation; nor did they even consider such a possibility. Fur-
thermore, eating, drinking and conversation are a dimension of culture that is
highly variable, changing significandy due to numerous factors, including natu-
ral conditions, climate, religious beliefs and in some special cases, even the pet-
sonal preferences of powerful individuals.

More importantly, before grappling with these questions we have to come
to terms with a grievous lack of sources. Our earlier writers wrote woefully little
on eating, drinking and conversation; in other words, they did not leave a body
of sources commensurable with the subject’s central role in human life. If only
more of our ancient authors had been an Evliya Celebi or a Kadb Celebi; if
they had at least left treatises of the stature of Migani’/-Hak!! Leaving aside
lamentations for a moment, let us take a look at some of the sources left to us
by the past, and which focus on ‘eating and drinking’. Including the sources in
Table 1, which are of special value, the number of major Turkish-language

Former member of the executive board of the Foundation for the Economic and
Social History of Turkey, translated by Elisabeth Kendall.

1 According to Orhan Saik Gokyay in his article on Kétib Celebi in the Encylopedia of
Islam, 204 cdition., the Migén al-hakk fi kbtiyir al-abakk by this author is a discussion
of issues controversial in mid-seventeeth-century Istanbul, and for which Katib
Celebi proposed solutions. For a translation into English, compare The Balance of
Truth, transl. Geoffrey Lewis (London, 1957).
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cookbooks with recipes taken from the practical work of chefs and printed in
Arabic letters comes to about 30-40 items.2

Table 1 Some important primary sources

Tite Description

Kitabi’t-Tabih a 13th ¢. work in Arabic on enting3

Divan-i Etime / | a 15th c. Persian work of verse introducing various foods#

Kenzii’l-Istcha

Tabh-1 Et'ime Turkish ms., thought to have been translated by Muhammed bin

Mahmud from an Arabic work entitled Kitabiit-Tabihd

Terclime-i Turkish ms., transl. Ahmed Cavid from the Divan-1 Et'ime in 1803-4.6

Kenzi'l Isteha

Agdiye Risalesi’ | Er-Terkibat fi Tabhi’l-Hulviyyat, Turkish ms. containing recipes for sweets
found in the Yenisehir Lighthouse and brought to Istanbul, where it was

cleaned up and recopied by Osman Kerim Efendi.8

Yemek Risalesi Turkish ms, author unknown, in the Turkish Grand National Assembly
(TBMM) Library.?
Melcet’t- Turkish work, by Medical School instructor Mchmed Kémil, includes
Tabbahin recipes for main courses, sweets, pickles, salads etc.10
2

A. Turgut Kut introduces, in addition to the handwritten works mentoned above,
36 printed books, their authors, contents and particularities, as well as some cook
books of lesser importance and further items written in Turkish using the Armenian

script. A. Turgut Kut, Agklamals Yemek Kitaplar: Bibliyografyas: (Eski Harfli Yagma ve
Basma Eser) (Ankara, 1985).

3 The handwritten translation into Turkish is found among the Ayasofya Collection,
which forms part of the Stleymaniye Library in Istanbul. It was first brought to my
attention by Prof. Dr. Giinay Kut. Kaynaklar (Istanbul, 1984), vol. 3: 50ff.

4 Divan-1 Et'ime-i Mevlani Ebu Ishak Hallac-1 §irazi (Istanbul, 1302 [1886]).

Ali Emiri Collection, Millet Kiitiiphanesi, Istanbul.

6 Two copies are found in the Hazine (Treasury Room) section of the Topkap1 Palace
Museum Library.

4

Sitheyl Unver has examined this Turkish manuscript, which was found by Raif
Yelkenci, but all trace of which has since disappeared. Compare, Sitheyl Unver,
Tarihte 50 Tiirk Yemegi I (Istanbul, 1948).

8  EtTerkibat fi Tabhi’l-Hulviyyat (Ankara, 1986).
9 Tiirk Yemekleri, transl. M. Nejat Sefercioglu (Ankara, 1985).
10 Published as a lithograph (Istanbul, 1260 [1844]).
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Papers presented at the Symposium on Turkish Cuisine organized by the Cul-
ture and Tourism Ministry in Ankara (October 31-November 1, 1981) shed
light on post-Seljuk developments in Turkish cuisine and food customs, both
of the palaces and among the people.!! But while these papers are very impor-
tant, and can be supplemented by a few primary sources still in manuscript,
they do not suffice for even the most modest attempt to envisage the true di-
mensions of the problem: principles, staples, techniques, service at table and
protocol characteristic of our bygone culinary culture remain highly obscure.
Without generating a large body of written sources, the culinary culture of our
Ottoman past reached maturity and went through a series of mutations in
cooking and serving practices, by the way, rather similarly to our rich oral tradi-
tion linked to music and conversation. Hearths, pots, cauldrons, mortars and
clay jars changed or even disappeared from our kitchens; and unfortunately, the
flavors and qualites of regional Ottoman cuisine have largely been erased
through a process of cultural erosion. But if traces of this culture are to be pre-
served, much interdisciplinary cooperation will be necessary: social scientists
and historians must pool their informadon with that obtained by doctors,
chemists and pharmacists.12

Seventeently century food culture

A seventeenth-century text highly relevant to our topic is the as yet unpublished
“Book of Gatherings” by the Celveti dervish Seyyid Hasan Efendi (Seyyid Hasan
Efendi’nin Sohbetnansesi), in the Hazine (Treasury) section of the Topkap: Palace
Museum Library; it has attracted the attention of the late Orhan $aik Gékyay,
and more recently, that of Cemal Kafadar.13 A few sentences from Gékyay’s
lengthy description will give an idea of the value of this source:

1 Tiirk Mutfagr Sempogyunmu Bildirileri 31 Ekim-1 Kasim 1981 (Ankara, 1982); Cemal
Kafadar, “Self and others: The diary of a dervish in seventeeth-century Istanbul and
first-person narratives in Ottoman literature”, Studia Islamica LXIX (1989): 121-50.

12 On the basis of a partial expenditurc list for a late nineteenth-century Foreign
Minister (1880-1886) I have been able to discuss the meat, bread, vegetables, fruits,
fish, sugar and other foodstuffs used in the kitchen of a well-to-do Istanbul family
of that period: Necdet Sakaoglu, “Vekilhar¢ Masarifat Pusulalari (1880-1886),”
Toplumsal Tarih 21 (September 1995): 47-51.

13 This article was published in two places: “Sohbetname,” Tarih ve Toplum 14 (Febru-
ary 1985): 56-64; Orhan Saik Gokay, Eski, Yeni ve Otesi (Segme Makaleler: I) (Istanbul,
1995): 275-306.



38 NECDET SAKAOGLU

“in this journal we read of a good number of gatherings. Most of these
were [held in the course of] evening meals given among friends. Fewer oc-
curred over occasions such as circumcision, wedding and funerary ceremo-
nies. But the principal meals were [simply] dinners. If someone hosted the
meal, the author wrote the host’s name first, then, the names of those who
attended the banquet, and [finally] of those who [had been invited] but did
not cone.

Under the heading ‘avimeyi beyan idelm’ (/er’s list the dishes) [the
anthor] enumerated the dishes, particularly the most exquisite ones
(avime-i nefise) and the places where the dinners  took  place
(mataim). .. The writer referred to the conversations following the meals as
drinking parties’ (isrev). He then provided information on who would host
these gatherings and on which evenings...”

Gokyay’s account of the “Book of Gatherings” also highlights terminology.

“In several places the word feast’ (ziyafet) is used in place of ‘conversa-
tion’ (sohbet) and we find the word feaster'(ziyatetgi) in one place not
concerned with foods...sometimes the dinner guests are divided over two din-
ners and the writer explains this by using the Persian expression hones
daded bad (‘% was a two-part meal”). Perhaps the most important of
these conversations, that give the book its title, concerns the foods ceremoni-
ously served at these festive gatherings... The types of food at these feasts of
which we read in the Book of Conversations’ vary in number between six
and twenty-four.”

Table 2 Three neals served to Seyyid Hasan and his friends.

Size of meal Dishes served

24 dishes 1. kebab, 2. meat and onion stew (yabuni), 3. rice and meat sausage (mumbar), 4.
stuffed cabbage (lahana dolnmasi), 5. a Seville orange dish (turunciye), 6. spinach, 7.
spun honey (siigme), 8. chicken, 9. sour (ekgif) chicken, 10. grey mullet soup
(kefal gorvasi), 11. stuffed mackerel (wskimru dolmasi), 12. fried striped goatfish
(tekir tabesi), 13. flaked pastry, 14. baklava, 15. an almond, honey and sesame oil
confection (sabuni), 16. sweet saffron rice (gerde), 17. meat stew with plums (ekg
agd), 18. tripe (stkenbe), 19. soup (sorva), 20. starch pudding (palide), 21. grapes,
22. fruit leather (pestil), 23. ? nectar (bagribasd: hosabi), 24. ? (hegarpare) confection

rsitats- und Landesbibliothek Sachsen-Anhalt
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Size of meal Dishes served

21 dishes 1. lamb and onion stew (kuzu kapamasi), 2. chicken, 3. sweet meat and onion
stew (lath yahni), 4. stuffed onions (sogun dolmasi), 5. fried meat and dough balls
(keyma lokmasi), 6. spinach, 7. salad, 8. pumpkin flaked pastry, 9. baklava, 10.
an apple dish (Ziffabiye), 11. marchpanc [sugared bread)] (meymuniye), 12.
sweetened saffron rice pilaf (pilav zerde), 13. soup, 14. strained [chicken?]
breast (? gigiis siizmes?), 15. milk, 16. starch pudding, 17. apricot ncctar, 18.
red grape nectar, 19. grapes; afterwards 20. coffee and 21. red sugar sherbet
(tohusa serbetr)

16 dishes 1. grey mullet soup, 2. chicken, 3. sour chicken, 4. soup, 5. stewed kebab
(tencere kebabz), 6. baklava, 7. starch pudding, 8. apricot nectar (kaysz hogabi), 9.

apple nectar (e/ma hogab). After dinner: 10-16. scented and sugared sweets

(bulviyyat-s miimessek ve siikkerisi).

After the meal, fragrances were to be applied that resemble the cologne we
offer as a courtesy today, and which the author calls /z’r and tdvid (scenting and
habituating [probably the guests, so that they will return]). At one point we find
the expression “feast for the ear”, presumably a recital of some kind. This in-
volved the author, a Celveti dervish (fzzr) and six [other] persons, along with
the host of the banquet (sahib-i sobbes): “and they held a feast for the ear in the
enclosed bay window (schnisinde).”’14

Evltya Celebi (and others) on foods and food culture

We believe that if the information on food and drink contained in the travel
journal of Evliya Celebi is scrutinized, enough material will emerge for a book-
length study. While this is not our aim at present, the following lines, taken
from the description of Kitahya, may serve to indicate the richness of the ma-
terial. This is what Evliya Celebi has to say:

“Grapes grow there, but since they do not taste good they do not figure
among the [local] products worthy of praise. And the registers record twenty-
four types of pears, and there are seven varieties of juicy and kerneled cherries.

14 Thid, 291-96. Because the custom of drinking water with meals did not exist in an-
cient culinary culture, such beverages as nectars (bogaf), sherbets, syrups, a drink
made of grape syrup (pekmez suyn), and thinned, salted yoghurt (ayran) were generally
consumed. They have been little studied, but would definitely repay closer investi-
gaton.
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Kutahya trotters (paga) are known as far as Arabia and Persia, they are white
and clear and delicious, similar to bone marrow. And the oven-cooked kebab
and that cooked over charcoals (? gerdess) resemble that of Bursa its [i. e.
Kitahya’s] food and drink is very inexpensive. Even an okka (2.8 1b.) of fine
white bread [costs] a small, low-standard (? kug gogii) akee, an okka of ox meat
(sz2r eti), one akge, but a liver costs three akge.15
In his work introducing the foods of the period of Sultan Mehmed 11 the Con-
queror, titled Eski Tsp Kitaplarimizda Yemek Igmek ve Perbiz (“Food, Drink and
Diet in our Ancient Books of Medicine™), the late Prof. Dr. A. Sitheyl Unver
says:

“almost all the surviving adaptations, translations and compilations writ-

ten by our various physicians from the sixteentl) 1o the nineteenth centuries,

that is, up to the first printing of Hekim Sanizdde Ataullal Efend:’s

three-volume medical treatise titled “Miyaru’l Etibba” (*Medical Stan-

dards”) remain in manuscript. When studying [these texts], even though

there is often no separate, explicit mention of food, drink and diet, it is still

possible to encounter rather useful information on these subjects.”

After transmitting the views of Ebubekir Razi concerning the connection bet-
ween medical treatment on the one hand, and food and drink on the other, the
author recalls that we can find works which “absolutely demand to be studied
in [the context of] our medical history, on account of their prescriptions for
food and drink and the principles of diet regimens.” On the basis of the records
of the palace kitchen accounts of Mehmed the Conqueror’s reign (1451-1481),
Prof. Unver classifies the provisions consumed in the following manner:

Table 3: Foodstuffs used by the palace kitchen of Sultan Mchmed the Conqueror. 16

Type of foodstuff Foodstuff

pulses and grains bulgur wheat, rice, flour, lentils, wheat starch, chick peas

vegetables leck (perasa), cabbage, spinach, chard (pags), turnip, cucumber
(beyar), onion

fats and oils olive oil, sheep’s tail fat (kuyrk), clarified butter (sude yag)

herbs and spices (¢favih) musk, saffron, olives (geytin), parsley (maydanog), mustard
(hardal), garlic (sarmisak), coriander (kignig), mint, cumin

15 Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi: Anadolu, Suriye, Hicag, (1671-1672) (Istanbul, 1935), vol. 9:
25-26.

16 Tiirkiye Guda Hijyeni Taribinde Fatih Devri Yemekleri (istanbul, 1952): 57, 91.
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Type of foodstuff Foodstuff
(kimyon), salt from the province of Wallachia (Eflik tuzy),

gum resin (sakzg), vinegar (sirke), pepper (fiilfiil), cinnamon

(targn), cloves (karanfil), amber

animal products cggs (yumurta), chicken, cheese, milk, yoghurt, cream, oysters

(istiridye), prawns (karides), sheep’s trotters, geese, ox tripe (sigr

iskembesi), honey, gamebirds (av kugslari) and fish.

In the 11" and 13™ chapters of Ahmed Bican Efendi’s work titled “Diirr-i
Mekntin” (“Hidden Pearls”), which I am currendy preparing for publication, a
good deal of information is found concerning the fifteenth-century culinary
culture of our ancestors.17 In consonance with the assumption that bodily
health was due to the harmony of the ‘humors’ of which the human body was
supposed to consist, the writer suggests that those who are hasty in speech and
work, and do not husband their strength, should eat “cold-wet” foods, such as
cucumber, squash (kabak) and watermelon. On the other hand, those who are
sensitive and lean, dark or ashen-colored, should eat “hot-wet” things, such as
sweet melon (fat/s kavun), grapes and eggs. According to Ahmed Bican Efendi,
God created various plants, that “each one would be a medicine for every ache,
a treatment for every illness,” and He informed Lokman Hekim, the primordial
physician, of their existence.

Ahmed Bican Efendi emphasizes that 774 of the plants on the face of the
earth are for ‘man’, presumably meaning the inhabitants of the Muslim world,
while the rest are for the people of China. At great length he explains the
beneficial uses of rhubarb (revand-s ¢ini), lemon balm (ogu/ otu), cubeb (kebabe),
ginger (gencefil), cinnamon (dargn), pepper (filfil), nutmeg (cevg-i bevva), coconut
(cevz-i Hindi), galingale (havlican), mace of nutmeg (besbase), cardamom (kakule),
cloves (karanfil), Indian hyacinth (s#nbil-i Hindi), ? (fevkalkarasi), ? (yerkana),
violet (andug), ? (yelmeglik), “buy?’ (lit: spice or fragrance), gum of galbanum
(kasni), colocynth (banzal), white hellebore (kar giged7), scammony plant
(mabmudiye), marshmallow seeds (batmi tohumu), zedoary (ernebad), behen root
(behmen kizd), “bugidan” (green-winged meadow orchis, Orchis morio), Phlomis
angustifolia, Verbascum lychnitis (szgzr kuyrugu), ? (tudda), opapanax gum
(cavsiran), wild sesame (cebel-i hunk), ? (cinbane), saffron, mustard, dried caltrop
(hesek kurusd), a variety of parsley (resdene), hartwort/wild carrot (sakakil),
“seytref’ (a very acrid and caustic Indian medicine), marjoram (giveyi ot4), turnip

17 This work appears in the seties Tarih Vakfi Yurt Yayinlars, published by the Turkish
History Foundation.
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(tnrp), gum euphorbium (ferfeyun), colocynth (karg: delig), cumin, chamomile
(papatya), Pryoctus ajowan (wanhun, probably for mankbrdh), lemon, edible
pistachios (fustek yemisl), jujube (unnab), pine nuts (2 sanavber yemisi), pistachio
nutmeats (fonk i), sweet melons (kavun tathss), watermelons, cucumbers,
apples, pears, figs (sncr), dates (burma), wild chicory (bindiba), grapes, sweet
pomegranates (nar tatlisi), olives, quince, etc. He also details how these plants
are to be used, including directions on the manner of eating or imbibing these
items after the additon of honey, milk and vinegar, cooking in oil, or sprinkling
on other foods.18

Dervis Nidai Mehmed Efend: on the medicinal uses of food and drink

But we have located yet another work that is even more closely connected with
the subject of eating, drinking and conversaton within the Ottoman social
milieu, namely the “Menafiti’n-Nas™ of Dervis Nidai Mehmed Efendi.19 Nidai
devotes the 44th “chapter” (bab) of his work to beverages (including wines) and
sweet syrups. He begins with an intwoducton: “In this chapter let us declare

18  Hagi Kitab-1 Diirr-i Mekniin (manuscript in my possession) fols. 68-81. A plant
known as_ye/mesik otu is used both as a pain killer and to get rid of bedbugs: Derlense
Sozligii (Ankara, 1963-82). Cinbane may be a misspelling of cilbane edible vetch,
lathyrus satvas.

19 Adnan Adwvar writes that Dervis Nidai has been confused with Kaysuni-zade, the

physician of Suleyman the Magnificent (1520-1566). Compare Abdilhak Adnan
Adwar, Osmanly Tiirklerinde Iim, ed. A. Kazancigil, S. Tekeli (4™ edition, Istanbul,
1982): 115-16. In the autobiography appended to his work, Nidai explains that,
while he was the instructor of Sahib Giray in Crimea, he came to Istanbul as an am-
bassador. At this time he was the victim of a slander and thrown in prison, only
being released after seven years; he also tells us that a hundred-year old Sufi master
(p7r) taught him medicine. Dr. Osman Sevki claims that Nidai was under the patron-
age of Prince Selim (later to become Selim II) and that, coming to Istanbul upon
Selim’s ascension to the throne, he was appointed as Chief Physician. Osman Sevki
also informs us that, in addidon to “Menafii’n-Nas™, there is another work by
Nidai dtled “Tababet-1 Begeriye ve Baytariye” (Human and Veterinary Medicine).
Compare Bursalt Dr. Osman Sevki, Beg Buguk Asirlik Tiirk Tababet Taribi (Istanbul,
1341 [1925]): 168-69. “Menafiii’'n-Nas™ was written for Selim II (1566-1574) “in 60
chapters” in 1566-1567. See also Fehmi Edhem Karatay, Topkap: Saray: Miigesi
Kiitiiphanesi Tiirkge Yagmalar Katalogn (Istanbul, 1961), vol. 1: 570-71.

A large number of handwritten copies of “Menafiii’'n-Nas™ are to be found in the
Medical History Institutes of different universitics and in public libraries, particu-
larly Topkap1 Palace Museum, Istanbul University, and the Siilleymaniye collections.
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and report on the acceptable beverages, their effects and uses” (bu babda makbul
garablarin san’atin menfaatin beyan ediib bildirelin)). Beginning with a drink based on
pomegranate juice (jarab-i rummani), the author goes on to describe the manner
of concocting a series of beverages, along with the latters’ qualities. For
example, in discussing reduced wine (sarab-i miiselles) he gives the following
explanation:

Let it be known that the proper method is to call sweet red wine “ruby”
(ali); those that are yellow in color and those that approach redness are
called “emerald wine” (sarab-i zimridi), and those [wines derived] from
sweet white grapes are known as “rust-colored wine” (sarab-i reynani).
But their benefit (ifade) is in the chasing away of tears (tasfiye-i deme),
in the restoring of the constitution (islah-1 mizag) and in the reinforcing of
one’s [sexcual] potency (takviye-i cima).20

In the 45th chapter, he describes the sweets (bu/viyyat) that augment health and
strength, and “which are useful for [the increasing of] sexual desire (sehres) and
for the increasing of potency.” For example, he offers the following specialty,
which increases sexual powers to an unbelievable degree:

Eat the exterior of red carrots, and take the membrane [2] and the essence
within, and, after grating it, place it in a scarf and [then] in an
earthenware pot, sealing it tightly. Cook in a clay oven or over coals. After
it dissolves, strain half [of the amount] with 20 dithems of purified
honey. Afterwards, grind together one dithem each of ginger, mace of
nutmeg, cloves, cinnamon and colocynth, three dithems of saffron and a
bhalf dithem each of Indian hyacinth and mastic (mastaki). Sift, then add
the honey to half of the amonnt, mixing and integrating thoronghly.21

In the 48th, 49th and 50th chapters, Nidal describes the “combined and in-
dividual foods (miirekkeb ve miifred gidalar) beneficial to the human body.” He

20 Menafii’'n-Nas’ (my own copy), pp- 64-70.

2V “Kagul havneun dygine ynyub garme ve igindeki G3iinii gideriih renededen ceke ve ilmege koyub
agen berkide. Tennurda veya komiir iigerinde pisiire. Soyle ki hal ola. Andan, yiig dirhem kefi
alimmag bal ile nim kwam ediih siize. Andan, gencebil ve cevy-i bevvid ve karanfil ve dargini ve
havlican birer dirhem ve gafran ji¢ dirhem ve siinbiil-i Hindi ve mustaki buguk dirbem ciimleyi
sabk ediib cem’ ile andan eleye. Dahi nim kwama bal kata, tamam karigdura ve alisdura...”
Ibid., 70-71.
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then states that “it is known that there are both agreement and opposition
between the body and the palate. Thus, my friend, it is necessary that a person
should employ delicious foods and beverages. Let him eat foods agreeable to
his own constitution.”

The author then lists these “combined foods” and, of the ‘individual foods’,
he mentons their qualities and gives instructions for preparation. He thus pro-
vides an overview over some of the foods known to a well-traveled Ottoman,
including, among the starchy items, wheat, wheat starch, rice, barley, millet,
chick peas, broad beans, Jerusalem artichokes (#iffabii’l-arg), bread baked in an
clay oven (tandir ekmegi) and okra (dkre).22 Among meats, we find a larger selec-
ton: lamb, kid (oglak), billy goat (feke), she-goat (keg), rabbit, horse, camel, head
and eyes of [livestock] (bay, gog etlers), brain (beyin), udder (pistan eti), liver (Gyken),
kidneys (bobrek), heart (yiiregi), shank bone marrow (inck i/g7), hen and rooster
(tavuk ve horog etlers).

Incidental information is frequenty included; thus for instance Nidai re-
counts, at length, that rooster meat increases the amount of semen (do/). This
meat should be cooked in water with salt, chickpeas and besvayic (an herbal root
similar to pistachio). He also tells his readers that soup made of young chickens
(pili¢ ¢orbass) strengthens sexual desire and that weak, pale and exhausted per-
sons should, over an entire week, eat good- quality (pdkige) bread and the soup
made of fat, fleshy chickens. Quail (bzdircin) and partridge (keklik) are also sup-
posed to increase sexual potency (kuwvvet-i bihiye). Fish (labm-i mabi) should be
marinated in vinegar (sirke ile muamele edilmesi). Our author also explains the
benefits of milk, different types of turnip (fiiciil, salgam), beets (pancar), spinach,
eggplant, quince compote, pistachios, almonds, pears and cherries.

Dervig Nidai Mehmed Efendi as a practical cook

A sampling of the very special recipes provided by Nidai Efendi have been
cited here, as they give an idea about the first-class foods eaten by a well-to-do
Ottoman of the sixteenth century:

22 Given modern Turkish usage, this seems the most probable equivalent. However
another plant, not a source of starch, is also known by this name. According to
Hayati zade Mustafa Feyzi Efendi, this word can also be used for chamomile
(Marricaria chamomila L.) Hayati zade Mustafa Feyzi Efendi, Yabani Bitkiler Soz/iigh,
ed. Hadiye Tunger (Ankara, 1978), vol. 1: 81.



SOURCES FOR OUR ANCIENT CULINARY CULTURE

Pigeon Meat and Onion Stew (Giivercin yahnisi)

Slice a quantity of onion into water and add a little sweet olive oil. Cook
over a low flame. Several pigeon chicks should be cooked separately. Ladle
them over the cooked onion and mix. Finally, grind one dithem each of
cinnamon, colocynth and orchid bulb (salep), sprinkle on and mix. (The
anthor explains that this soup, which he characterizes as the most benefi-
cial food for the human constitution, can increase sexual potency, as well as
prevent aging and paralysis; he advises that it be eaten with unleavened
(mayasiz) bread).

Lamb and Onion Stew (Kugu yahnisi)

Cook lamb meat which is neither too lean nor too fatty with white onion
and let it stand in its broth overnight. Add one dithem each of cinnamon
and cardamom, a half dithem of cloves and a pinch (cekirdek) of musk
to a portion of the broth and cook. Mix: it with the meat and boil it covered
so that the steam doesn’t escape (this, too, increases potency and calms the

body).
Young Chicken Kebab

After slicing the chicken very thin (yassi yassi yatilip) and salting if,
cook it on a hot tile (kizgin kiremit) being careful not to burn it. Grind
Sfive dithem of black cumin (Gorek otu), four dithem of sweet flag (or
orris, lisani’l-asvar), three dithem of goat’s beard (teke sakaly), a half
dithem of coconut (Hindustan cevizi) and sprinkle over the kebab (It
is emphasized that chicken kebab is a “night food,” unfortunately the ex-
act implications of this particular quality are not spelt out. But in the Ot-
toman palace, this kebab was prepared in the kitchens of the small aviary
(Kughane), adjoining the barem, and then sent inside. The author adds
that his acquaintance with this dish is due to Plato, and that, among its
twenty-seven benefits, the main one is the increasing of sexual potency).

Kebab

The meat should be hung on a hook and left for one day. Season it with
savory salts. Cut some white onions in two, along with their peel. They
should be placed in a frying pan, first the meat, then the onion. Cook over
a low flame. The juices from the fried onions should be then drizzled over
the cooking kebab. Fry enough that no blood remains, but not so much as
to dry ont the meat. Afterwards, cut into very small pieces and sprinkle
with cinnamon, cloves, mint and musk. (One hour after eating this kebab,
which should be consumed together with nnleavened bread, one must drink

45
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honey sherbet boiled with ginger and cloves. It is explained that this will
naturally increase one’s sexual potency, and that it also works for weari-
ness and exharnstion).

Meat with Eggs

Beat twenty ¢gg yolks with salt. Cook some rump roast (but eti) in a fry-
ing pan until the blood is cooked ont of it. Ponr the beaten eag yolks [over
the meat]. Cook. Sprinkle with ginger and remove from heat. (It is also
advised that this dish be eaten with unleavened bread, and it is claimed
that two hours after ingestion, sexual polency will be increased).

Chicken and onion stew (Fakume-i tavuk)

Boil two young, plump chickens in unsalted water. Remove from water and
chop up normally (usulince dogranir). Mince 15 onions. Cover the
botton of a boureka pan with a layer of onion and sprinkle it with salt,
two dithem of ground cinnanon and a balf dithem of ginger. Then put a
layer of the chicken, and cover it with another layer of onion, adding more
salt and spices. Finally, cover with a bit of sweet oil. Place the pan [over?]
a light flame. Baste when necessary with the water used for boiling the
chicken. When the juice is gone, remove from heat.23

Conclusion

Important though the study of didactic sources such as Nidai’s work may be,
and we are only at the beginning of our efforts, yet much more is needed. In
addition to oral history, the study of customs, both of those still in existence
and those defunct but recorded by reliable twentieth-century witnesses, can
supplement the results obtained from literary and didactic texts. This labor is
well worth the best efforts of social historians, as our culture of food, drink and
conversation has already shown itself to be rich, complex and important.

Through our efforts, narrow in scope as they still are, we have been able to
establish a number of factors as especially important in the development of our
culinary culture. Medical men were well aware of the healing potentialities of
numerous foods and drugs, and used them as treatments for aches and pains,
and more generally, for healing the sick. Food was also something to be distrib-
uted, and by lavishly entertaining his guests, the host of a banquet held upon
the occasion of a wedding, religious holiday or funeral, might display his wealth
to all comers.

23 TIbid., fols. 79-95.
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Religious considerations also played an important role in Ottoman food culture.
Thus alcoholic beverages were never imbibed at festive meals; while social
groups consuming wine did exist, gatherings over drink and conversation (ikz/i
mubabbetler) were kept apart from festive celebrations, which possessed a certain
sanctity. After all, congratulatory send-off feasts for pilgtims (bac: tehniyeleri),
meals combined with religious observances (tevhid yemekleri), hospitality,
wedding and circumcision feasts (digin ve hitan iyafetleri), all were somewhat
connected to religious practices.

Certainly the culture we have discussed here was Ottoman in character, but
to be precise, it had antecedents in the eating and drinking cultures of central
Asia, whose impact might be greater or lesser according to the social milieu.
Such reminiscences made for local variety: in addition to the ‘standard’ dishes
found in many Ottoman provinces, special foods were often prepared, using
locally available ingredients. Within the centuries-long culture of the Ottoman
Turks, there were thus very great differences between the culinary cultures of
Anatolian regions, on the one hand, and the very special Istanbul milieu on the
other. If, by rough approximation, we estimate that there were some thirty local
dishes for each of the roughly one hundred regions into which we may divide
up present-day Turkey, that gives us around three thousand varieties of foods.
As a telling example, I might list some dishes whose names are still remem-
bered in our day, but rarely if ever served, such as cilvels tirit (a dish made of
bread soaked in gravy), pekmegli elma dolmas: (stuffed apples in grape syrup),
kabak sarmasi (squash or pumpkin-stuffed grape leaves), kuru et tirdi (dry meat
broth), incir kavurmas: (fried meat with figs), badug agz, keloglann fesi, gendine pilave
(wheat pilav), kellecos (boiled sheep’s head). These and other treats my grand-
mother, seventy-five years older than myself, stll used to prepare during my
childhood, back in the 1940s.
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Appendix

A listing of the foods mentioned in the “Sohbetname” according to Gokyay’s
study:

a)  Main courses: stuffed fish (balk dolmasi), Agnus castus (if used as a vege-
table? begparmak), grilled meatball kebab (wgbig kebabi), calf’s heads, meat-
balls a la Davutpasa (Davutpasa kiftesi), stuffed grape leaves (dolma), meat
stew with plums, sour meats with golden oriole and stock dove (eksilice,
yannda sar: asma ve iiveyiR), sour meat and onion stew (ekgi yahni), rice with
meat (et/i pilav), pigeon (givercn), sand smelt (gimiis balg), boiled rice pud-
ding (berise/ lapa), wheat boiled with meat (et herise/ keskek), spinach, stuf-
fed squash (kabak dolmasi), squash potash (kabak kalyesi), black hen (kara
tavuk), goose (kag), kebab, grey mullet, ? (Kefe kebabi), celery root (kerevig),
fried meat and dough balls, lamb, lamb and onion stew, stuffed cabbage
(labana dolmasi), stuffed “bull’s tongue” (orris, or sweet flag) (lsan-z sevir
dolmasz), bluefish (lifer balig), mushrooms (mantar), rice (pilav), young chi-
cken (pilig), boiled chicken (pismis tavuk), stuffed fish (semek dolmasz), rurnip
(salgam), stewed and fried turnip (salgam boranisi), stuffed onion, sweet meat
and onion stew, chicken, striped goatfish, stuffed striped goatfish, meat
and onion stew, egg, eggplant cubes (yumurta/ patlcan lokmast),

b) Soups: Fish soup, wheat soup (bugday ¢orbasi), soup, tripe soup (igkenbe
¢orbasi), gizzard soup (katz ¢orbasi), grey mullet soup, vermicelli (s 7zye).

¢) Breads: “bundle” flaked pastry (bobga boregr), flake pastry, wheat (birr),
round flake pastry (fincan biregi), spinach flake pastry, squash flake pastry
(kabak biregi), pancakes, fritters (pig7), “ragif’ (a thin bread without hard
crust), flake pastry sambusa in syrup (katmer samsa), hot, fried baklava
(kegartilmeg swak baklava), layered flake pastry in milk (sithi katmer), fresh
pastry strips cooked in meat and milk (s#2/ii tutmag), vermicelli (eriste), string
vermicelli (ze/ gehriye), tarnip flake pastry (salgam boregr), ground meat and
yoghurt pastry (tatar biredi), flake pastry cooked in a saucepan (fencere
biregi), bite-sized flake pastry (#fak boregi), bite-sized squash flake pastry
(#fak kabak boreg).

d) Nectars: Pear nectar (armut hogab:, quince nectar (ayva hogabz), ? (bagribasd:
hosabi), apple nectar, plum nectar (erik hogabs), dried red grape nectar
(meviz-i siirh hosabi), Syrian grape nectar (§am digdimi hosabr), wild apricot
nectar (gerdaln hogabi).

e) Beverages: honey sherbet (ase/ serbets), coffee with fragrance (amberli kahve),
rose water sherbet (g#/db serbeti), coffee with date flower sherbet (kdwi



g)

h)
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kahre), lemonade (limon garabi), red sugar sherbet (siikkeri serbet-i vilidet/
lohusa gerbeti), milk, sugar sherbet (seker serbeti), aloe sherbet (dd serbets).

Fruits: white figs (ak incir), green plums (can erigi), sour black mulberries
(cksi karadul), fox grapes (dilk: kuyrugn iigiimi), sour oranges (eksi turung),
dried grapes (evenk iigiimi), “ferik” apples (ferik elmasi), watermelon
(karpug), melon (kavun), cherties (kiras), spotted [?] grapes (kumla iiziimii),
“finger” grapes (parmak iigiimi), white raisin grapes (ragakiigiimi), silver
apples (sinap elmasi), goat grapes [literally: black goat’s udder grapes] (szyabh
kegi memesi iigiimii), sweet oranges (fatl turung), “seven-fold” grapes (yediveren
sigdimii).

Sweetmeats: white helvah (ak helva), baklava, strained apples (elma siigmesi),
pear confection (ewrudiye), medicinal musk [?] (deva-y: misk), rose jam
(gitlbegeker), helvah, fragrant sweets and sugar helvah (bulviyat-2 miinessek ve
siikkeri helva), honey-less hegarpdre (hegarpare-i bi-asel), sweet bread with
marzipan (burmaiye), milk and rice flour pudding (muballebi), mint paste
(nane macuns), starch pudding, fruit leather, almond, honey and sesame oil
confection, quince compote (seferceliye), sugar baklava, milk, cereal and fruit
pudding (sitlii asura agi), galingale paste (vec macuns).

Side dishes: honey (ase), pastrami (bastzrma), pepper (biber), kashkaval
cheese (kagkaval peyniri), cream (kaymak), pickled mint (nane tursn), sausage
(sucuk), tulum cheese, pickles.
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POLISH EMBASSIES IN ISTANBUL
OR
HOW TO SPONGE ON YOUR HOST WITHOUT
LOSING YOUR SELF-ESTEEM

Dariusz Kolodziejczyk*

In seventeenth-century Europe, the Poles and the Ottomans may be considered
the most notorious representatives of the ‘baroque mentality’, notwithstanding
the very different socio-political systems in which they happened to live. Every
Polish embassy sent to the Ottoman capital provoked a real vanity fair, in
which both parties tried to demonstrate their superiority and to eclipse each
other in ceremonial glamor. The more pompous and numerous a Polish em-
bassy was, the more ardent wete the Ottoman efforts to induce the ‘infidels’ to
prostrate themselves at the Sublime Threshold.

Although considerable suites accompanied certain Polish ambassadors al-
ready in the 1500s, the splendor of the great embassies reached its peak in the
first half of the seventeenth century. Along with the missions of Jerzy
Ossoliniski to Rome (1633), and of Krzysztof Opaliski to Paris (1645), the
mission of Krzysztof Zbaraski to Istanbul in 1622 aroused considerable com-
ment, both in Istanbul and at Christian courts. When Zbaraski entered the Ot-
toman capital at the head of a thousand horsemen, his servant was ironically
asked by the grand vizier whether his lord had arrived to conquer Constantin-
ople, or just to rob the imperial treasury.! This type of humor must have

Warsaw University.

1 “Poselstwo Krzysztofa Xiecia Zbaraskiego do Turcyi w roku 1622,” Dsiennik
Wileriski: Historia i literatnra 3 (1827): 3-27, 101-25, 237-73, 339-71, n.b. p. 101;
quoted also by Victor Ostapchuk, “The Ottoman Black Sea Frontier and the Rela-
tions of the Porte with the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth and Muscovy, 1622-
1628,” (Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1989), pp. 25-26. According to vari-
ous reports, the train of Zbaraski consisted of 700 to 1200 men, cf. #bid., n. 5 and
Historia dyplomagji polskiej, 1572-1795, ed. Zbigniew Wojcik, (Warsaw, 1982), vol. 2:
141.
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amused Ottoman dignitaries, as in 1678 another grand vizier, namely Kara
Mustafa, was reported to have commented on the embassy of Jan Gninski,
consisting of ‘merely’ 450 men, that if the ambassador “meant to use so nu-
merous a band to take Istanbul, his followers were very few, but if he intended
to salute the lofty threshold of the Sublime Porte, he had brought too many
with him.”?2

Such embassies resulted in tremendous expenses for both states. While the
royal treasury along with the diet of the Polish-Lithuanian Commonwealth had
to provide the appropriate sums for customary gifts and representation, the
Porte usually assigned a certain amount of money — called fa’yn — in order to
cover the embassy’s food and accommodation expenses. Given the large num-
bers of participants in Polish solemn legations to Istanbul, the latter caused a
rising irritation on the Ottoman side, since along with the #z%in, the embassy
members were entitled to gifts in kind assigned from the imperial treasury. For
instance, during the official audience, all embassy members expected to be
dressed in precious caftans, highly valued in Poland.

Participation in a ‘Turkish embassy’, partly at Ottoman expense, was con-
sidered a useful stage in the political education and career of a young Polish
nobleman. The numerous Polish magnates and dignitaries who sent their sons
to Istanbul as members of ambassador’s suites demonstrate the popularity of
this assumption. Thus for instance, the future Polish king Jan Sobieski, then
aged twenty-four, participated in Mikolaj Bieganowski’s embassy to Istanbul in
1654.3

The activity of the Poles in Istanbul was by no means limited to political ne-
gotiations in the public service. A mission to the Porte was often treated as a
kind of financial investment. This had to be made profitable through the
commercial activity of the embassy members and their agents. For instance, in
1742 the Polish envoy Pawel Benoe returned to Poland with fifty carts loaded
with oriental goods.4 In spite of a loudly proclaimed contempt towards any
commercial activity, Polish noble visitors to Istanbul anticipated the reputation
enjoyed by their twentieth-century successors, noble or not. In the royal
instructon given to Jan Szczesny Herburt in May 1598 we read that the envoy

2 Demetrius Cantemir, The History of the Growth and Decay of the Ottoman Empire (Lon-
don, 1734-1735): 287. According to Cantemir the embassy consisted of 700 men.
For more precise calculations see Polska stugba dyplomatyegna XVI-XVIII wieky, ed.
Zbigniew Wojcik (Warsaw, 1966): 335.

3 Zbigniew Wéjcik, Jan Sobieski 1629 — 1696 (Warsaw, 1983): 50-51.

4 Polska stusha dyplomatyczna XVI-XVIII wickn: 415.
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“should nat buy and trade, like other envoys did before him to the shame of
the crown.”> Needless to say, the trade was too profitable to be stopped by
such reprimands. The registers of the sultans’ council (mzhinme defterleri) contain
numerous orders and private commercial privileges granted by the Porte on
request of the Polish envoys.0 In addition, numerous merchants followed the
ambassadors’ trains, hoping to benefit from the tax-exemptions usually granted
to embassy members.

No matter how instructive and economically profitable were the ‘Turkish
legations,” their gloomy aspects were not negligible either. Andrzej Kaminski
has recently studied the diplomatic relations between Poland-Lithuania and
Muscovy in the late seventeenth century. According to his conclusions, during
their embassies Polish diplomats in Russia were kept courteously but firmly in
virtual imprisonment 7 Although the supervision of foreigners, for which the
Russians were to become notorious, never reached the same level in the cos-
mopolitan Ottoman capital, elements of the Byzantine ceremonial appear to
have belonged to the common heritage of Moscow and Constantinople. For-
eign diplomats were often subject to deliberate humiliations and psychological
pressures. The ceremony of prostration before the imperial throne, in which a
foreign envoy was forced to a deep bow by two special officials (kapzcs), always
led to violent recriminations and was resented by the envoys, who in protest,
described themselves as free citizens of the Commonwealth.8 In 1667, one of
the richest Polish magnates, Hieronim Radziejowski, already sick, was forced to
move, within a few hours, from his temporary residence to a small and smelly
caravanserai. This humiliation may have hastened his death.?

5 Kupiami i handlami bawié si¢ nie ma, co snadg, inni postowie i przed nim 3, niestawa koronng
exynili, Archiwum Gléwne Akt Dawnych (Warsaw), Libri Legationum, sign. 27, fol.
61b.

6 See Basbakanlik Arsivi BBA-OA (Istanbul), MD 7, p. 643, No. 1791 (privilege for
Piotr and Krzysztof Zborowski, 1568); MD 31, p. 64, Nos. 162 — 65 (privileges for
Jan Sienienski, 1577, allowing tax-free purchases of wine, wool, and horses); Duvel-1
Ecnebiye 55/1 (Leh ecnebi defteri), p. 33, Nos. 36 — 39 (privileges for Stanistaw
Chomentowski, issued in 1714).

7 Andrzej Kaminski, Republic vs. Autocracy: Poland-Lithuania and Russia, 1686 — 1697
(Cambridge, Mass., 1993): 146.

8 Historia dyplomagji polskig, vol. 2: 290-91.

9 Dyplomaci w dawnych cgasach. Relage staropolskie 3 XV — XVIII stulecia, ed. Adam
Przybos and Roman Zelewski (Cracow, 1959): 334; Adam Kersten, Hieronim
Radziejowski, Studium wladgy i opozygi (Warsaw, 1988): 595-96.
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Given such circumstances, it is not surprising that some Polish diplomats took
to excessive drinking or reacted to their precarious situation by arrogant
behavior. Yet another (and certainly much safer!) way to compensate for the
stress and humiliation was to write a heroic or ironical report on the embassy
after returning to Warsaw. In 1630 Aleksander Piaseczynski relayed his reply to
the Ottoman dignitary Murtaza Pasa in the following terms:

“T do not come from Diyarbakar or Algiers, but from the great king [of
Poland-Lithuanial, a lord equal to yours. Talk to me as to a free envoy,
and not as to a slave of your master.”!0

Such proud answers of the Polish envoys were afterwards propagated through-
out the Commonwealth and served well to strengthen the self-esteem of the
Polish nobility. However, it is not always certain whether the reported phrases
were ever voiced (and translated!) in front of Ottoman dignitaries, particularly
in the presence of the sultan. Thus after his return from Istanbul in 1634, the
Polish ambassador Andrzej Trzebifiski boasted of his conversation with Sultan
Murad IV, in which he claimed to have informed the Ottoman ruler of his own
master’s status as a sovereign lord.1l This conversation was often credulously
repeated in the Polish historiography, although there are serious doubts about
its authenticity. To anybody familiar with the Ottoman ceremonial of that time,
it seems unlikely that a foreign envoy would be allowed to whisper a word in
the presence of the ‘omnipotent padisaly, to say nothing about a free dispute
with the sultan on an almost equal footing.12

10 Tigy relage 3 polskich podrosy na Wschod muzuimariski w 1 potowie X111 w. (Muratowics,
Piasecgyiiski, Lubieniecki), ed. Adam Walaszek (Cracow, 1980): 79.
11 Quoted by Leszek Podhorodecki, “Wojna polsko-turecka 1633-1634 r.” in: Studia i
Materiaty dp Historii Wojskowose, 20 (1976): 23-72, n.b. pp. 58-59.
On Ottoman ceremonial concerning foreign envoys see Gulrii Necipoglu, Architec-
ture, Ceremonial and Power: The Topkap: Palace in the fifteenth and sixcteenth centuries
(Cambridge, Mass., 1991): 96-110. Pal Fodor vividly desctibes the reforms of palace
ceremonial introduced under Siileyman the Magnificent: “In the first decade of his
reign, he introduced the practice of remaining seated when receiving ambassadors.
During the audiences, he sat on a throne instead of the formerly used sofa, and
unlike his predecessors, he either kept silent or only uttered a few words. The latter
practice struck such firm roots in the etiquette of the Ottoman rulers that Kogi Bey
described secretiveness and little talk as the main attributes of Sultanic dignity,” see
Pél Fodor, “Sultan, Imperial Council, Grand Vizier: Changes in the Ottoman Ruling

12
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Thus when- reading the reports on solemn audiences held in the Topkapt Pal-
ace, and on the food served to the Polish envoys, we should keep this context
always in mind. The Ottomans treated these ceremonies as yet another tool to
underline their sovereign’s superiority. Yet no matter how tasty the food served
to the Polish envoys, these noblemen’s reactions were often quite different
from those intended and expected by their hosts. The report of the ambassador
Wojciech Miaskowski presented to the king in 1640 shows that the Ottoman
efforts to impress the ‘infidels’ often produced unexpected results. As was of-
ten the case when a banquet was offered in the imperial divan, the feast, as
Miaskowski noted, began after the distribution of pay to janissaries. But al-
though he was seated at an honorable place together with the grand vizier, the
Polish ambassador was quite oblivious to his surroundings, for he was com-
pletely preoccupied with the lack of knives, describing the whole feast as a
“scratching party”’13

Another member of this embassy, Zbigniew Lubieniecki, gave more details
in his diary. Less lucky than the ambassador, Lubieniecki with his fellow nobles
was seated outside the divan hall and served food in huge bowls. While the meal
in the divan hall consisted of twenty dishes, the members of the ambassador’s
suite were offered only five, all listed by Lubieniecki. These were: fried hen with
borsch, hen roast, mutton with broth, sweet rice with sugar, and rice porridge.
According to the author, nothing was tasty enough for his palate, and in addi-
don, it was too eatly in the day to be really hungry. This last opinion was not
however shared by the janissaries. As soon as the Poles left their place at the
sofra, the soldiers “grabbed the remaining food like dogs,” drowning their head-
gear in the soup and arousing the haughty disgust of the Polish gentleman.14

Elite and the Formation of the Grand Vizieral telhis,” Acta Orientalia Academiae

Scientiarum Hungaricae 47 (1994): 67-85, n.b. p. 80.

“Predko tam ten bankiet albo raczej drapanina odprawila si¢, bo nikomu noza nie

dano,” ed. Adam Przybos Wielka legagia Wojciecha Miaskowskiego do Turgii w 1640 r.,

(Warsaw, 1985): 93.

14 My po jeduemn wstawajac ledwosmy ustapili 3 miejsca, garag, cxausowie, janczarowie po
Pbimiskach, cosmy nie dojedl, jeden drugiego pohali, ag cxapki im i Jawofe w polewke, w kaszg
wpadywaty, jak psi i gorzej rwali; see ibid.: 145, on the number of dishes served to
Miaskowski cf. zbid.: 88.

A few days later, another banquet was organized by the Venetian bailo. On this
occasion, the food was described as being much better, although Italian table man-
ners once again dissatisfied our noble observer. While modestly silent about

1:

w
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Perhaps the best known of all Polish embassies to Istanbul is the mission of Jan
Gninski. His solemn audience in September 1677 was described by the ambas-
sador himself, and later illustrated by the French painter Pierre Sevin. While
Gninski dined with the grand vizier, his two sons and a nephew were seated
with the &u«bbe viziers, and other prominent embassy members ate with the
kadiaskers and the remaining Ottoman officials. Apart from these privileged
members of the embassy, seated at five tables, other Polish nobles were invited
to a garden party. Feeling deeply offended, those not admitted to the hall re-
fused to eat ‘from the ground’. According to Gninski, their food was devored
by young attendants and servants.15

A diary written by Gninski’s secretary gives more details than the ambassa-
dor’s own report. At the next solemn audience in April 1678, sorbet and coffee —
highly praised by the Poles — was served along with fruits and chestnuts. Then
the normal banquet began. The menu consisted of twelve dishes including tur-
bot (kalkan baligs) with cinnamon, roast chicken, rice cakes, and boiled wheat
with milk. Again, the author noted that the chicken was divided with bare
hands, without using a knife.16 Though not devoid of petulant comments, this
report is much less spiteful than its predecessor from 1640.

The last Polish report to concern us here, incidentally in verse, is linked to
the embassy of 1712 - 1714, led by the palatine of Mazovia, Stanislaw
Chomentowski. The author is Franciszek Gosciecki, a Jesuit priest who formed
part of the ambassador’s train; the text was published in 1732. Gosciecki,
though impressed by the Chinese porcelain and silver trays used in the Otto-
man palace, also found the behavior of the janissaries intolerable, and com-
plained about the lack of forks and knives. In a free English translation, the
relevant section of his poem reads as follows:

“Every janissary, in a crowd as he stood,

grabbed a gorba, each one happy with what he took;
Having filled their mugs with their bare hands, what else?
they stepped back to find retreat and recess (...)

himself, he reported Italian guests filling their pockets with food sufficient for two
weeks: 7bid.: 151.

15 Franciszek Pulaski ed., Zrddla do poselstwa Jana Gniriskiego wojewody chetminskiego do
Turcyi w latach 1677-1678 (Warsaw, 1907): 38.

16 Thid.: 141
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No knives, no forks, no spoons and no plates,

You'll see, everyone eats with his hands!

If you like, you're welcome, please join in, tear off a piece,
quickly fill your mouth with your fingers in grease!”17

It is worth noting the unanimity of the Polish reports quoted above, covering
the period from 1640 to 1714, in condemning Ottoman eating habits. Espe-
cially the lack of knives and forks thoroughly displeased the authors of our
reports. This constant complaint is all the more striking as in Europe, the use
of the fork also spread only quite late, after a rather long process. 18 In his fa-
mous study Uber den Progess der Zivilisation, first published in 1939, Norbert Elias
has stressed the importance of Erasmus’ work De civilitate morum puerilium, in the
formation of the European code of behavior at table. Already in 1530, the
Dutch humanist wrote: “C’est d’un paysan que de plonger les doigts dans la
sauce. On prend ce qu’on desire avec le couteau et la fourchette (...).”19 Explai-
ning the diffusion of the fork in early modern Europe, Elias has described the
newly emergent feelings, first voiced by members of the elites, and gradually
reaching the lower classes: “(...) nous éprouvons un sentiment de malaise quand
nous salissons nos doigts ou du moins quand on nous apergoit en société avec
des mains crasseuses ou graisseuses.”20

Although in Renaissance Poland, forks were virtually unknown and table-
knives could be found merely at the court and in aristocratic palaces, in the
course of the seventeenth century, the new codes of behavior were gradually
finding their way into the houses of nobles and merchants.21 By the late

17 Rewcili sig janczargy, tak jak stali w kupie | do czorby i kto garwat, w swym sig ciesgac tupie |
qarax, garyciq do geby ten frysxtyk faduja | a gadlsgy, na swe miejsca si¢ rejternjq (...) /Ni
nogy, ni widelec, lyski, ni talerga /| obacgysg kagdy g reka do potrawy gmierza [ kto chee tylko,
a 3 misy udarty kawalec/ do geby skoro niesie utiusgezony pales, see Franciszek Gosciecki,
Poselstwo wielkie Jasnie Wielmognego Stanistawa Chomentowskiego...prze3 lata 1712, 1713,
1714 odprawione (Lwéw [today L'viv], 1732): 260, 264.

18 As far as the spoons are concerned, Gosciecki’s reproach must be dismissed as a
purely rhetorical figure, for other Polish reports and, above all, the material evi-
dence preserved in Turkey show that they were in common use.

19 Quoted after the French translation: Norbert Elias, La civilisation des moenrs (Paris,
1991): 130; a Polish translation exists as well.

20 Tbid.: 180; see also the whole chapter Comment se tenir d table: 21-83.

21 Histoia kultury materialnej Polski w 3arysie, ed. W. Hensel, J. Pazdur (Wroctaw, 1978)
vol. 3: Od XV1 do potowy XVII wieks, p. 318.
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eighteenth century, table-knives and forks had come into everyday use among
aristocrats and townspeople, although most peasant families had to remain
content with wooden spoons.22 When reading the reports from the Polish
embassies to Istanbul, we must remember that their members belonged, or at
least pretended to belong, to the upper classes of Polish-Lithuanian society,
greatly influenced by Italian and French fashions already by the end of the
sixteenth century. It was thus by no means an accident that the idea of soiling
one’s fingers with grease aroused an equal disgust in the sixteenth-century
Dutch humanist and the eighteenth-century Polish Jesuit.

Even if in the seventeenth century, the political role of Poland-Lithuania
was constantly on the wane, and already in 1714, the Ottomans treated the
Polish king as a Russian puppet, the members of eighteenth-century Polish
embassies to Istanbul could reassure themselves and their readers: by using
forks and knives, they demonstrated their adherence to European culture,
which they fondly imagined to be ‘supreme’, and thus compensated for their
own loss of power and status.

22 Tbid., vol. 4 Od potowy X VI do korica XV1II wiekn: 275, 284.
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THE CHICKENS OF PARADISE
OFFICIAL MEALS IN THE MID-SEVENTEENTH
CENTURY OTTOMAN PALACE

Hedda Reindl-IKiel*

When we see a typical Western palace, such as Versailles or the older Chateau
de Vincennes, from a distance, its main architectural features are monumental
grandeur, an extremely long frontal axis, and a strongly accentuated central
entrance. This contrasts starkly with the Topkap1 Sarayi, whose evident lack of
such features remains particularly puzzling to many art historians, although,
thanks to Giilru Necipoglu’s study, we now know that this palace was con-
ceived as a ceremonial space.l Seen in silhouette, two parts of the Saray are
architecturally emphasized: when viewed from one side, it is the Tower of Jus-
tice (Adalet Kulless), an easily comprehensible symbol of just rule, and from the
other, the imperial kitchens with their mighty chimneys. If we interpret this
latter feature as a special mode of displaying the royal image, it is reasonable to
conclude that supplying food was an integral part of the Ottoman sultans’ role.

Despite these architectural hints at the importance of food in the imperial
Palace, little research has so far been done on this topic. We are, for the most
part, reliant on Ahmed Refik’s study, Sitheyl Unver’s publications, and Barkan’s
edition of several watbah-+ ‘amire account books. Yet, unfortunately, the latter
have never been systematically evaluated. 2

Since, as we all know, the imperial household served as a model throughout
the empire, the culinary habits of the Palace should have influenced the
practices of the elite and at least indirectly, to a certain extent, even those of the

*  Bonn University, Seminar of Oriental Languages

1 Gilmu Necipoglu, Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power: The Topkapr Palace in the Fifteenth
and Sixteenth Centuries (Cambridge, Mass., London, 1991).

2 Ahmed Refik, “Fatih Devrine ait Vesikalar,” Taribi ‘Osmani Enciimeni Mecmuas: 49-62
(1335-1337): 1-58; Sitheyl Unver, Taribte 50 Tiirk Yemegi dstanbul, 1948). Idem, Fatib
Dewri Yemekleri (Istanbul, 1952); Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina ait
Muhasebe Defterleri,” Belgeler 9, 13 (1979): 1-380.
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‘ordinary man’. In this respect, the semi-public meals of the imperial state
council, the divan-: hiimayun, served as a window to the outside world. They are,
therefore, of considerable importance in the development of Ottoman-Turkish
culinary traditions.

Research into the culinary habits of the Ottoman Palace is certainly not
handicapped by a lack of sources.3 The difficulty for the researcher lies more in
finding the proverbial needle in the haystack of often poorly catalogued mate-
rial, which can prove a time-consuming task. For a history of prices, account
books form a splendid source, but for the most part they list only ingredients,
along with their prices, without recording the dish for which the foodstuffs in
question were meant to be used. In the tayinat defterleri, on the other hand, prices
are often omitted, although these registers provide a good overview of the
amounts of foodstuffs officially distributed to certain groups or individuals.
The latter kind of register, in its detailed (mufassal) form, sometimes contains
clues to the specific dishes of which the ingredients listed were to form a part.

The source this article is based upon belongs to the maufassal type. Five fasci-
cules, each one referring to a single month of the years 1058-60/1648-50,
1072/1661-62 and 1074/1663-64, are preserved in the Bagbakanlik Arsivi in
Istanbul.# According to the catalogue, this register contains provisions for the
imperial hunt. Yet, except for a very few pages, particularly at the end of fasci-
cule V, the food supplied to the hunters is not mentioned at all. The register
contains daily lists of victuals used by various sections of the imperial kitchens
(matbab-1 hassa, dariisse’ade, harem-i endernn, agayan-i hassa, perhig-i gilman-1 enderun,
[matbab-1) gilman- enderun, sagirdan etc.) and fifty-two lists of menus served to the
viziers and their underlings, the e’z divan, on days when the sultan’s council
came together on the grounds of the Palace. Furthermore, we find one banquet
for the divan on the occasion of the kurban bayram: (yafet-i Gd-i gersf), three
feasts, mainly for the members of the Palace, and two banquets (biyik giyafes)
for the Transylvanian envoy (ef7- Erdel). Another fascicule of the same series,
from Cemazi I 1070/ December 1659-January 1660, lists another eight menus
for the viziers and bureaucrats of the Council of State.>

3 Both the matbab-1 ‘amire emini section of the Bab-1 Defteri and several Maliyeden
Midevver Defterleri in the Basgbakanlik Arsivi in Istanbul contain masses of re-
cords.

4 Bab-1 Defteri, registers of the matbab-1 amire emini: D.BSM.MTE 10522/12.

Istanbul, Bagbakanlik Arsivi (henceforth: BBA), Kamil Kepeci 7275.
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All normal meals for the viziers, ta’am-1 pasayan, were served immediately after
the council session and consisted of six dishes.6 However, as the register never
tells us which dishes appeared together, we cannot normally determine whether
we are dealing with a single- or a multi-course meal. A late sixteenth-century
miniature depicting a feast suggests that, at banquets, all the dishes were at-
ranged and served together at one sitting.” This manner of presenting the guest
with a lavish choice corresponds to medieval Western customs, and my analysis
will show that some of the banquets studied here were probably served in a
similar fashion.8 However, Paul Rycaut, a contemporary witness, explicitly re-
called that the dishes at the banquet he attended were served one after an-
other.? Thus it is highly probable that this was also sometimes practiced at the
formal meals under discussion here.

The starter was always dane, mostly a rice dish, which might however, also
be made from crushed wheat, dane-i bulgur. There were several variations of
dane: dane-i sade (plain rice), dane-i ‘Acem (Persian rice), dane with minced meat,
vegetables, raisins, or currants, with pepper alone (filffii)), with mulberries (dutls),
or sweetened with sugar as dane-i kuma, or else with squash and honey (kabak
ma’ ‘ase).10 The Persian word dare, literally “grain”, is used even today in Iran

6 See Ottaviano Bon, The Sultan’s Seraglio: An Intimate Portrait of Life at the Ottoman
Court, ed. Godfrey Goodwin (London, 1996): 35.

7 See Gelibolulu Mustafa ‘Ali, Nusretname, Hazine 1365, fol. 34 b, in the library of the
Topkapt Sarayi, from the year 1584 (reproduction: Nurhan Atasoy, Filiz Cagman,
Turkish Miniature Painting Istanbul, 1974, plate 28). Another miniature of the
Surname-i Hiimayun, Hazine 1344, fol. 74 b-75 a, in the library of the Topkapi Sarays,
from the year 1582 (for a reproduction see Timeless Tastes: Turkish Culinary Culture,
ed. Ersu Pekin, Ayse Siimer [Istanbul, 1996]: 48), conveys the impression that the
banquet was served in several courses, each consisting of one group of dishes,
similar to customs in Renaissance Italy, cf. Massimo Montanari, Der Hunger und der
UberflufS: Kulturgeschichte der Erniibrung in Enropa (Minich, 1993): 113.

8 For example, in England, cf. Madeleine Pelner Cosman, Fabulous Feasts: Medieval
Cookery and Ceremony (New York, 1976): 18. Cf. also Montanari, Der Hunger und der
Uberfluff- 113.

9 «_.the Dishes are served in by one at a time, which as soon as touched or tasted, are
takcn off to make room for another”, Paul Rycaut, The Hz;tog/ of the Present State of the
Ottoman Empire (London, 6% ed. 1686): 157.

10 “Agem pilams is mentioned in a Turkish cookery book of 1862, written in English,
compiled by Turabi Efendi, Mecmn'a- eta’me-i ‘Osmaniy: Turkish Cookery Book (Wool-
wich, 1862): 42, #122.

In modern Egypt, ug mufalfal (from fulful, “pepper”), literally “peppered rice”, refers
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for the type of rice whose grains remain separate and do not stick together after
cooking. In the Palace context, dane apparently indicates the type of dish that
would elsewhere have been called pz/av.

The viziers” second course, if indeed the dishes were served one at a time,
was normally chicken soup (surba-z makiyan). Only in one case was chicken soup
served as the third course, with stuffed squash (do/wa-1 kabak) as the second.l1
The pattern of the third, fourth, and fifth courses was less rigid than that of
their predecessors. A dish might appear once as the third course, another time
as the fourth, and, still another time, as the fifth. There was a general tendency
to serve birek for the third course, with various fillings: with chicken, cheese
(often dil peyniri) and kaymak, or else as birek-i pazgar, fincan boredi, tencere biregt, as
birek-i tutmag (probably today’s makarna bired), or as birek-i ¢omlek asr. Pure
¢omlek ass, which was presumably a predecessor of today’s gomlek kebabs, was
served a further three times as the third course. 12 Since it is also found in the
records concerning festive foods served at the gzyafers, where most ingredients
are specified dish by dish, we know that it was made from clarified butter
(revgan-1 sade), onions, sesame (semsens), sumak, chickpeas, and meat.13 Yet the
lists of ingredients are far from complete; salt, for instance, is never mentioned,
and lemon juice only at the feasts in the divan. We thus cannot be entirely sure
about the composition of this dish.

merely to rice with grains that remain separate and do not stick together. The ex-
pression mufalfal is often understood as analogous to grains of pepper. See Sami
Zubaida, “Rice in the Culinary Cultures of the Middle East,” in: Culinary Cultures of
the Middle East, ed. Sami Zubaida, Richard Tapper (London, New York, 1994): 103
f, note 3. In the case of Ottoman Palace meals, however, we should assume that
pepper was indeed added to rice, particularly since there was a tendency to use more
pepper for the meal when dane-; fiilfiil was served.

A few years later, Evliya Celebi also listed dud pilave among the dishes served at a
feast of the Khan of Bitlis for Melek Ahmed Pasha: see Robert Dankoff, Evliya
Celebi in Bitlis (Leiden, New York, Copenhagen, 1990): 116.

11 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. 1, p. 59.

12 Cimlek kebab: already appears in Ali Esref Dede’s nineteenth-century yemek risalesi,
see Al Egref Dede’nin Yemek Risalesi, ed. Feyzi Halict (Ankara, 1992): 9.

13 DBSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. I1I, p. 69. Meat is not mentioned directly in the re-
cords concerning ¢imlek ags, but a ta’am- ggmlek is listed in one of the accounts which
show how much meat was used for different dishes; D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc.
11, p. 64. g
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Boreks and yimlek asis are not the only dishes to be found as the third course;
soups, mainly gurba-z sade (maybe a bouillon?) ot farhana soup, as well as vegeta-
ble dishes, were offered as well, the latter as burani-i kabak or as dolma-1 lisan-1
sevir. Burani is, according to Redhouse, a “dish of stewed and fried vegetables”,
but according to Ferit Devellioglu, a dish of spinach or a similar vegetable with
rice and yoghurt. 14 We get the same explanation from Semseddin Sami’s
Kanms-i Tiirki15 According to Sami, the name goes back to the wife of caliph
Ma’mun (786-833), the son of Harun ar-Rashid. This royal woman, named
Buran-doht, had in her trousseau a famous green carpet ornamented with
pearls, and since the dish resembled the carpet’s green color, it was named in
her honor. Lisan-z sevir (“bull’s tongue”) is szgzrdili in modern Turkish, a name
used for borage as well as for bugloss.16 It is highly likely, though, that we are
dealing here with borago costantingpolitana, which is also known as zspzf in Turkish
and grows in northern Anatolia.l7 This plant’s leaves are big enough to be
stuffed with meat, in this instance for the viziers’ meals.18 Besides burani and
dolma, the old-fashioned Turkish pasta dish, tutmag, along with yoghurt (masi),
and herise-i kegkek, a kind of wheat gruel with meat, were mentioned as forming
the third course. The same thing might apply to sweet dishes such as baklava
and me’muniye, both prepared with sugar.19 Sweet dishes, for the most part,

14 We also encounter the form borani: Yeni Tiirkce-Ingilizce Sizliik (Istanbul, 1968): 190.
Compatre also Osmanlica-Tiirkge Ansiklopedik 1 sigat (Ankara, 1970) Ilave, p. 18.

15 Derse’adet 1317/ 1899-1900, p. 308.

16 Devellioglu, Osmantsca-Tiirkge Ansiklopedik Ligat: 661. Orhan Saik Gokyay, however
calls this plant egir and says that it grows lopsided in water basins and waterlogged
arcas: Orhan Saik Gokyay, “Sohbetname,” Tarih ve Toplum 2, 14, (Subat 1985): 60.
See also Ingeborg Hauenschild, Tiirksprachige Volksnamen fiir Kriuter und Standen
(Wiesbaden, 1989): 34 # 194 and 18 f # 86 and 88.

17 For this information, I am indebted to Mr. Oktay Mete, Cologne.

18 D BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. I1I, p. 61.

19 On herise, see Francoise Aubaile-Sallenave, “Al-Kishk: the Past and Present of a
Complex Culinary Practice,” Culinary Cultures. 105-139, n.b. 126 f. Further Yusuf
Ziya Kavakgt, Hisbe Teskilats: Bir Islam Hukuk ve Tarih Miiessesesi Olarak Kurulus ve
Geligmesi (Ankara, 1975): 100.

Both tutmag and herise are still to be found in some regions of Anatolia.
In the cighteenth century, me’muniye was made of honey, ground rice, and clarified
butter, cf. M. Nejat Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri (XVIL Yiigya Ait Yagma Bir Yemek

Riséalesi) (Ankara, 1985): 28.
On tutmag compare Besim Atalay, Divanii Ligat-it-Tiirk Tercemesi 1 (Ankara, 1985):
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formed the fourth course: bak/ava, thought to be an invention of the Ottoman
court, palude, me'muniye, ‘asure, erde, gizleme, or muballebi20 The entry sikker un-
der each name might be seen as an indicator that outside the Palace, these
dishes were normally made with honey instead of sugar.

Although sweet dishes were typical for the fourth course, birek, dolma, soup
and #utmag were also to be found. All the dishes mentioned for the third and
fourth courses, however, could also turn up as the fifth course, which therefore
acquired a rather mixed character. Nevertheless there was a slight tendency to
serve something more substantial, such as sheep’s trotters with vinegar (paga-z
hall), cow’s tripe (zskenbe, in the document: gikebe-i abkur), sausage made of gut
(szrden mumbar), or ¢lbur, poached eggs with yoghurt. Additionally, a kind of
pastry (pogaca) and, on another occasion, a meat ragout, yahni-i gust, are each
listed once. The sixth and final course of the viziers’ meals was reserved for
meat dishes, mostly &ebabs, sometimes just kebab-z sade, but often also chicken
(pilic/ makiyan), pigeon (kebuter), or meat balls, either fried as &dffe or grilled as
agbig. Sometimes we find ragout, yahni, and on one occasion ragout was served
as the fifth course, and sheep’s trotters with vinegar as the sixth.

Only once is gerbet mentioned together with dare2! This does not mean,
however, that this beverage was never served. The menus also fail to list hogab,
stewed fruits, yet a list specifying the quantities of sugar used in various dishes
regularly includes hogab-z divan. Bread was — and is — also indispensable to any
Turkish meal, but our material makes no mention of it. Bread was certainly
recorded in the separate registers of the etmekgibas:.22
The menu for the Council secretaries, scribes and servants, the ¢h/-; divan, stands
in stark contrast to the viziers’ food. Not only did these underlings have to be
content with just two courses, but the variety of dishes was also rather limited,

452. See also Kerim Yund, “Oguzlarin en Eski Yemeklerinden biri Tutmag
Gorbasy,” Tiirk Kiiltiiri 12, 3, say1 135 (1974): 204-08.

20 Charles Perry, “The Taste for Layered Bread among the Nomadic Turks and the
Central Asian Origins of Baklava,” Culinary Cultures: 87-91.

21 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. IV, p. 27. Ottaviano Bon, however, explicitly men-
tons gerbet for the meal of the viziers: “The Bashaws, and other great men, have
drink brought unto them (which is Sherbe) in great Porcelain dishes; but the others
do either not drink at all, or, if they do drink, it is fair water brought them from the
next fountains.” Bon, The Sultan’s Seraglio: 36.

22 In a register fragment from 1186-7/1772-74 we see, for instance, that during

Muharrem 1186/2.1V.-3.V.1772, between 80 and 110 breads were distributed daily
to the gavages of the divan: BBA, D.BSM. ETB 11775/5, p. 5.
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consisting mainly of gruels and stews. The clerks would be served rice soup
(surba-t erg) and wheat soup (surba-z gendiim) ot plain rice (dane-i sade) and ta’am-1
biirri, again a dish made probably of wheat, or /gpa and mastabe. The lapa of the
seventeenth century, however, had little in common with today’s watery boiled
rice that bears the same name. Although it is not completely clear how this dish
was prepared, we know from an account book of the Conqueror’s time that
lapa contained eggs.23 Mastabe, a Persian composite word, made up from mast,
yoghurt, and -(a)ba, soup, means “yoghurt soup”. From the explanations
concerning the banquets for the Transylvanian envoy, whete it also crops up,
we know that mastabe was made of clarified butter (revgan-1 sade), meat, onions,
chickpeas, yoghurt, and, probably, parsiey.24 We do not know whether rice was
added, since dishes in which the latter grain was used have not been recorded in
this particular context. In the fifteenth century, pagn, chard, also belonged to
the ingredients of mastabe (mastave in the register), but it does not appear in our
text. 25 Mastabe seems to have been a rather popular dish in the seventeenth
century as well, for Evliya Celebi explicitly mentons it in his description of the
banquet given in honor of Melek Ahmed Pasha.26

A striking feature of the meals for the eh/-: divan, at first glance, is the lack of
sweet dishes in the menu. From dme to time, however, we find, in the register
documenting the use of sugar, entries such as hogab-z ehl-i divan:... [kzyye]. 27 Thus,
this kind of sweet, usually made from stewed dried, but sometimes also from
fresh fruits, was obviously not considered an independent dish that had to be
mentioned separately in the menus.28 In all likelihood, it was omitted because
hogab was recorded in a separate register put together in the helvabane. Another
document mentions it as hogab-z divan, but there is no doubt that it was served

23 Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina ait Muhasebe Defterleri,” : 193, 197, 203-05.

24 DBSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. I1, pp. 64 and 66 f.

25 Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina ait Muhasebe Defterleri,”: 189-91, 193, 196-198, 200,
203, 205, 208.

26 Dankoff, Evliya Celebi in Bitlis: 116.

27 1 okka (= kuyye) = 1.2828 kg, see Halil Inalcik, “Introduction to Ottoman Metrol-
ogy,” Turcica 15 (1983): 320.

28 Even in modern times, ogaf is often not regarded as a separate course, but as a side
dish, mainly with “dry” rice and the like. In the Sohbetnime, however, it was appar-
ently considered a dish in itself, cf. Gékyay, “Sohbetnime”: 60. For the Sobbetndme,
see also Cemal Kafadar, “Self and Others: The Diary of a Dervish in Seventeenth
Century Istanbul and First-Person Narratives in Ottoman Literature,” Studia Islamica
69 (1989): 121-50.
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not only to the clerks, but also to the viziers.2? As for the lack of other sweets,
we should be aware that sweet dishes were not normally a part of everyday
food served in Ymarets either. Outside the Palace, dane often appears in the
regulations of pious foundations as a holiday dish. Thus we may conclude that
the meals served to the clerks were nevertheless an improvement on normal
plain food.

Before we try to analyze the social aspects of Palace cuisine and particulatly
the way in which matters of prestige were expressed, we should take a brief
look at three g7yafers held in the divan. Just like the viziers’ normal meals, all
three banquets started with dane followed by chicken soup. In the case of the
gvafet-i id-i serif, dane prepared with minced meat (kzymall) was served, perhaps
because the Festval of Sacrifice placed greater emphasis on meat, while at both
banquets for the Transylvanian envoy, there was a sweet variant, dane-i kurna
prepared with sugar. At the bayram feast at the divan, fourteen courses were
offered.

At this latter occasion, after the obligatory dane and gurba-r makiyan, there
came ¢omlek asr and kymal birek, followed by four sweet dishes: wantz with
sugar, sembuse (a triangular pastry, according to Redhouse), gerde, and baklava.30
This order of serving contrasted with the practice at normal meals, where
sweets were never served one immediately after the other. Such a heavy attack
of sweetness was countered by a hefty serving of meat, certainly superior in
calories: by chicken ragout (yabni-i makiyan), sheep’s rump ragout (u#ca yahni),
roasted pigeons (kebab-z kebuter), chickens (kebab-1 makiyan), ducks (kebab-z ordek),
and geese (kebab-: ba?).31 Those who sdll had some capacity left could again
indulge in sweets: me’muniye and finally muballebi.32

29 DBSM.MTE 10522/12. A very late document indeed, dated 11 Rebi’ 11
1208/October 16, 1793, informs us that six (obviously gilded) silver bogab bowls
with lids were bought for the divan. The cost for the silver, gilding, and workman-
ship is given as 1,376 gurus: Cevdet Saray 305. Material and price prove that the ves-
sels were for the viziers and not for the scribes. In the same year, 36 bosab spoons
(and 30 normal spoons, fa'am kagiklari) were ordered for the divan, most of them
with a coral handle and a horn bowl, or the like, see Cevdet Saray 6639. Again the
material shows that they were intended for the viziers. For the scribes they would
probably have been made of boxwood, cf. Hedda Reindl-Kiel, “Die Lippen der
Geliebten. Betrachtungen zur Geschichte der tirkischen Kiiche,” Mitteilungen der
Deutsch-Tiirkischen Gesellschaft 116 (Dezember 1993): 22.

30 Yeni Tiirkge-Ingilizce Sizliik: 998.

31 Uca stands for the part of the spine between the lumbar and the coccygeal vertebra.
The old Turkic nomads, having a highly hicrarchical social structure, reserved this
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Unfortunately, the second-rate menu for the ebli divan at the yafet is not as
well recorded as the viziers’ normal meals. But it is clear from some entries that
the clerks, as well as the janissaries and other military men such as the solzks,
received dane, which, judging by the ingredients of clarified butter (revgan-1 sade),
chickpeas, and onions, was probably daze- sade.33 Furthermore, the scribes had
to share gerde with the soldiers, which, in contrast to me’muniye and muballebi, was
not prepared with sugar, but with honey. Chicken soup containing onions,
pepper, chickpeas, lemon juice, and parsley was also served to the scribes, but
unlike that of the pashas, without cinnamon (dargn) and ginger (gencebil). An-
other sweet dish appearing on the clerks’ food trays (sofra) was gerba, apparently
a kind of pudding, made of almonds (badam), honey (‘asel), starch (nisaste), gin-
ger, figs, apricots (zerdalu), and red raisins (mevig-i siirh).3% It is unclear which
meat dishes the clerks could count on receiving. Their gurba-z makiyan was pre-
pared with forty chickens, the soup of the pashas containing only fourteen, but
the ¢hl-i divan are not mentioned as consumers of any other poultry. Of the 132
pigeons, 90 were reserved for the viziers, 32 for the aghas (4dayan) and 10 for
the dariisse’ade [agalars], while the 16 geese and the 33 ducks were shared be-
tween the “pashas” and one of the other groups, the former always receiving
the lion’s share. The gerbet remains unspecified; we only learn that it contained
48 kzyye (ca. 61.6 kg) of sugar and was also served to the bureaucrats.

Only the lists of the iyaferi d-i gerif intended for the Council of State have
an entry referring to a custom known as yagma (“plundering”), which is obvi-
ously, as Ziya Gokalp observed, reminiscent of an old Central Asian Turkic
potlatch.35 At important public occasions, especially the circumcision of princes,

part of a horse for those of the highest rank, see Abdiilkadir Inan, ““Orun’ ve ‘Uliis’
Meselesi,” Makaleler ve Incelemeler (29 ed., Ankara, 1987): 253.

32 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. I1I, p. 68.

33 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. I11, p. 69.

34 DBSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. 111, p. 69. In other documents, the dish’s name ap-
pears as gerbag or grva, see Siheyl Unver, Fatth Devri Yemeklerr. 28; Serefeddin
Yaltkaya, “Kara Ahmed Paga vakfiyesi,” [7aksflar Dergisi 2, p. 94. The dish is already
mentioned as girbad; in Ibn Djazlah’s (d. 1100) culinary collection, see Nina Garbutt,
“Ibn Jazlah: The Forgotten ‘Abbasid Gastronome,” in: Journal of the Economic and So-
cial History of the Orient XXXIX /1 (1996): 43.

35 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. 111, p. 69 (ta’am-+ yagma). See also Abdiilkadir Inan,
“Han-i Yagma® Deyiminin Kékeni,” Makaleler ve Incelemeler: 645-48. Compare also
Inalcik, “Matbakh,” in: EI (Leiden, 2™ ed., 1991), vol. 6: 809. Further: Orhan $aik
Gokyay, “Bir Saltanat Diigiinii,” Topkap: Saray: Miizesi Yillik 1 (1986): 44.
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the ordinary man seems sometimes to have been invited to “plunder”.36 But at
feasts within the royal palace the main actors were usually the janissaries.37

From a relauvely detailed description in the Surmane-i Hagin dealing with the
circumcision festival of 1720, we know that the yagma practice was highly for-
malized. Only after the grand vizier had asked permission from the sultan could
the janissaries rush to the 200 boiled and 300 roasted sheep and the 4,500 trays
of pilav and gerde. Every sheep had in its body a living pigeon, which, once
freed, would flutter off, thus contributing to the spectacle.38 Yet despite the
highly sophistcated, dignified ceremony, the old yagma ritual stll contained
some riotous elements that could not always easily be kept under control. A
good example is the ceremony of the %d-/ erif39 celebrated in Edirne in 1128/
1715. During the fesuve yagma, the janissaries of the court, the royal tent mak-
ers, and other craftsmen had mingled with some gypsies. By the end, not only
the food set aside for “plundering”, but also 56 copper bowls (saban) had dis-
appeared. This event caused some problems for the administration of the royal
kitchens and larders, since forty of these vessels had been hired from local art-
sans (esnaf).40

36 Cf. Gokyay, “Bir Saltanat Digiini”: 43-45. Metin And, Osmanls Senliklerinde Tiirk
Sanatlar: (Ankara, 1982): 43 f. Ginay Kut, “Sehzade Cihangir ve Béyezid’in Siinnet
Diigiinlerindeki Yemekler Uzerine,” III. Milletleraras: Tiirk Folklor Kongresi Bildirilers,
V. Cile: Maddi Kiiltiir (Ankara, 1987): 232.

37 Cf. Ismail Hakki Uzungarsil, Osmanis Devletinin Merkes, ve Babriye Teskilat: (Ankara,
20d ed. 1984): 294/ n. 1.

38 See Miibeccel Kiziltan, “Mehmet Hazin ve Surnamesi,” Téirklik Aragtirmalars Dergisi
IV (1988 [1989]): 89 f. The custom of placing live animals in the bodies of grilled or
boiled sheep (or oxen) is recorded for the first time at the circumcision festival of
Sehzade Mehmed, later Mehmed 111, in 1582, cf. Gokyay, “Bir Saltanat Dagini™:
44. See also And, Osmanlz Senliklerinde: 44. 1t is certain that this peculiarity was no
inventon of the Ottoman Palace, but was adopted from courtly practices in Italy,
cf. Montanari, Der Hunger und der Uberfluff: 112.

39 The yagma was probably a fixed part of the court’s ceremonial program for holidays
such as the Festival of Sacrifices or the Feast of Sugar. Similarly, regular games of
cirid were organized for the former event, which were attended by the sultan, com-
pare: Cevdet Saray 6726 (10 Zilhicce 1135/11.IX.1723), Cevdet Saray 8152 (21
Zilka'de 1195/8.X1.1781); for the geker bayramz. Cevdet Saray 8315 (11 Ramazgan
1190/24.X.1776), Cevdet Saray 5633 (11 Ramagan 1211/12.111.1797), Cevdet Saray
8955 (19 Ramazan 1220/11.X11.1805).

40 Cevdet Saray 4902, dated 13 Zilka'de 1128/29.X.1715.



OFFICIAL MEALS IN THE OTTOMAN PALACE 69

The partcipants of the yagma are not named in our register, but since at normal
meals only janissaries are mentioned, it is unlikely that other groups benefited
from the dishes prepared for this event. From the listed ingredients, we may
conclude that this part of the meal consisted of a sweet, probably a pudding like
gerba, and of a meat dish. 41 For we find 44 £zyye (56.4 kg) of clarified butter, the
same amount of honey, 15 £zppe (19.2 kg) of starch, 3 Azyye (3,8 kg) of chickpeas,
44 kzyye (56.4 kg) of red raisins, 500 sweet breads (¢irek), 5 kzyye (6.4 kg) of
onions, 130 sheep, 100 miskal (481.09 g) of saffron, 5 Azye (6.4 kg) of almonds,
3 kayye (3.8 kg) of figs, and the same amount of apricots.#2 On normal divan
days, the share of the food going to the janissaries usually amounted to 5-10.5
keyl (64.1-134.7 kg) of rice, 55-110 Azye (70.5-141.1 kg) of meat, 10-15 Azye
(12.8-19.2 kg) of onions, 9-12 kzye (11.5-15.4 kg) of chickpeas, and 90-180
miskal (433-866 g) of pepper.43

Unfortunately our records contain only a single example of a major feast
without foreigners present. While this paucity of informaton does not permit
general conclusions, it is interesting to compare this bgyram party with the two
pompous banquets for the Transylvanian envoy. Both the latter events were
clearly classified as more important than the bayram celebration, as indicated by
the expression biyiik giyafet, “‘great feast”. These two banquets comprised 19
and 18 courses/dishes, but were otherwise similar in character to the divar’s 5d-i
sertf feast. The first meal, on 4 Zilka’de 1059/November 10, 1649, was probably

41 Almonds, honey, starch, saffron, figs, apricots, and red raisins appear as ingredients
of gurba, though in differing quantities according to the accounts studied.

42 Since the entry does not explain whether &zye or re’s (head) is intended, it is not
entirely clear whether 166.8 kg (the equivalent of 130 £zyye) or roughly 1,550-1,700
kg are intended; I have calculated the latter amount by assuming the relatively low
average weight of ca. 10 &zye per sheep. Since we do not know how big the gireks
were, their number does not allow us to estimate the number of participants. If we
can assume one ¢irek per head, it seems more probable that the accounts refer to
kzyyes, since then the serving of meat per person would amount to ca. 334 g. Evi-
dently this makes more sense than assuming 3.1-3.4 kg per person, the quantity that
would result if we took 130 sheep as the basis for our calculations. See also
D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. III, p. 69.

43 According to Inalcik, “Introduction to Ottoman Metrology,”; 339 £, 1 okka = 400
dirbem, 1 dirbem = 3.2072639 g, 1 miskal = 1.5 dirhem (i.c. 4.81089585 g). 1 kile (key))
of rice = 12,828 kg, cf. Walter Hinz, Islamische Maffe und Gewichte, umgerechnet ins
Metrische System (Leiden, 1970).
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the welcoming reception for Istvan Sulyok of Lekese.44 For the first four
dishes/courses, the organizers of this gastronomical event followed the pattern
of the bayram feast; once these had been removed, there came six sweet dishes
and two yabnis. These were followed by fried fish (kavurma-r mahi) and fish soup
(surba-¢ mahi). After an intermezzo of mastabe, the meal ended with four poultry
kebabs, once again the guests could chose between pigeon, goose, chicken, and
duck.

For the banquet on 18 Zilka’de 1059/November 24, 1649, presumably the
farewell party for Istvan Sulyok, almost the same dishes were prepared as for
the first reception. 45> Only the sequence was different: this time, the sweets
followed upon two ragouts and four poultry &ebabs (chicken, pigeon, duck and
goose). After servings of birek and omlek agi, the banquet (giyafer) ended with
fried fish and fish soup.

If we compare the different meals listed in our register, we observe the
traces of hierarchical socio-political structures as reflected in banquets. High
rank was made visible by the number of dishes served and, of course, by the
quantities of expensive and prestigious ingredients employed. It becomes easier
to ‘place’ the meals prepared by the Palace cooks if we compare them with
those served on ‘normal’ days according to the regulations of certain pious
foundatdons. In these institutions, a single dish usually sufficed for a meal, and
that was probably good standard fare. Hence an everyday meal with two
courses, like the one served to the eh/i divan, would certainly have been superior
to what a common townsman of middle income would have consumed. That
six separate dishes made up the normal Zz'am-z pasayan indicates the extraordi-

44 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. 11, pp. 66 f. For the Transylvanian legations to the
Porte, see Vencel Bird, Erdély kovetei a Portan (Cluj, Kolozsvar, 1921). For this refer-
ence, as well as for the following information, I am indebted to Dr Maria Ivanics-
Ress, University of Szeged. In 1649, two delegations came to Istanbul (see bid., p.
126). The first one, however, traveled back during the summer, and this does not
tally with the kitchen accounts studied here, while a letter dated January 1, 1650 re-
ports the departure of Istvan Sulyok of Lekcse. On the other hand, two Transylva-
nian residents, Ferenc Gyarfas of Lécfalva and Farkas Jésika of Karansebes, resided
permanently in Istanbul at that time. As the second banquet was on 18 Zilka’de
1059/November 24, 1649, the two biiyiik giyafets for the eli-i Erde/ were separated by
an interval of only two weeks. This makes it seem likely that they were arranged in
honor of Istvan Sulyok of Lekcse.

45 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. II, pp. 64 f.
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nary character of this particular meal. 46 The high status of the meal and its
recipients is further emphasized by the inclusion of special dishes. Apart from
dane, sweets, especially gerde, served as status indicators; after all, even today
gerde 1s considered a traditional part of a wedding breakfast. Paga, once served
the day after the wedding, also must have indicated the viziers” high rank.47
Poultry, particularly pigeon, also was a privilege of the happy few.48 The diary
known as the Sobbetnime, roughly covering the same period as our material,
mentions a variety of different dishes served to guests, from a minimum of six
to a maximum of twenty-four. These appeared at the dinner parties attended by
its author, a prosperous Istanbul dervish sheik.49 We must not forget, however,
that these also were not normal meals, but rather banquets or feasts (3yafed)
given by better-off townsmen.

Forrunately, we have access to some further comparative material. The
twenty-four dishes that might be served to well-to-do Istanbul townsmen

46 An undated faknir, probably from the late eighteenth or early nineteenth century,
contains a decision to reduce the six courses to five and to decrease expenses ac-
cordingly, see Cevdet Saray 6111. This step presumably formed patt of the econo-
mizing measures of Selim IIT after the disastrous wars with Russia and Austria.

47 Sce Melek-Hanum, Thirty Years in the Harem: Or the Autobiography of Melek Hanum

(New York, 1872): 254. Compare, also Guinay Kut, “Turkish Culinary Culture,”
Tineless Tastes: 50 f. Probably due to the prestige of paga, the term, and in some cases
the whole dish, migrated not only to the Balkans, but also to the northern shores of
the Black Sea, the Ukraine, and the ethnically mixed regions of southeastern Poland.
(For this and the following information, I am very much indebted to our friend
Stephen Lewis, Sofia/ New York.) Immigrants from these areas brought the dish to
North America (particulatly to New York) during the great immigrations of the late
nineteenth and the early twenteth centuries.
While for Polish Christians, the term means pigs’ trotters, the Jewish version is
based on calves’ feet. Stephen Lewis remembers the latter viand “as a cold dish of
boiled calves’ feet, hard-boiled eggs and whole cloves of garlic jellied in aspic. The
shimmery pacha was cut into cubic portions approximately 10 cm? and served with
ample slices of black bread.” In Bulgaria, Christians prepare paga from the shin
bones rather than the feet of pigs, and it is served hot as a soup rather than cold as a
jellied dish.

48 With the exception of fasuk and pili, no poultry is to be found in the narh defteri of
1640, published by Miibahat Kutiikoglu, Osmanlilarda Narh Miiessesesi ve 1640 Tarihli
Narh Defteri (Istanbul, 1983) probably because the market for this sort of luxury
food was too small.

49 Gékyay, “Sohbetnime”: 60.
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roughly correspond to Evliya Celebi’s description of the impressive seven-
teenth-century feast given in honor of Melek Ahmed Pasa at the court of a
provincial magnate in the border town of Bitlis, which, alas, does not list all the
dishes served.50 In any case, it is clear from both the Sobbetnime and from
Evliya’s account that the number of dishes served was an indication of prestige,
although, as the examples from the Ottoman Palace show, it was not the only
one. From the limited material at hand, we might conclude that there was a
trend outside the Palace to keep pace with the imperial banquets, or even to
outdo them, at least in the number of dishes served. On the other hand, the
saray cleatly preferred noble restraint to cheap and showy display, a feature not
uncommon in self-conscious aristocratic circles. Furthermore, we must not
forget that the divan banquets documented in our material by no means
represent the full glory of the Ottoman palace kitchen. At the feast for the
circumcision of Sultan Stleyman’s sons, Cihangir and Bayezid, in 1539, the
highest-ranking guests and the ruler himself were served forty different dishes,
including partridge and roast peacock.5! Moreover, in terms of the number of
dishes served, even this banquet was completely outclassed by what was on
offer at certain seventeenth-century feasts to which only high-ranking members
of the Palace were invited.

The celebration of the kurban bayram: in the divan was only one part of a se-
ries of festvities given on this occasion. Our register has another entry, namely
a list for an enormous banquet with sixty-eight different dishes, recorded under
the ttle %d-i agha, the Festival of Sacrifices.>2 Unfortunately, no commentary is
included, so we cannot identify the participants.53 For the most part, they were

50 Evliya speaks of “two hundred silver platters, full of culinary delight”, but this num-
ber is presumably to be understood as meaning merely ‘a lot’. He lists fourteen dif-
ferent pilavs and three soups, and mentions “various juicy and well-cooked kebabs”
(Dankoff, Eviiya Celebi in Bitlis: 116 f).

51 See Kut, “Sehzade Cihangir ve Bayezid’in Siinnet Diigiinlerindeki Yemekler,”: 231.

52 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc, 111, p. 20.

53 The heading of this section reads: bera-yz vakti sabah: ta’am sofra 8, mibman 2; vakt-i
asir: sofra 8, mibman 2. This number, however, seems implausible, because in some
of the lists contained in the gerh we find huge extra quantities assigned to the guests.
For example, 8 &zye (10.3 kg) of sugar, 18 kzyye (23.1 kg) of clarified butter, 44
chickens, 80 Azye (102.6 kg) of meat, 20 pigeons, and 4 key/ (51.3 kg) of rice were
recorded under this heading. Even if we understand the two mébman not as individ-
ual ‘guests’, the meaning suggested by the dictionaries, but as two groups of people
eating from the same tray or sofra, the quantities are puzzling. However we do not
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probably members of the royal family along with their entourages, and high
dignitaries of the Palace. 54 Although the dariisse’ade section and the harem are
mentioned separately, albeit without any listing of the dishes served, we cannot
exclude the possibility that the female part of the sultan’s family also shared in
the imperial bounty; of course they were served in a different location.55 Two
small notes in the list of victuals consumed (ser4) suggest that the banquet was
held in the morning.56

The arrangement in the register reveals that the dishes were indeed served in
small groups; at least in this particular case, we should not understand the dif-
ferent dishes as courses in the modern sense. The guests were offered a choice,
rather similarly to what happens at rich mege tables in our own times. Along
with the omnipresent starters, there were dane-i kirma prepared with sugar and
chicken soup (surba-: makiyan); in addition, we find wheat gruel soup (su#rba-z
biirri), partridge (keklik), wheat gruel (¢a’am-1 biirri), and yoghurt soup (surba-:
mastabe). Thus, the dishes served were identical to those normally consumed by
the cletks of the divan and the pages (gz/man-1 enderun), with only the luxury of
partridge indicating the real rank of the meal. The next dish, burani-i isfanac,
introduced a whole range of vegetable and fruit dishes, the vegetables being
squash (kabak), eggplant (badincan), and fresh cabbage (kelens-i taze). The empha-
sis was cleatly on do/mas or ‘filled things’. These were made not only from the
aforementioned vegetables, but could appear in many guises. The scribes re-
corded stuffed apples (do/ma-1 elma), melons (dolma-1 karpus), and quinces (do/ma-1
ayva); the latter dish even today is highly esteemed in some parts of Anatolia.

know how many people were calculated as sitting around one sofra; the groups in
question may have been quite large.
At the circumcision festival of 1720, between four and ten guests sat at one sofra, see
Kiziltan, “Mehmet Hazin ve Surnamesi,”: 65. Under the entry recording the con-
sumption of chicken, D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. III, p. 20, we find a statement
that 175 of these birds were intended for the ser-biliik, a title that normally desig-
nated the captains of the janissaries; see Ismail Hakki Uzungarsily, Osmanls Devleti
Tegkilitindan Kapukulu Ocaklar: (Ankara, 27 ed. 1984), vol. 1: 217 ff. In the present
case it seems more likely, however, that the term denoted the heads of the different
Palace chambers.

54 The ruler himself, Mehmed IV, was at that time only eight years old.

55 This assumption does not necessarily contradict the separate reference to the barem
in our register, since women of lower status, not belonging to the inner family cir-
cle, would certainly not have participated in the great banquet.

56 See below p. 75.
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All these dishes should probably be scen as an overture, leading progressively
to the main body of the meal, which consisted, as so often, of meats and
sweets. Here, after a kzyma, probably minced meat seasoned with pomegranate
syrup (nardan), the guests were served two different chicken dishes, one of them
a preparation of fried meat known as &avurma. 57 There followed fish soup and
tried fish (kavurma-r mabi), a soup of young chicken (surba-z pili), and sweets like
me muniye, ‘asure, sembuse, muballeb, baklava, and kafes (or kakss?), all made with
sugar, in addition to mabmudiye made with honey (‘wse)).58 After kesme, a pastry
cut into squares and moistened with syrup (dzbs), the guests could enjoy another
variant of sembuse, called sembuse-i gersf, probably because it contained the expen-
sive luxury of sugar. 59 In addidon there were dane with cheese, kaymak and
sugar, dane-i bulgnr with spinach and kdfre, ta'am-t gomlek, rice pudding (ers-i gir),
sabuniye, and another sweet prepared with sugar. Another probably sweet dish
was recorded as “Zdzye, here, perhaps, used as a synonym for gerde, which appears
once in the gerh as gerde-i 9diye, but not in the menu list00. There followed a
selecton of pastries (bireks), among them borek-i hurde, borek-i bobea, borek-i
pagar, borek-i sini prepared with chicken (wakiyan), borek with cheese and kaymak,
and borek- dil.

After these already rather rich offerings, the guests finally reached the most
substantial part of the meal, namely the meat dishes, starting with meat ragout
(yahni-i gugf) and chicken ragout (yabni-i makiyan). The series contained twelve
different kebabs, among them simple roast mutton (kebab-z gugst), roast chicken,
pigeon, goose (baf), duck (drdek), grilled meatballs (c5023), cutlet without bone
(kebab-1 kiil basdi), kebab-1 sikar, kebab-1 sarma kifte, kebab-1 sis, and kebab-1 bibrek
sarma.51 To liven up the banquet, the official in charge of planning the meal had
introduced three short intermezzos; these consisted of a kavurma-1 giiban, a pud-

57 Cf. Unver, Fatih Devri Yemekleri16.

58 Senbuse is followed by a dish I was unable to identify, mainly because of the sloppy
handwriting lacking diacritical points, but also partly because of the insufficiency of
the dictionaries at my disposal. 1 tend to read feme-i (Roma-2?) paga. This enigmatic
word might, however, be only a mistake in writing /apa-z paga.

59 Redhouse, Yeni Tiirkee-Ingilizce Sizliik: 644.

60 Another sweet, listed not in the menu but in the gerh where the uses of clarified

butter are specified, is called residiye. In the eighteenth century this was a be/va made

of clarified butter, starch, and sugar or honey, cf. Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri: 25.

61 The “bunters’ kebal’ was presumably roast deer; the gerh mentions a kebab-z abu. 1 was

unable to identify one particular kind of kebab; maybe it could be read as kebab-z ina

@) kifte.
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ding (gerba-+ ‘asel), and a dish made of dried squash.62 The finale was then com-
posed of sheep’s trotters, tripe and sheeps’ heads, all with vinegar, fading out
with sausages encased in gut (sirden mumbar), cold mutton (sigis- gush), cold
chicken slices (sogiis- pili) and a savory sausage (sucuk-1 selhge?).

The food apportioned to the Palace pages (gzman-1 endernn) stood in sharp
contrast to this lavish, truly royal feast: dane-i sade, serba-t ‘asel, and gerde-i ‘asel.63
In a list that specifies how the clarified butter delivered to the Palace had been
employed, we read that 104 &zyye (133.4 kg) was used for the dane-i gerde, while
the rather large quantity of 10.5 &zye (13.47 kg) was needed for the evening’s
[surba-2] gendiim. Similarly, under the entry for rice, we find that 41 &ey/ (525.9 kg)
were used for the dane-i gerde, whereas 5.5 key/ (77.5 kg) were employed for the
mastabe sexrved at supper (absam ta’amuna). It is thus clear that the whole banquet
was held in the morning,.

Only ten days before the &urban bayram:, the palace hosted another ban-
quet.64 The entry in our register unfortunately gives us no hint as to the reason
for the feast or the identties of the attending guests. Under the date gurre
Zilhicce 1060, we find only the entries: bera-y: matbal-1 hassa, vakt-i sabab: sofra 8,
vakt-i ‘asir: sofra 8, followed by a list of fifty-four dishes. Usually a source of
additional information, the serh underneath is not very helpful, since it lists only
the victuals and quantities involved, without any additional remarks. Five days
later, a similar festivity with fifty-six dishes was recorded, again without any
explanation. This makes it difficult to evaluate the information given.

The arrangement of these two banquets is, in principle, similar to that of the
great feast held in honor of the kurban bayram:. Of course, not all the dishes
served at the Festival of Sacrifices also appear in the earlier lists. Partridges, as
well as geese and fish soup, are missing; nor do we find any fruit or fruit do/mas.
Moreover, there were fewer sweets and meat dishes. With poultry other than
geese and partridges, however, there is almost no difference, and the same ap-
plies to rice, boreks, and gruels.

As for the arrangement of the dishes, once again there was little difference
between the two smaller banquets. Both started with a series of dane variations

62 Siiban being the learned Persian synonym for goban, this kavirma is probably related
to modern goban kebabr. When referring to the dried squash, the register has only
kabak-1 husgk, without any hint at how the dish was prepared. This vegetable prepa-
ration is still eaten in the region of Adana, mainly as do/wa.

63 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. I11, p. 21.

64 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. I11, p. 2. The whole passage is written in a visibly
hurried, sloppy manner without any diacritical points.
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and the obligatory chicken soup, followed by several soups and gruels. The next
course comprised only vegetable dishes. On 6 Zilhicce, these were followed by
three sweets, while on 1 Zilhicce, the guests were offered a sweet, a borek, and a
stew. These were in turn succeeded by seven meat dishes, separated from the
next array of meats by sweets on 1 Zilhicce, or poached eggs and rice pudding
on 6 Zilhicce. The participants could then relish sheep’s trotters, sheep’s head,
tripe, all prepared with vinegar, or sausages. Sweets, soups, and bireks then
paved the way for fried fish and the final assortment of meats and poultry. 65 A
striking feature of all three banquets offered exclusively to the Palace members
is their culmination in a crescendo of kebabs or sweets. However the meal was
closed in a variety of ways: on 1 Zilhicce, the diners were offered ag-z kdifte, kid-
neys (bobrek), and cold meat, while on 6 Zilhicce, the end of the banquet was
announced by the appearance of kidneys, tarhana soup, cold meat, kesme, and
lapa-1 paga; the last-named dish may well have been a stew. The Palace pages
(gelman) obviously did not participate in the banquets of Zilhicce 1st and 6th,
since on those dates they only got the usual dane-i sade and mastabe, supple-
mented by ‘a’am-z biirri and lentl soup (surba-1 ‘ades).66

Since related dishes were usually served together, be it all at once or one af-
ter the other, there is no doubt that in certain sections of these banquets, the
host intended to offer a rather sophistcated choice. Separation of the various
flavors was a guiding principle, and the guests were served boreks, sweets, and
soups between courses of meat and fish. Although our texts contain no
information on this matter, this grouping of dishes in the register would not
have made sense if they had all been served at one sitting. On the other hand, if
the menu items had been served one by one, we would have expected a
sequential list of all the boreks, meats, soups, and other dishes. We can therefore
conclude that several dishes were combined to form a course.

If we compare the exuberant feasts for the members of the sultanic court
with the more modest events that took place in the divan, we are somewhat
surprised to see that none of the dishes that lent additional prestige to the court
banquets were served to the viziers, except for the partridge at the bayram re-

65 For the banquet on 1 Zilhicce, this section of the list starts with papara, today a dish
made of bread, cheese (or minced meat) and broth. In D.BSM.MTE 10522/112,
fasc. IT1, p. 3, however, it is registered as made with sugar. Either papara at that time
was indeed a sweet, or we have here an unusual variation, paralle] to the sugared
mantz of the divan banquet in honor of the &urban bayram.

66 D. BSM.MTE 10522/112, fasc. I1I, p. 3 (1 Zilhicce); D.BSM.MTE 10522/112, fasc.
III, p. 13 (6 Zilhicce).
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gale. The guests at the court feast had, however, a much broader choice, be it
between soups, rice dishes, and bireks, or else between sweets and meats. While
at the divan banquets neither paga nor sheeps’ heads were served, they do ap-
pear, in addition to innards like tripe or kidneys, in the feasts for the Palace
members.

The viziers were not, for example, served delicacies such as partridge,
stuffed eggplant, stuffed apples, stuffed cabbage, stuffed melon, stuffed quince,
kayma-t nardan, kesme, erg-i sir, sabuniye, bohga biregs, dil biredi, kavurma- giiban, kil
basds, kebab-1 sarma kifte, sheeps’ heads, sucuk, kidneys, or cold meats (sgg7y). Nor
did their menus contain papara, yahni-i sefid, kebab-r miilayim and kebab-1 orman, a
dish still eaten today in all parts of Turkey. 67

As the documentation covering other great festivities shows, only partridge
was so prestigious that by itself, it could add splendor to any meal. 68 No differ-
ence in rank can be seen, for instance, between a kzymal: birek and a dil boregi, or
an #ca yabni and an orman kebabr. There is no doubt, therefore, that the rank of a
repast or a feast was largely determined by the variety of choices available to the
guests, namely the number of courses and/or dishes. In consequence, the or-
ganizers of banquets offering a limited number of courses/dishes had to be
careful to include something opulent like partridge if they wanted to display
visible marks of rank.

A meal cannot, of course, be evaluated solely by the number of dishes
served; the ingredients, their prestige, and their quantity have to be taken into
account as well. Unfortunately, this issue also causes some problems. First, not
all ingredients actually used are listed in our register and, second, the number of
guests remains unknown.

67 D.BSM.MTE 10522/112, fasc. 111, p. 20; yabni-i sefid is a kind of nobutlu yabni, cf.
Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemeklers: 49, while kebab-1 milayim unfortunately remains unident-
fied; on orman kebab: compare D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. III, pp. 2 and 12.

68 Cf. Kut, “Sehzade Cihangir ve Bayezid’in Stinnet Diigtinlerindeki Yemekler,”: 231.
See also Hedda Reindl-Kiel, “Wesirfinger und Frauenschenkel,” Archiv fiir Kultur-
geschichte 77/1 (1995): 77.
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In the case of the divan menus, additonal information is often provided in the
lefr-hand margin, sometimes even including short explanations, as in the
following example from menu no. 10:69

12 dane

1,5 sade surba
3 baklava
1,5 burani

4 agda

32 divan

3 bevvabin
57

At first glance, these figures seem to mirror the number of cooked portions,
but a closer look suggests that that can hardly be true. Clearly the figure 57°
must stand for fairly large groups of people. For the menus of meal no. 10, a
total of 55.5 kzgye (ca. 71.2 kg) of clarified butter (revgan-¢ sade) was used, an in-
credible quantty. However certain figures from the register documenting
Prince Cihangir’s and Prince Bayezid’s circumcision feast provide at least a
partial clue. For here we find a section detailing the quantides of ingredients
needed for certain main dishes served to the guests of Stleyman the Magnifi-
cent. According to this source, three okka (3.85 kg) of fat was calculated per
key! (12,828 kg) of rice.70 For 13 key/ (166.7 kg) of rice, 39 £zye (ca. 50 kg) of
butterfat would thus have been required. At a dinner given to the seventeenth-
century viziers and their underlings, 2 £ey/ (ca. 25.6 kg) of rice was allotted to
the viziers and 11 key/ (141.1 kg) to the ehli divan. While 71.2 kg of fat to 166.7
kg of rice still does not stand for an acceptable dish by our standards, or even
by those of Sileyman the Magnificent’s Palace kitchen, by the standards of
seventeenth-century festive meals this relationship may be at least partly plausi-
ble.

Today, a portion of rice served as a side dish is calculated at approximately
50-70 g. Even if we calculate 200 g per person, 166.7 kg would have been
enough to feed 833 people, a figure much higher than that of the viziers and
bureaucrats present at council meetings, always a relatively small group. Inter-

69 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. 1, p. 45.
70 Kut, “Schzide Cihangir ve Bayezid’in Stinnet Diigiinlerindeki Yemekler,”: 234,
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estingly enough, another victual is listed in similarly high quantities; for the
record of the divan repasts contains 40 £zyye (51.3 kg) of black raisins.”!

While the figures for meat and poultry at normal divan meals are extremely
high, though not entirely unreasonable, the quantities of rice, clarified butter,
and black raisins are out of all proportion.”2 However in terms of the quantities
provided, the remaining ingredients seem more or less normal. The only expla-
nation I can find for this discrepancy is the custom of feeding the council’s
petitioners.”3 Moreover, it appears that the leftovers from the dignitaries’ meals
were fed to the court poursinvants (ravug), as well as to the retinues and slaves of
the dignitaries who were officially invited.7# For such low-ranking folk, piles of
fatty rice with raisins, combined with the leftovers of meat and vegetable dishes
that had been served to the viziers, would certainly suffice. The limited amount
of leftover meats, boreks, and sweets could also explain the observation often
made by outsiders, that after every official meal, ‘the lower orders’ rushed for
scraps. A document from the late eighteenth century, which records 496 worn-
out copper soup bowls, 50 food trays (ta’am tepsisi), and 300 baklava platters for
the ‘feeding of the servitors’ (ku/ it'amina mabsus), provides an indication of the
number of people eating on such occasions.” Since these numbers refer only

71 The rest of the provisions are given in table TII.

72 23.1 kg of meat (menu 48) is still too high for the small group of viziers. If we
calculate 250 g per person, the total of 74.4 kg of meat reserved for the viziers and
the eh/-i divan in combination would be sufficient to feed 297 people. On the other
hand, high quantities are not unusual in registers of the matbah-1 ‘amire. In a register
of Zilka’de 1075, we find under the date of 23 Zilka’de/ 7.VI.1665 an entry speci-
fying the sultan’s daily breakfast (kabve alty) during his stay in Dimotika (Didimod-
chon): 10 chickens, 1 lamb, 6 &zye (7.7 kg) of sugar, and 10 zpe (12.8 kg) of clari-
fied butter (BBA, Kepeci 7276, p. 50). Even the last king of Egypt, Faruq, would
have had some difficulty consuming such a portion for breakfast.

73 Theodore Spandouyn Cantacasin, Petit traicté de lorigine des Turcgs, ed. Charles Schefer
(Pazris, 1896): 75.

74 Compare for example Salomon Schweigger, Eine newe Reiftbeschreibung anf§ Tentschland
Nach Constantinopel und Jerusalem (Nuremberg, 1608, reprt. Graz, 1964): 59; or Johann
Wild, Reysbeschreibung eines Gefangenen Christen: Anno 1604, ed. Karl Teply (Stuttgart,
1964): 86. Ottaviano Bon speaks of 400-500 people who were fed on this occasion,
see Bon, The Sultan’s Seraglio: 36.

75 See Cevdet Saray 6332, a takrir of 25 Zilhicce 1204/51X.1790. These dishes were
purchased on 13 Cemazi I 1205/January 18, 1791 for 3 yik and 41,220 akge (in-
cluding the tinning), compare Cevdet Saray 6333. Several years previously, the im-
perial kitchen had received a consignment of pots and pans for the use of the divan.



80 HEDDA REINDL-KIEL

to those dishes that had to be repaired or replaced, we can imagine how great
the total number of diners must have been.

Even more guesswork is involved when we try to calculate the numbers of
participants in the three banquets to which only members of the Palace were
invited. However, the gerh covering the enormous feast given at the Festival of
Sacrifices does record the daily allocations (yevmiye) of some foodstuffs, sepa-
rately from the extras intended for the feast. These extras (‘Zdzye) indicate which
comestibles counted as luxurious and were therefore normally allotted only in
limited quantties, namely sugar, clarified butter, and meat. The daily allocation
of meat, for instance, was 450 kzyye (577.26 kg), but an additional 40 Azye (51.3
kg) was provided on account of the festival. For the guests (wzhman), another 80
kzyye (102.6 kg) were needed, resulting in a total of 570 £zye (731.2 kg). The ‘or-
dinary’ rice allowance was 17 key/ (218 kg) per day, and the portion for the
guests 4 key/ (51.3 kg), while 2 key/ (23.65 kg) were put in the me’muniye, adding
up to a grand total of 23 kegy/ (295 kg). In proportion to rice and meat, the
quantity of clarified butter was considerably lower: on ordinary days, it
amounted to 92 &zyye (118 kg) per day, an extra of 12 kzype (15.4 kg) was given
out on account of the festival, 18 kzye (23 kg) served to the guests, 24 kzyye
(30.8 kg) went into the preparation of the sweet known as regidiye, while 10 kzyye
(12.8 kg) were used for a purpose I have been unable to identify.76

Unfortunately, no yevmiye for chicken is recorded.”” But we learn that 175 of
the total of 349 chickens delivered were reserved for the heads of the biliks
(ser-boliik), or chiefs of the Palace chambers, while 130 were used for kebabs and
44 assigned to the guests. The total amount of sugar, 85.5 Azyye (96.2 kg),
consisted of the daily allowance of 32.5 kzyye (41.7 kg), an %diye of 15 kzyye (19.2
kg), an assignment of 8 &zyye (10.26 kg) for the guests, 13 £zye (16.7 kg) for the
preparation of gerde, and 3 kzye (3.8 kg) for the seasoning of a roast deer

This delivery included 30 copper dishes ‘on feet’ for rice and gerde (ayakls pilav-gerde
sabanlari), 250 soup bowls, 2 large trays (kebir sini), 3 trays for hosaf (hosab sinisi), 3
filters (s#ggs), 4 platters to arrange rice or gerde (pilav-gerde kotarmak igin sini), 4 large
ladles and skimmers, and 1 cauldron to be kept in reserve; Cevdet 7213, from 14
Receb 1197/15.1V.1783.

76 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. III, p-20. The word (written without any diacritical
points) may read cebeli (?). Could it stand for cebeci?

77 Presumably the yesmiye was 255 birds, since this is the number registered in the gerhs
of the banquets held on 1 and 6 Zilhicce, compare D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc.
III, p. 3 and 12. In neither case is any additional information given, but the quanti-
ties recorded are commensurable with the yesmiyes of the bayram feast.
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(kebab-r abu),78 The number of pigeons was amazingly low: the daily allocation
amounted to only 30 birds, with an additional twenty for the guests. No men-
tion was made of partridge in the gerh, but 6 geese and 10 ducks were recorded.

Spices such as cinnamon or saffron were likewise not listed, although the
latter was certainly used for the gerde. We find only 220 miskal (1058.4 g) of
pepper and 350 miskal (1684 g) of bahar, apparently a mixture of spices.” Rose-
water (ab-z verd) must have been an important ingredient, which symbolized not
only the Prophet, but also power and rule; in fact, 3 £zye (3.8 kg) were con-
sumed.80 The account for black raisins is interesting: 22 kzyye (28.2 kg) was
reserved for the #a'am-1 biirri and 46 kzyye (59 kg) for the gerde-i %diye, while an
extra 4 kzyye (5.1 kg) was added for the benefit of the guests.

On examining the proportions involved, we discover enormous discrepan-
cies: while the quantities of meat, rice, and fat would have been sufficient to
feed around 2,000 people, neither sugar nor poultry could match this in any
way. We may conclude that only a relatively small, privileged group was sup-
plied with comestibles as luxurious as pigeons, geese, and ducks. The group
consuming chicken must have been somewhat larger, but stll quite limited in
comparison with those who were served only mutton. Thus we have a pattern
that resembles our findings concerning the normal dzvan menus.

Some victuals, like rice, meat, often also poultry, clarified butter, and honey,
as well as ice and snow (for cooling drinks and hogafs), were apparentdy thought
to be indispensable items for persons of a certain status in society. They were
regularly distributed by the court in fixed quantities to princesses and dignitaries
according to their respective ranks.81 These comestibles were of course also to

78 This dish is mentioned again when detailing the use of onions (piyaz-+ husk). The
normal quantity per day was 240 kzye (307.9 kg), the guests were allowed 60 £zyye
(76.9 kg), and for the abu another 30 &zyye (38.5 kg) were needed.

79 Bahar was imported from Egypt (see Hedda Reindl-Kiel and Machiel Kiel, “Kau-
gummi fiir den Sultan. Ein Beitrag zur Wirtschaftsgeschichte der Insel Chios im 17.
Jahrhundert,” The Journal of Ottoman Studies 11 (1991): 185. In today’s Egypt, a mix-
ture mainly of Indian spices, called baharat, is still popular. The proportions of this
mixture, composed of diverse kinds of pepper, cinnamon, coriander, nutmeg, clove,
and saffron, vary according to quality and price. Baharat is considered to be a ‘noble’
spice and is largely used in rice dishes.

80 Sultan Mehmed the Conqueror’s famous portrait by Sinan Bey is a good example
for this symbolism. '

81 See Reindl-Kiel, “Wesirfinger und Frauenschenkel”: 65 and 68. Melek Hanum
writes, referring to her husband’s loss of office: “all the ordinary allowances of fuel,
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be found regularly among the ingredients of the official Palace meals. There
were, however, exceptions: ice and snow were entirely absent from our docu-
ments, apparently because they were recorded in separate registers.82 Honey
was rarely to be found, probably because sugar was preferred, owing to the
superior prestige linked to its higher price.

Sugar was also to be found among the presents that the governor (beylerbeyi)
of Egypt sent to Prince Mehmed, the son of Murad 111, in 1582 on the occasion
of his circumcision, along with a precious sword, costly horse gear and
horses.83 The high prestige of sugar is also apparent from the celebrations of
royal weddings or circumcisions, when large numbers of animals and even
entire gardens made of sugar were displayed to the public eye in a procession
accompanying the ladies of the imperial harem.84 Sugar, in the Islamic world as
well as in the West, symbolized affection and the enjoyable and cherished
aspects of life. Thus we may understand the lavish use of sugar, even in
combinadon with meat or fish dishes, as a symbol of the ruler’s affection for
his most prominent servants. This — to our taste — excessive consumption of
sugar was not unique to the Ottoman Palace; the court of Queen Elizabeth I
presents a similar picture.85

Rice in Tutkey is traditionally considered superior to bulgur, and in an
agrarian society meat is held in great esteem even today. After all, to a farmer or
sheep breeder, livestock is part of his capital, which he will not readily reduce
by slaughtering. In the lower stratum of urban society, the consumption of
meat is symbolic of wealth, owing to its relatively high price. A high regard for
fat seems to be widespread in pre-industrial sociedes, and as we have seen, the
inhabitants of the sultanic Palace were no exception to this rule. In idioms such

rice, oats, bread, and other things which constitute the wealth of an officer’s house-
hold, were stopped.” Melek Hanum, Thirty Years in the Harem: 47.

82 From much later documents we know that ice and snow were normally distributed
only between June and September, sece Cevdet Saray, 5415, (5 Receb
1188/September 11, 1774. See also BBA, Cevdet Adliye 4354, dated 25 Sa’ban
1201/ April 12, 1787 and Cevdet Saray 6034 (1212/ 1797-8).

83 Gokyay, “Bir Saltanat Diigiinii”: 36 f.

84 Joseph von Hammer-Purgstall, Geschichte des Osmanischen Reiches IV, (Pest, 1829): 121.
In this context, it should not be overlooked that the symbolism of sugar and sweet-
ness in general has a clearly feminine connotation, as Hammer himself also notes.

85 1 am very grateful to Thurstan Robinson, who brought this to my attention. See A.
L. Rowse, The Elizabethan Renaissance: The Life of the Society (London, 1971): 131.
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as_yagh ballr giinler (days of fat and honey, that is of prosperity) or arasz yagl ball:
olmak (to be on very friendly terms), the traditional connotation of a pleasurable
life is readily apparent. The meals in our register were prepared exclusively with
clarified butter, which had a long tradition in Islamic countries and was already
popular in the Middle Ages in the Arab world.86 Olive oil seems to have still
been in the very earliest stage of its later triumphant career in refined Ottoman
cuisine, since it is recorded only for use with fish soup and fish.87

Although there is no doubt that spices were prestigious ingredients, their
role was not as important as in medieval and late-medieval Europe, where
incredibly large quantities of exotic spices wete the main indicators of wealth
and prestige. Nevertheless, the moderate use of certain spices, especially of
cinnamon, ginger, and saffron, which even today is very expensive, was, as we
have seen, a clear marker of status. Two spices, namely pepper and babar, are
found in varying quantities in all meals.

Vegetable consumption at all the meals studied was amazingly low. Only
onions and small quantities of chickpeas appear with any frequency,
presumably because they were required to flavor certain dishes and to improve
texture. Other vegetables consumed in moderate quantities were squash, /Jsan-z
sevir, and spinach. However, our findings on this point are not necessarily
significant, since except for a single fascicule our sources refer only to meals
served in winter, when the range of vegetables available was limited.
Nevertheless, I have the impression that during this period, vegetables did not
play an important part in official meals. When comparing the banquets
documented, we see that vegetable dishes appeared mainly in the most lavish
feasts. The shorter ones seem to consist mainly of meats and poultry. At the
three elaborate banquets for court members, the quantities of spinach (410.5 kg
on 1 Zilhicce, 423.3 kg on 6 Zilhicce, and 500.3 kg on kurban bayrami) and fresh
cabbage (230.9 kg on both 1 and 6 Zilhicce, and 333.5 kg for the bayram
banquet) indicate that these vegetables in particular were intended for the rather
large group of less privileged participants. Hence we may conclude that, in
general, vegetables were simply not prestigious enough to figure as centerpieces

86 Cf. Peter Heine, Kulinarische Studien: Untersuchungen qur Kochkunst im arabisch-islamischen
Mittelalter mit Regepten (Wiesbaden, 1988): 36.

87 That times and tastes could change quite dramatically is demonstrated by a docu-
ment dated 28 Rebi’ IT 1258/May 28, 1842. For the preceding year 1257/1841-42,
the imperial kitchens had bought, in the kaga of Ayvalik and the island of Yund
(“Yunda” in the document), no less than 55,000 swkkiye (70,554 kg) of olive oil.
Compare Cevdet Saray 6639.
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of formal meals.88 If many different foods were served, they might appear as
side dishes, but that was all.

Our informaton on fresh fruit is also limited by the circumstance that most of
the banquets involved took place in winter. Only at the bayram feast for the
members of the court does fruit play a certain role. The relevant list specifies
only 10.26 kg of quince, 89.8 kg of apples, and not more than 30 melons. Ap-
ples, in contrast to quince and melons, were readily available even in winter and
therefore probably less prestigious at a banquet taking place in December. In
general, fruit must have been held in great esteem at the Ottoman coutt, other-
wise it would not have made sense, for example, to send the sultan strawberries
as a present.89 We have evidence from later times that, during the month of
Ramadan, the grand vizier sent fruit and flowers to the imperial Palace every
day.90 Hence it is very likely indeed that fruit served uncooked was simply
omitted from our register. It was probably listed in the records kept by the
chief purveyor or pagarc bag:.

Dried fruits, however, especially raisins, currants, apricots, and figs, were
widely used, sometimes together with the fresh varieties. Thus the &ymalr birek
served at the banquet for the Transylvanian envoy was filled not only with
minced meat and onions, but also with dried apricots, currants, dates, chest-
nuts, and apples. Chestnuts, as well as almonds in small quantities, raisins, and
currants seem to have popular ingredients for dane as well. But in this case, they
probably were added mainly for additional flavoring, which leads us to the
question of taste.

88 General availability and popularity of a food among the lower strata of society often
makes it appear as being of low prestige. This circumstance at times made chest-
nuts, for example, an outcast from Western aristocratic tables, cf. Montanari, Der
Hunger und der Uberflyf. 110. We must not forget that a major aspect of all meals
studied here was to project the Palace’s image to the outside world. In kitchen reg-
isters covering ‘domestic’ Palace consumption on ‘ordinary’ days, vegetables were
not scarce at all.

89 Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina ait Muhasebe Defterleri,”: 296 # 1 a (1503). At the
tables of Western aristocracies, tree fruit was very popular, due to a rather simple
symbolism, such foods being grown in the heights. On the other hand, vegetables,
tubers, roots, and common herbs were considered boorish food, cf. Montanari, Der

Hunger und der Uberfluff: 110.

90 Cevdet Saray 2354, dated se/b-i Ramazan 1158/October 26, 1745. During the eight-
eenth century, at least, fruit and flowers seem to have become an obsession at the
Ottoman court.
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Ottoman culinary taste of the seventeenth century showed a preference for
mixed flavors. This becomes apparent from the combination of ingredients in
the fish soup and the fish kavurma served to the Transylvanian envoy; unfortu-
nately, the register jumbles the two dishes together. In both cases, 150 grey
mullet (k¢fa)) were used. In addition, the fish dishes contained onions, pepper,
babar, parsley, saffron, vinegar, olive oil (3 Azye/3.8 kg), clarified butter (7
kayye/9 kg), honey (6 kzyye/7.7 kg), sugar (4 Azye/5.1 kg), and almonds (2
kayye/ 2.5 kg).

Although different kinds of fish were found in the account books of
Mehmed the Conqueror’s Palace kitchen, this food was apparendy not too
popular in later periods.91 Since it was served at the feasts for the Transylvanian
ambassador, as well as at banquets given to the members of the Palace, we
should view it as simply an addition to the variety of foods on offer, with no
special meanings attached. Fresh fish, although eaten in all Christian societies
for cultic reasons, never became a real favorite for Western demonstrative con-
sumption either. As a light food, it was regarded as a poor substitute for
meat.92 There may be similar reasons why, for many Ottomans as well, fish
remained a food destined for the further enrichment of luxury fare, but could
never compete with meat and poultry in terms of prestige.

One important part of all official meals has so far been left undiscussed,
namely chickens and poultry. In fact, there is not a single viziers’ meal without
chicken, at least in the form of gurba-: makiyan, sometimes called perhiz-i pasayan
in the supplementary lists (serh). Furthermore, exactly 50 percent of the kebabs
and yahnis in the normal menus served to the viziers were prepared with
chicken or pigeon; and in the divan meals, poultry had an even greater part to
play. At minor banquets, chickens and other fowl provided the lion’s share of
all dishes containing meat. According to a list in our register covering the
month of Receb 1074/January 29-February 27, 1664, 13,516 chickens were
consumed by the court; that is more than 450 a day, 346 being assigned to the
divan viziers.93 A later document supports these figures, for it records 155,059
chickens being purchased annually by the Palace, which once again, means an
average of almost 425 chickens a day. 94 It seems that during the eighteenth and

91 Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina ait Muhasebe Defterleri,”: 238 f. 244, 256, 261, 274,
276, 278.

92 Compare Montanari, Der Hunger und der Uberfluff 100.

93 D.BSM.MTE 10522/12, fasc. V, p. 66.

94 Cevdet Saray 5908: this is a petition (arg) of 1228/1813, in very poor condition, in
parts barely legible. The number of 155,059 chickens refers to the previous year,
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nineteenth centuries, the consumption of poultry, in particular chicken, became
almost an obsession.95 Of course, this food was a little more expensive than
other meat and as a result, more prestigious. 90

This preference for chicken probably already existed at the Abbasid court
and might be understood as an old Islamic and perhaps even pre-Islamic Palace
tradition. When looking at the older kitchen registers, we discover that, at least
since Mehmed II’s tme, poultry had been favored by Ottoman rulers and their
entourages. Almost a century later, according to the account book of
981/1573-74, this preference for fowl extended to partridge (keklik), wild duck
(anr), and grouse (bedenos).97 This is rather surprising if we consider that, in
spite of the prestige of hunting as the royal sport par excellence, deer and other
sorts of game hardly appear in the imperial kitchen documents. But, in the reg-
ister of 981, even peacock (favus) is listed among the poultry consumed.?8 At
late medieval feasts in the West, roast peacock was also very much in fashion.%?
In the Islamic world, however, particularly in the fine arts, the peacock usually
symbolised paradise, and thus to find it in a saucepan seems rather bizarre.100

Apart from a certain predilection during Mehmed IT’s time for fish, caviar,
and shrimps, and, in the second half of the sixteenth century, for the less com-
mon varietes of poultry, the culinary habits of the Palace did not change fun-

while for 1813, in addition to 64,429 fowl assigned in lieu of taxes, 112,188 chick-
ens, 36 turkeys and 10 ducks had to be purchased.

95 In Muharrem 1188/March 14-April 12, 1774, we find a takrir stating that 10 chick-
ens per person per day should be distributed to the ‘guests’ in Yedikule, see Cevdet
Saray 5426. This should refer to the Russian ambassador and his suite, imprisoned
for the duration of the Russo-Ottoman war.

96 Compare Kiitiikoglu, Narh Defteri: 91, 93.

97 Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina ait Muhasebe Defterleri,”: 110 f and 130.

98 Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina ait Muhasebe Defterleri,”: 110.

99 Joop Witteveen, “The Great Birds: Part 4, Peacocks in History,” Petits Propos
Chulinaires 32 (June 1989): 23-34, especially n.b. 27-28; see also idem, “The Great
Birds, Part 5, Preparation of the Peacock for the Table,” Petits Propos Culinaires 36
(November 1990): 10-20 and Gerhard Fouquet, “Das Festmahl in den oberdeut-
schen Stidten des Spitmittelalters. Zur Form, Funktion und Bedeutung 6ffent-
lichen Konsums,” Archiv fiir Kulturgeschichte 74/1 (1992): 97 £.

100 For the symbolic meaning of peacocks, see Abbas Daneshvari, Medieval Tomb Towers
of Iran: An Iconographical Study (Lexington, 1986): 46-64 and idem, “A Preliminary
Study of the Iconography of the Peacock in Medieval Islam,” in: The Ar¢ of the Sal-
jugs in Iran and Anatolia, ed. Robert Hillenbrand (California, 1994): 192-200.
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damentally between the fifteenth and seventeenth centuries. There is, however,
a slight tendency toward greater diversification and, so it seems, toward the
consumption of greater quantities of food. One indicator of the court’s rather
conservative culinary inclinations is the lack of interest in turkeys, which appear
neither on the viziers’ menus nor at the festive banquets, although in the sev-
enteenth century this fowl was known and valued by Istanbul’s middle-
classes.101

Fowl was also very popular in the West. Like fruit growing high up in the
trees, birds and poultry were seen as a symbol of loftiness, and therefore re-
garded as an appropriate food for the aristocracy.102 In the Ottoman context,
we might consider the popularity of poultry and wild birds simply as a demon-
straton of wealth and prestige. The roast peacocks we can understand as an
expression of exoticism. This might be a fitting end to our reflections, but I
think that another layer of significance can be detected when we take a closer
look at the ceremonies of the Ottoman court as they developed, especially
during the sixteenth century.

As Giilru Necipoglu has shown, the ceremonies elaborated during this pe-
riod endeavored to present the monarch in a mystical aura, almost as an idol,
exalted over the banalities of this world.103 This development was apparently
paralleled, especially during the reign of Sileyman, by the emergence of an
imperial ideology that endowed the ruler with Messianic traits.104 This image
was projected through splendor, the widely visible administration of justice,
rare public appearances, and an elaborate titulature, including the well-known
il Allah fi'l-'arg (‘the shadow of God on earth’), or sahib-kiran (‘universal
ruler’).105

101 Cf. Gokyay, “Sohbetnime,”: 60.

102 Cf. Montanati, Der Hunger und der Uberfluf: 109 f.

103 Necipoglu, Architecture, Ceremonial and Power: 22-30. See also idem, “Framing the
Gaze in Ottoman, Safavid, and Mughal Palaces,” Ars Orientalis 23 (1993): 305 f.

104 Cornell H. Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah: The Making of the Imperial Image
in the Reign of Sileyman,” in: Soliman le Maguifique et son temps, ed. Gilles Veinstein
(Paris, 1992): 159-77.

105 [Fleischer, “The Lawgiver,”: 162. See also Joseph Matuz, Das Kanzleiwesen Sultan
Siileymans des Prichtigen (Wiesbaden, 1974): 122. The use of zill Allab fi')-'arg in the
titulature, however, gains its significance only in combination with other features.
For we find this title sometimes used by ambitious petty pridcehngs; thus, one of
the Aydinoglus, Hamza Beg, brother of Ciineyd, apparently found the title “God’s
shadow on earth” appropriate to his position and claims, as apparent from the in-
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When, in this context, we observe the sultan distributing robes of honor as gifts
to dignitaries and note that these robes were normally made of silks and bro-
cades, materials worn in Paradise (Kuran XXII/23 and LXXVI/12), the pea-
cocks, as well as the birds and poultry at Palace dinners, gain a new dimension.
According to Kuran LVI, the true believers will obtain in Paradise: “(20) And
with fruit of their own choice, (21) And bird’s flesh, of what they desire; ... (23)
A recompense for what they have been doing.”106 Hence the universal ruler,
God’s shadow on earth, affords to the deserving a shadow of Paradise already
in this life, and allows them to taste in this world the anticipated joys of the
world to come.107

Against this background, we are better able to understand why the kitchens
in the imperial Palace were accorded such an architectural prominence.
Something similar was practiced in certain dervish lodges of an eatlier period,
such as Seyyid Gazi and Sultan $ticaeddin near Eskisehir in Anatolia. This par-
allelism may of course be accidental, but it can also be understood as enhancing
the Palace’s image as a spiritual center providing food to its devotees and thus
comparable to a sanctuary.

scription of his monumental Mosque in Stara Zagora (Eski Zagra) in Bulgaria dated
1408; compare Machiel Kiel, “Some Early Ottoman Monuments in Bulgarian
Thrace. Stara Zagora (Eski Zagra), Jambol and Nova Zagora (Zagra Yenicesi),”
Belleten 38 (1974) (reprint idem, Studies on the Ottoman Architecture of the Balkans
(Aldershot, 1990): 640. Compare also Fleischer, “The Lawgiver as Messiah,”: 162-
71

106 The Qur'an, transl. Richard Bell (Edinburgh, 1937), vol. 2: 555.

107 There is no doubt that the Ottoman tradition had its roots in much older Islamic
and partly pre-Islamic predecessors. The linkage between food and Paradise was
made in the West as well. Pepper, for example, consumed in incredible quantities,

was believed to grow on a plain near Paradise, see Wolfgang Schivelbusch, Tastes of
Paradise: A Social History of Spices, Stimulants, and Intoxcicants New York, 1993): 6.



THE SEHZADE’S KITCHEN AND ITS
EXPENDITURES
AN ACCOUNT BOOK FROM SEHZADE
MEHMED’S' PALACE IN MANISA, 1594-1595

Feridun M. Emecen**

We know that under the Ottomans, Istanbul and the imperial palace (saray)
were generally supported by the Zage policy, that is, producers were obliged to
supply what was needed either against payment of an administratively detet-
mined price (narh), or else against an exemption from certain taxes, particulatly
the avarg. As a result, a multitude of food items from all over the Empire ar-
rived at the sultan’s palace.l The Empire’s subjects viewed the imperial capital
in its entirety as a special, sacred space, as it was the residence of the sultan and
his family. Thus, the palace, as the ‘threshold of felicity’ (sidde-i sa’ade?), and the
city came to be identified with each other.

However, it is safe to say that it was only from the early seventeenth century
onwards that Istanbul gained the unrivalled position of a paramount centet. For
until the late sixteenth century, a number of provincial cities, to which royal
princes as representatives of the dynasty were sent to acquire administrative
experience, acted as ‘partners’ of the capital not only at the political, but also at
the economic and cultural levels. From time to time, these towns even entered
into a competition with Istanbul that, predictably, they could not win. Never-
theless, the miniature replications of Istanbul-style palace life style in the Ana-
tolian provinces strike us as an interesting, paradoxical aspect of this competi-
tion. In fact, these cities that, for longer or shorter periods, assumed the role of

* In 1595 he was to ascend the throne as Mehmed III [T.K.].

* University of Istanbul; translated by Ruhdan Géniillii and Thomas Kiihn.

1 See Feridun M. Emecen, “XVI. Asrin ikinci Yarisinda Istanbul ve Sarayin Iasesi igin
Bau Anadolu'dan Yapilan Sevkiyat,” Tarib Boyunca Istanbul Semineri, Bildiriler
(Istanbul, 1989): 197-230; Arif Bilgin, Osmaniz Saraymn lagesi 1489-1650 (Marmara
Universitesi Sosyal Bilimler Enstitiisti, unpubl. Ph.D. thesis, Istanbul, 2000).
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secondary capitals, gradually formed strong tes with the principal center.
Moreover Bursa and Edirne as former residences of the dynasty, and within
easy distance from Istanbul, but also more remote places like Amasya, Konya,
Kastamonu, Kitahya and Manisa as former centers of fourteenth- and fif-
teenth-century Turkmen principalities, boasted an established cultural heritage
with an affinity to court life. Untl Istanbul emerged as the undisputed capital, it
absorbed the experiences and customs of these cities, which, once they had
ceased to function as centers of the old beyliks, often became residences of
imperial princes. While to some extent, these provincial centers clearly influ-
enced one another, in time Istanbul made its paramount position felt.

Among the provincial residences of the princes, it was particularly Manisa
that housed the heir-apparent and thus could claim the rank of a second capital.
Manisa assumed this role after the decline of Amasya, during the reign of Selim
II (1566-1574).2 As a result, the town became the site of some remarkable
developments, not only in the sphere of high politics, but also in local social
life. For palace customs were reflected on the provincial level, and connections
forged between the inhabitants of Manisa and members of the dynasty. How-
ever, very litde is known about this form of provincial palace life, and even less
about the infrastructure by which the princes and their retinues obtained the
foodstuffs consumed at their courts. As the only known example of its kind, a
register that records the expenses incurred by the palace kitchen of Manisa
therefore merits particular attention.

The register (defter) with which we are concerned here is an account book
covering a period of about twelve months. More specifically, it details the ex-
penses incurred by the Manisa palace and its kitchen between the end of
Cemazilahire 1002 and the first week of Cemazilahire 1003 (March 21%, 1594-
February 21%, 1595), that is the period immediately before Sehzade Mehmed’s
inthronization. Appended is a list of expenditures that covers a further period
of 53 days, dll the month of Receb.3 However, Mehmed III left Manisa in the
second week of Cemadelula 1003 (January 1595). Expenses continued to be
recorded for a period of about three months following his departure, probably
the tme needed by the palace residents and the harem to prepare their depar-
ture and leave for Istanbul.

The defter includes very detailed lists of the various goods purchased for the
princely residence. While it was common to compile such registers for the Is-
tanbul palaces, it is noteworthy that the Manisa saray was not directly adminis-

2 Feridun M. Emecen, XV1. Asirda Manisa Kagast (Ankara, 1989): 26.

3 For this defter see Bagbakanlik Osmanh Arsivi [BA], Kepeci [KK], no. 7101.
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tered by the Ottoman center. That an account book exists for a such a provin-
cial palace is a piece of good fortune, for it sheds light on the rather different
kind of life that members of the dynasty led when outside the capital. Our reg-
ister also documents which ingredients were used by the kitchen, the localities
from which they were supplied, the kinds of purchases made in the area, the
organization of food provisioning and finally the elements of the local cuisine
that might be adopted to provide culinary enrichment. Before exploring the
palace kitchen on the basis of the deffer entries, I shall attempt to describe the
region’s customs in food preparation, in order to better delineate the specific
culinary characteristics of the palace itself.

Not much is known about the food customs of Manisa’s population. Nev-
ertheless, evidence from various sources allows us to infer what was being
cooked in kitchens for the poor (émarei) and food stalls (agp ditkkanlars) catering
for the public.# The food that was cooked daily at the imarers served mostly
travelers, the poor, zedrese students and servitors of various types. In the second
half of the sixteenth century, there were two large zwarets in Manisa. These
formed part of the Hatuniye and Sultaniye foundation complexes (killiyes) re-
spectively, and were closely associated with high-ranking female members of
the dynasty.> In these insttutions, the largest expenditures were for meat and
bread, and regular beneficiaries were served rice soup, wheat-based dishes and
bread, which was baked both mornings and evenings. Guests were offered a
greater vatiety of dishes and were provided with special meals. Occasionally,
however, regular visitors, too, might have the opportunity to taste more elabo-
rate food at the Zmarets. On Friday nights, and particularly during the nights of
Ramadan and of the Feast of Sacrifices (Kurban Bayrams), they could enjoy fancy
dishes like rice and meat, gerde (a sweet, saffron-colored rice dish), and various
other sweets.

It is in the relevant regulations (nigamnameler) that we can find some infor-
mation about the operation of the bakeries and food stalls catering for the ci-
vilian population of Manisa. Detailed rules specified how to prepare various

4 For the imarets see Omer L. Barkan, “Osmanl jmparatorlugundn Imaret Sitelerinin
Kurulus ve Igleyis Tarzina Ait Arastirmalar,” &tisat Fakiiltesi Mecmuast 23/1-2
(1963): 239-96; idem, “Edirne ve Civarindaki Bazi Imaret Tesislerinin Yilik Mu-
hasebe Bilangolari,” Belgeler 1/2 (1965): 235-377.

5 The Hatuniye and the Sultaniye were foundation complexes (kii//iye) commissioned
by Hisnisah Sultan, the mother of Sehzade $chingah, and 'by Hafsa Sultan, the
mother of Sultan Silleyman Kanuni, respectively. Their izarets handed out food on a

regular basis.
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types of bread, including sweet buns (¢rek) and flat bread (girde). In some
kanunnames from the early sixteenth century it is stipulated that a girek should
consist of “seven okka of fat to one mud of flout” (bir mud una yedi okka yag).6 At
the food stalls, however, dishes were more often prepared on the basis of meat
and offal. Probably people but rarely cooked these types of food at home,
whereas they were available at the food stalls that could be found in almost
every city. As apparent from the relevant regulations, certain types of kebab and
meat stews, such as fava buryan:, yahni, or tennur buryani were very much part of
the regular fare available at these places. Only meat from sheep and lamb was
used, while beef was not in demand at all. The most detailed regulations con-
cerned the preparation of offal dishes, particularly sheeps” heads, trotters, tripe,
liver, and intestines. Food stalls were required to cook tripe in clean water and
to make sure that all hair was cleaned off the heads and trotters, that vinegar
and garlic were used as appropriate, that only a certain part of the intestines was
used, and that livers were cooked separately without being mixed with other
kinds of offal. There were two types of filled pastry (birek) — sorbalr and yapraklz
birek — that were made with lamb meat. An approptiate amount of onions was
to be added to the meat, and the use of offal fat was particularly prohibited.
Sellers of pickles (##r5u), halva, and lemonades (serbez) formed another group of
food vendors. They too were required to abide by a number of regulations: no
starch was to be added to cream and cheese, the almonds used in halva should
not be burned and sugar candies (akide) were to be made from pure grape
syrup. The sellers of serber had to use the proper ingredients, such as grapes,
rose water, and musk. Moreover, the gerbet had to be iced and not sour or
watery.

In general, culinary practices adopted by broader segments of the popula-
tion reflect a kind of taste that has first developed outside of people’s homes,
preferably in centers of power and prestige. In the context of the urban popu-
lation, culinary tastes can also be regarded as the pickiness of people who have
enough to eat in the first place. However, data based on sources covering the
varieties of food that were consumed at home, and particularly by the rural
population, remain inaccessible. Yet one could say that among the better-off
populaton of the cities, a culinary taste existed that was both copied from
Istanbul and enriched by local elements, and that the ensuing combination was
directly related to the level of affluence and of course, to supply and demand.

6 For instance, the general prescriptions found in the &anunnames ascribed to Selim I
were often repeated in later periods.
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It is noteworthy that we have found this phenomenon reflected, at a high
socio-political level, in the kitchen of a provincial palace. The princely residence
in Manisa had been fully established during the reign of Murad II, who had
restructured and organized the palace where he had chosen to live after abdi-
cating in favor of his son. On and off for about a hundred and fifty years,
Manisa was inhabited by members of the Ottoman dynasty, Prince Mehmed,
later Mehmed III, being the last resident, and also the last son of a sultan en-
trusted with the administration of a province (sancak). Until his departure, the
palace was an influential political center, but after 1595, it remained empty. This
must have been the reason why it slowly decayed, even though it was repaired
several times in later periods.” The miniature in Talikizade’s work shows the
condition of the palace with all its component parts towards the end of the
sixteenth century.8 Among the buildings depicted, it is possible to identify the
kitchen. However cooking was not limited to the palace building. We know that
the kitchen personnel migrated during the summer, to serve the prince at his
camp up country, where he moved to escape the sweltering heat of the city.

When Prince Mehmed arrived at the palace in January 1584, he was sixteen
years old and had just undergone a circumcision ceremony which had been
celebrated with great pomp. He was to stay in Manisa for twelve years. Part of
his entourage was a small army of administrators, organized very much along
the lines of the central bureaucracy. According to Peguylu, some two thousand
servants, including cooks and their aides, accompanied this official staff.9 A
man named Cerrahzade Mehmed served as chief taster (gegnicibagi).10 We can
assume that these servitors of the sultan brought to Manisa the culinary cus-
toms of the imperial palace in Istanbul. Yet there can be little doubt that in time
new tastes were formed, that also reflected elements of local food culture.

It is in this context that we will now study the register itself. It is divided
into two sections, one of them dealing with revenues and the other with ex-
penses. There ate no formal characteristics that could serve to distinguish our
register from other records of its kind. In the opening section, cumulative

7 Gagatay Ulucay, Manisa’daki Saray-i Amire ve Sehzade Tiirbesi (Istanbul, 1941). The
only part of the palace that has survived to the present day is a tower known as
Fatih K6skii. For the condition of the palace see also Thsan Bilgin, “Manisa Saray1”,
9. Milletleraras: Tiirk Sanatlar: Kongresi 1 (1995): 369-73.

8 Semailname, Topkapt Sarayt Miizesi Kiitiiphanesi, III. Ahmed kismi, no. 3592, fols.
10b-11a. :

9 Tarib (Istanbul, 1283): 11, 89.

10 Emecen, Manisa Kagase: 37-38.
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summatons precede detailed breakdowns, followed by the listing of individual
items of revenue and expense. Revenues came from the imperial Treasury
(hagine), the prince’s tax-farms (mukataa), and the sale of goods, which the pal-
ace had been assigned but could not use. The cash equivalents of mukataa reve-
nues collected in kind are also recorded. Part of the annual tribute from Egypt
(irsaliye) appeats under the heading of ‘allocatons made in kind’. This reflects
the close ties of Prince Mehmed’s household to the imperial palace in Istanbul,
for, as is well known, the annual tribute from Egypt was part of the sultan’s
personal revenue, the ceyb-i humayun.ll The allocaton of parts of the ceyb-i
humayun to the heir-apparent is yet another facet of the dynasty’s projection into
the provinces. The equivalent of 315,809 akges was assigned to the Manisa
palace from the ceyb-i humayun and constituted the third largest portion of reve-
nue recorded in the deffer. Some 1,124,995 akges came from the central Treasury,
while the cash equivalent of the mukataa revenues totaled 412.068 akges. The
sale of surplus food and spices brought in another 206.682 akg¢es. There were
also some miscellaneous revenue items, including the transit duty (#bur baci)
worth 27.000 akges, which was levied on the flocks of sheep brought in from
Rumelia. The rollover of 334.954 akges from the previous year was also re-
corded as revenue.

Among other matters, the breakdown of expenditures illuminates where and
how the palace obrained the foodstuffs its inhabitants consumed. Cereals, espe-
cially wheat, which accounted for the most substantial purchases, were brought
in not only from Manisa itself and the surrounding area, but also from
Menemen, Sart, Nif, (IKemalpasa), Alagehir, Borlu, Goérdek, and even from
Bergama. On average, the going rate for a load of wheat was 40 akges per kile.
However, in purchases made in Nif, Ilica, Menemen and the Manisa region,
prices could amount to 70 akges per kife. The difference must have been due to
either the quality of the wheat or else to the fact that in this case, we are dealing
with a local £i/ larger than that used in the remainder of the accounts. At the
same time, we should bear in mind that two other factors also may account for
this price difference. First, purchases may have been made during different
seasons, and even administrators decreeing prices by official fiat conceded that
they must be higher before than after the harvest. Secondly, at certain times but
not at others, there may have been competition among suppliers; when few
suppliers were available, the palace administrators may have been obliged to pay

11 See Seyyid Muhammed, XV1II. Asrda Musir Eyaleti (Istanbul, 1990): 115-24; Halil
Sahillioglu, “Ceyb-i Hiimayun,” Tiirkiye Diyanet Vakfi Islam Ansiklopedisi [=TDVIA],
VII, pp. 465-67.
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more.12 In addition, it is interesting to note that the palace regularly made a
profit on its sales, that is, it sold at prices far higher than those at which it had
purchased.

Various types of meat listed together formed the second largest expenditure
item listed in the register, with mutton and lamb the most important types of
red meat. These were followed by various kinds of offal such as heads, trotters,
intestines, lungs, and liver. In this category we also find poultry, such as
chicken, pigeons and geese, of which large quantities were consumed. The list
also shows expenses for the by-products of livestock, fowl and bees, such as
milk, cheese, cream, yoghurt, eggs, and honey. Once again, beef was almost
never eaten, and red meat consumption limited to mutton and lamb. Within a
period of 11 months, 7344 sheep, 27 lambs, and 37 sheep destined for sacrifice
were consumed. A total of nearly 7500 sheep meant that on an average, around
twenty-five were slaughtered daily. The number of animals was recorded, or
else their weight in okkas (1.28 kg) noted. The total weight of the meat re-
corded amounts to 117,832 okka (about 140 tons). This manner of record
keeping suggests that most sheep entering the kitchen were slaughtered imme-
diately. On the other hand, the separate entry for animals destined for sacrifice
indicates that these were fed for a certain tme. Presumably they were more
expensive (195 akges apiece) because they had to meet the ritually required crite-
ria. In other words, these were good quality sheep selected specifically for sacri-
fice. The low number of lambs slaughtered must have been linked to the lim-
ited demand for this kind of meat, and also to the officials’ intention of pro-
tecting the meat supply of the future. Most probably, lamb was consumed but
rarely, i.e., on special occasions. On the other hand figures like 11,526 chickens
and 32,147 eggs show that poultry must have been an ingredient in many
favorite dishes. In addition, 484 pigeons — but no more than 3 geese — were
purchased, while 4,584 buckets of milk and 322 buckets of yoghurt also figure
on the list of purchases.13

12 At the same time, the Palace also might profit from price fluctuations. Thus the
wheat itemized as surplus (webi‘al) was sold for 140 akges, which implies a very con-
siderable profit margin. The wheat bought for the palace amounted to 2771 kile or
about 207 tons, as the kil employed was that of Manisa which equaled approxi-
mately 75 kg.

13 In 1573-74, 34,877 sheep, 50,545 chickens, 154,761 eggs, 3,331 pigeons, 6,454
buckets of milk, and 5,876 buckets of yoghurt were consumed at the palace in
Istanbul; see O. L. Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylart,” Befgeler 9, 13 (1979): 147 and passim.
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It is worth noting that the unit price of milk was higher than that of yoghurt.
While a bucket of milk cost 4-6 akges, 2 akges were paid for the same amount of
yoghurt. This probably can be explained by the higher demand for milk, which
was much harder to preserve than yoghurt. A significant amount of milk must
have been used in cheese production; yeast used for this purpose also appeared
in the list of expenditures. We know very well that during this period, a bal-
anced diet was not an issue and people ate what they found tasty, as long as
they could afford it. Yet the consumption of large quantities of milk and milk
products indicates a healthy eating regime — even if the consumers themselves
were not aware of it.

Numerous were the varieties of oil and fat forming part of the palace cui-
sine, and manifold the ways in which they were used. But especially in this sec-
tor, Ottoman food culture was highly selective, a characteristic it shared with
other, more intensively studied cuisines. Thus for instance, it is well known that
in southern Europe, the use of olive oil was widespread, while in the north,
butter was preferred; moreover in Catholic countries during the numerous pre-
scribed fasts, animal fat was prohibited.14 Probably different types of food
demanded special kinds of oil or fat. Vegetable oils were derived from olives,
almonds, sesame, poppy-seed and linseed, while animal fats included suet, fat
rendered down from the tail of the fat-tailed sheep and, finally, butter. The
latter was the most popular, followed by olive oil, suet and sheep’s tail fat. This
hierarchy of desirable fats is important evidence of the structure of eating hab-
its long since established at the palace.

Vegetables, legumes and fruit also had an important role to play, summer
and winter varieties being listed side by side. A total of 20,500 eggplants, a typi-
cal summer vegetable, were consumed. Spinach, broad beans, cowpeas, celery
roots, turnips, zucchini and carrots also were frequently eaten. Thus 3412 okka
of zucchini were purchased and used, in addition to 1294 pieces of Egyptian
squash. Apart from citrus fruit of various kinds, the palace also acquired apples,
pears, quinces, cherries, cornelian cherries, wild cherries, black and white mul-
berries, fresh grapes, figs, plums, pomegranates, peaches, wild apricots, melons,
watermelons, and olives. Among dry fruits and sweeteners, there were raisins
and dried figs, almonds, hazelnuts, pistachios, walnuts, chestnuts and grape
syrup (pekmeg). Taste enhancers included parsley, mint, starch, sumac, cumin,
onion seeds, poppy-seeds, lemon, lemon juice, mustard, vinegar (around 7
tons), rose water, saffron, pomegranate syrup (nardeng), and boga, a beverage

14 See Mario Montanari, Avrwpa’da Yemegin Taribi, transl. M. Onen, B. Hinginar
(Istanbul, 1995): 136 passim.
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made of fermented millet. Among the taste enhancers, mint, parsley, cucum-
bers, and Seville oranges were used most often, in addition to dried onion and
garlic. While mint and parsley were added to a variety of dishes, it is unclear for
what purpose the 18,660 bitter (Seville) oranges appearing in our register were
used, possibly for the manufacture of marmalade (rege)). But most probably the
oranges on record were not really of the bitter variety, but rather edible types
similar to those available today (portakal).

Among the items forming part of the culinary culture of the palace, spices
were most obviously associated with more or less remote regions.15> Quantities
of spices came from Egypt as part of the annual tribute (/sa/iye). These included
both well-known varieties, such as black pepper, cloves, cinnamon, ginger and
nutmeg, and others that were used less often, such as kakule, hubbeyg, kust,
kabili, terbid, helilce, terenciibin, and emec.16 As part of Ahmed Paga’s tribute, 378
okka of black pepper, perhaps the most frequently used among these spices,
entered the palace storerooms, while merchants in the ruler’s service (hassa)
delivered another 200 o&ka. Thus we arrive at a total of 578 okka or, roughly,
750-800 kilogram, a quantity that probably could not be used up in one year.
Although pepper consumption in the palace may have been high, a significant
amount was stored for later sale. After purchasers had been found, 470 okka of
black pepper were in fact recorded in the revenue section of the deffer. While
this pepper fetched the price of 80-100 akges per okkz and that delivered by the
hassa merchants cost 80 akges, the pepper from Ahmed Paga’s tribute was worth
only 60 akges per okka. Cloves, cinnamon, ginger and nutmeg were also sold
from surplus stocks and entered as sources of revenue, in addition to other
surplus foodstuffs such as red grapes, lentils and wheat. While the quantities of
spices received through the Egyptian irsaliye were 31 okka of ginger, 36 okka of

15 For spices 'see Fernand Braudel, Akdeniz ve Akdeniz Diinyass, transl. Mehmet Ali
Kiligbay (Istanbul, 1989), vol. 1: 367 ss.; Suraiya Faroghi, “Coffee and Spices: Offi-
cial Ottoman Reaction to Egyptian Trade in the Later Sixteenth Century,” Wiener
Zeitschrift fiir die Kunde des Morgenlandes 76 (1986): 87-93.

16 In quantitative terms however, Egypt was mainly important as a provider of rice
and sugar. The plants mentioned here have been identified with the aid of James W.
Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon (Constantinople, 1890) and Hayati Zade
Mustafa Feyzi Efendi, Yabani Bitkiler Sigligii and Yabani Bitkilerin Ttbda Ilag Olarak
Kullantliglars, ed. Hadiye Tuncer (Ankara, 1978): kakule, elettaria cardamonum,
hubbeyz; mallow, Malva sylvestris, ust. Kostus arabicus, kabili — if read kabuli --:
Embellia ribes, ferbid: if read tirbit. Ipomoea turpethum, helilce: if read belile: Termi-
nalia chebula, Zerenciibin: manna, and emlec: mycelium, phyllanthus emblica.
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cloves, and 36 okka of cinnamon, the quantities sold amounted to 31 okka of
ginger, 45.5 okka of cloves and 40 okka of cinnamon. This meant that quite
substantial quantites of spices were left over from the previous year, to be sold
as soon as fresh goods were delivered.
In general, the Ottoman market depended on sugar from Egypt and Syria.l7
Yet while in Europe the use of sugar spread among the lower strata of society
from the second half of the sixteenth century onwards, it remained a rarity on
Ottoman markets.18 A large segment of the population used various fruits such
as dried raisins, figs, apricots and certain fruit derivatives as sweeteners.
Differently from his subjects, Prince Mehmed doubtless had no trouble in ac-
quiring all the sugar he desired. From Egypt, a total of 5623 okka, or nearly
seven tons, reached the Manisa princely residence. Another 1693 okka were
purchased from hassa merchants and must have been largely imported from
Europe. It is interesting to see that sales of surplus sugar and flour were
recorded jointly; together they amounted to three tons. Apparently sugar was
consumed in large quantities and mixed together with various spices, particu-
larly in that section of the kitchen where halva was prepared. Some entries
show that baklava, a luxurious sweet, also could be made with sugar; but in this
context, the consumption of around 11 tons of honey is also noteworthy. A
significant portion of this latter foodstuff was probably also used to make halva
and macun, a sweet honey paste flavored with many different herbs and spices.
Rice appears to have been a luxury item of sorts for members of the Otto-
man subject population. While it was in considerable demand in public Zwarets,
the beneficiaries tasted it mainly in the shape of soups, where, as the thrifty
housewife well knows, ‘a little goes a long way.” Yet in the Manisa palace, rice
was but another staple eaten in large quantities, 3000 &s/ being consumed in the
period covered by our register.19 If we take as the basis of our calculation the
kile current in Istanbul, this equaled roughly 75 tons.20 Rice was produced on a
large scale in the Manisa region and, at a price, it was readily available on local
markets. However, Egyptian rice probably was of better quality, and reflecting
the palace’s more refined culinary taste, the imported product was preferred.

17 Robert Mantran, XVIL Yiigyin Tkind Yansmda Istanbul, wansl. M. Ali Kiligbay, E.
Ozcan (Ankara 1986): 195-96.

18 Montanari, Yemegin Tarihi: 139.
19 For rice sce Feridun Emecen, “Celtik,” TDV1A, V111, pp- 265-66.

20 For instance, in 1573-74 a total of 1000 iid (1000x20 = 20 000 i/ = 200 tons) of
rice from Egypt was delivered to the palace in Istanbul; see Barkan, “Istanbul
Saraylar1,”: 147,
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Thus it emerges that on a daily basis, foodstuffs like meat, wheat, and rice were
distributed in a balanced fashion to feed an army of almost two thousand
servants. Just to give an idea of the quantties involved, I have calculated the
daily ration per person, which amounted to 200-250 grams of meat, 1 kilogram
of rice, and three kilograms of wheat. A rough comparison between these fig-
ures and the data available for the Sultaniye and Hatuniye imarets shows that the
people fed by the palace kitchen were highly privileged; they consumed be-
tween three and four times as much as the beneficiaries of local pious founda-
tions.21

Moreover, expenditures made for the transportation, preparation and stor-
age of foodstuffs used by Prince Mehmed’s kitchen provide us with informa-
tion just as important as that concerning the goods themselves. Our document
records the transport of cereals by camel, the grinding of grain at the local mills,
the threshing of wheat, and the manufacture of crushed wheat (bulgur) and the
dried soup base known as tarhana. We also find information on payments made
to the crews of ships, and our register also covers purchases of birdcages and
other containers, such as sacks, barrels, buckets, sheepskin bags, jars, felt, and
cloth. Ice was packed in pieces of felt, bakers used utensils such as coarse
woolen cloth (aba), shovels, pokers, sacks, and square wrappers (bohga) for
bread-baking and packaging. Jars and paper were needed in the helvabane, and
linens in that section of the kitchen where sheep’s heads and trotters were
cooked (baghane). Straw mats could be used to spread out rice, while fat, honey,
olive and linseed oil were stored in jars, which needed to be protected with
straw. No explanation whatsoever is given about the size and quality of five,
porcelain plates, that were also purchased, for 15 akges apiece. Other utensils
bought for the palace included porcelain inkpots, oil lamps and stands on
which to place them, cords, earthen jars, firewood, kindling wood, iron nails,
large copper trays, cauldrons, copper jugs with handles, spouts and lids, table
candles, silver ingots, brooms, water jugs, kitchen tables, spoons and fruit trays.
Money was also, spent on the tinning of cauldrons and other pots and pans.
Moreover, there are records that probably refer to the purchase of charcoal,
both for the coppersmiths and for the kitchen itself.22

21 For instance, in 1531, 23 okka of meat and 49 okka of bread were distributed at the
Hatuniye imaret. At the Sultaniye, however, 13 920 okka (ca 17 tons) of meat and
1627 kile (ca 122 tons) of wheat were consumed in 1575; see Emecen, Manisa
Kazasr: 94-95. ‘

22 This section of the deffer also records expenditures related to the construction of a
hamam at the Susendiraz summer pasture. In this connection, sand and mortar made
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Equally noteworthy is the entry for ‘bowls for the distribution of food, in form
of a_yagma’ (kase-i yagma ve sebu). This old Turkish tradition involved the setting
out of the leftovers of a palace meal, along with perhaps a specially prepared
rice dish, in little bowls placed on a street or open square: normally it was the
janissaries who benefited from the rulers’ bounty, but in special cases, the
populace as a whole might also be allowed to participate.23 Presumably keeping
alive this symbol of sultanic bounty at the Manisa palace helped to legitimize
the dynasty in the provinces, particular importance being attached to those
Jagmas held after the night-time banquets which marked the major holidays. For
this purpose, 390 bowls and buckets were recorded under the heading of ex-
penses. Moreover, halva and pide were prepared and handed out during these
night-time entertainments.

Under the heading of ‘miscellaneous expenses’, we also find the rent paid
for a depot in Izmir. This was probably used for storing items imported from
abroad, or else for goods arriving from Istanbul and Egypt and destined for
Manisa. Moreover the palace sometimes also passed on local specialties to the
capital. Thus dried fruits might be sent to Istanbul, and these were stored in the
depot before shipping. There was even an entry for the freight paid for a ship-
ment of olives intended for Istanbul.

In connection with the purchases mentioned eatlier, the names of those
persons are recorded who owed goods or cash to the palace (der-gimmef). These
records are important in that they show by whom and from where goods were
provided to Prince Mehmed’s residence. According to the entries in the defrer,
most of the people involved were palace personnel, such as messengers (pavuy),
cavalrymen (sipahis) and members of the elite miiteferrika corps. But other staff
could also be found, such as makers of halva, bakers, water carriers, financial
clerks (rugnameci), and wardens of markets (pagarbagi). As usual for this period,
butchers had the highest obligations of all. There was an obvious risk involved
in the purchase of meat in large quantities, an undertaking which took butchers
to places as remote as the central Anatolian province of Karaman. In spite of
the priority usually accorded to the capital, in one instance, parts of a flock of
sheep originally allocated to Istanbul ultimately wound up in Manisa.

of brick dust and lime were procured, and over a period of 100 days, a daily wage of
8 akges was paid to 36 construction workers.

23 Compate the article by Hedda Reindl-Kiel in the present volume.
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In conclusion

All in all, the number of goods recorded in the deffer appears limited when
compared to those acquired and distributed at the palace in Istanbul, as appar-
ent from the relevant records as published by Barkan.24 The same holds true
for the wherewithal needed by the diners and kitchen staff. This difference,
however, is only to be expected. Located in the provinces, the Prince’s kitchen
adopted a selection of foodstuffs and dishes that was typical of the dynasty’s
central seat in Istanbul, but realized under local conditions, within the limita-
tions of Manisa’s food supply.

At the same time, Prince Mehmed’s palace was not given to pompousness
or, for that matter, to wasteful expenditure, as the regular sale of surpluses am-
ply demonstrates. Nevertheless, public banquets were organized as manifesta-
tions of the dynasty’s image and legitimacy, food was distributed to soldiers and
perhaps townsmen in form of the yagma, various dishes were prepared specifi-
cally for the major holidays, and foods such as halva or pitta bread doled out to
significant numbers of people. All this shows that cost-consciousness, however
important, was only part of the picture: the dynasty also presented itself to its
provincial subjects as a provider of nourishment. In addition, the local popula-
tion was involved in the purchasing process, and thus the business generated by
the Palace helped the craftsmen, merchants and peasant producers of the
Manisa region to support themselves. In a way, a significant portion of what
was taken from the region in the shape of taxes was thus returned.

It is also worth noting that while there was a significant gap between the cu-
linary practices of the palace and those of the population, this difference was
not expressed in an ideology that might be summarized by the dictum “a per-
son’s social position is reflected in the food he/ she eats.” Things could have
developed along rather different lines, and “the pickiness of people who have
enough to eat” in the Prince’s palace might have created a culinary culture to-
tally at variance with that of ordinary people. Yet as we have seen, at least under
festive circumstances, the contrary was true, and the presence of the court al-
lowed local people to experience new tastes. Depending on circumstances,
these latter opportunities might be broad or else quite limited; but in any case,
an ideology of separateness on the level of food consumption has not been
encountered anywhere. Other problems could be formulated on the basis of
our register, for instance which types of food were prepared with the ingredi-
ents documented, or whether the Ottoman palace followed a particular nutri-

24 Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylar1,”: 110 passim.
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donal model. But at the present stage of our research, these questions — and
others — must remain unanswered.

Appendix

Explanations Concerning the Edition of the Defter

The deffer as published here contains the bookkeeping for a period of ten
months and ten days; this corresponds to the period immediately before Prince
Mehmed’s accession to the throne. In its opening section, there are two lists
summarizing the contents of the entire register. Except for the different dates,
the second list, which covers the period after Mehmed 111 had become the
Ottoman sultan, 1s identical with the first. Only in the second list, travel allow-
ances are included for the period when the court moved from Manisa to Istan-
bul. Yet no separate breakdown was made for these travel expenses.

Within the 10 months and 10 days covered, total revenue reached 2,491,127
akges, of which 1,811,049 were allocated to meet various expenses. Of the re-
maining 879,469 akges, 158,730 akges were paid to the Jewish merchants Mayer,
Karakas, and Yasef who belonged to the bassa merchants bringing goods to the
storerooms of the palace, 234,993 akges served to pay debts incurred during the
previous year and 315,809 akges were recorded as payment (piskes) to Ahmed
Pasa (this last payment figures both among the income and the expenditures).
These three posts amount to 709,532 akges that were deducted from the princi-
pal fund (astz mal). Of the remaining 169,937 akges, 168,937 were recorded as
unpaid debts owed by various persons. The remainder (bakiye) amounted to
10,384 akges.

In the general breakdowns, the figures have been written in the divani style,
an officiousness which probably accounts for the numerous calculation mis-
takes. When preparing the deffer for publication, these mistakes have been noted
in parenthesis in the margins of the text. The absentmindedness of the clerks,
or mistakes made in the course of writing the divani numbers, have necessitated
a later revision of some of the larger items of expenditure. There are entries in
the defter that reflect these corrections.

The register also contains a second set of accounts pertaining to the palace.
This covers a period of one month between 10 Cumadelula 1003 and 4 Receb
1003. Out of the total sum available, namely 74,407 akges, 62,144 akges have
been derived from the sale of various goods. This sale may have taken place at
the time when the court finally left Manisa, spices being most prominent
among the items sold.
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In addition, commodities such as dates, figs, dry fruits, tarhana, rice, and lentils
also found buyers. Rice fetched a relatively high price (240-280 akges) and more
of it was sold than of any other item (147 £il). Wheat and meat topped the list
of purchased foodstuffs. Since at this time, winter had set in, seasonal
vegetables such as cabbage, turnips, spinach, celery roots, carrots, and Egyptian
squash were bought, and more remarkably, vinegar and boga also appeared on
the list. It is impossible to determine whether all these expenditures relate to the
journey to Istanbul. However, the list contains some irregularities. For instance,
while the actual value of the goods purchased amounted to 74,407 akges, the
value of the goods shown in the register was only 54,412 akges, while expendi-
tures reached 180,000. This may have been due to the fact that the bookkeep-
ing of the kitchen was only half-completed, and the account was therefore not
closed.

Finally, the data were somewhat reorganized when preparing the text for
publication: preference was given to a transcription which includes most of the
peculiarites of sixteenth-century Ottoman Turkish, but is still comprehensible
to readers who are not philologists.

Universitats- und Landesbibliothek Sachsen-Anhalt

urn:nbn:de:gbv: 9207 3/fragment/page=
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BA, KK, Masraf-z Sebhriyari , nr. 7101

Tcmal-i muhasebe-i thracat-1 Matbah-1 Amire-i Hazret-i Sultan Mehemmed Han
tabe-serahu der-Manisa, an-evvel-i nevraz el-vaki’ fi 29 Cumadelihire sene isna
ve elf ila 10 Cumadelila sene selase ve elf bi-ma’rifeti Mustafa emin ve Ahmed

katib-i Matbah-1 Amire-i mezbire ber-miceb-i muhisebe hod-san.
I-  Asl-1 mal, ma’a bakiyye-1 muhasebe-i maziyye, fi 10 eshur ve 10 yevmen:
an-bakiyye-1 muhésebe-1 maziyye:
an-hizine-i amire, bi’d-defe’at:
ani’l-mukata’at:
an-emval-1 muteferrika:
II- Vuzr'a min-zilike:
resid:
biki duyin:
Be-cihet-i bahi-i ghst-i bere ve gendiim ve ba’zt mihimmat-1
havéyic-1 Kilar:
resid:
baki duyin:
Be-cihet-1 kirdye-i gendiim ve navlun-1 sefine ve ticret-1 ba’z
meremmat-1 kazgan ve gayrihu:
Be-cihet-i adet-i baklava baha-i zevvikin ve miiezzinin ve gayrihu:
1II-El-baka:
IV-Min-zalike’l-bak:
Et-teslimat-1 mezkarin, an-baha-i havayic-1 kilar:
Be-cihet-1 eda-1 duytn ki, der-muhdsebe-1 maziyye biki mande:
Be-cihet-i baha-i havayic-i kilar-1 amire ki an-canib-1 Misr dmed
ve bahé-i takdir-sud:
V- El-bak::
VI-Ez-ziyade, ani’l-asl:

Muhisebe-i icmal-i sene-1 mezbtre
I Asl1mal, fi 11 eshur ve 26 yevmen ma’a harc-1 rah-1 Dériis’s-sa’ade-i
Manisa ili-Istanbul el-mahrise ve bakiyye-1 muhdsebe-i maziyye:
An-bakiyye-i muhisebe-i maziyye:
An-hizdne-i amire, bi’d-defe’at:
Anf’l-mukata’at an-tahvilit-1 emin ve ummal:
An-emval-i miteferrika
Ani’l-mebf’at an-bahé-i havayic-i kilar:
An-resm-i ubGr-1 agnam-1 Rumili:

2,491,127
334,954
1,124,995
417,468
613,710
1,811,049
1,611,658
199,391

1,689,110
1,489,719
199,391

117,619

4,230
879,469
709,532
158,730
234,993

315,809
169,937
10,384

2,491,127
334,954
1,124,995
417,468
613,710
270,901
27,000
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An-piskes-1 Misr:
II- Vuzia ‘min-zilike:
resid:
baki duyin:
El-mubaya’at:
resid:
baki duyan:
Brl-icarat
Bahi-i ddet-i baklava bahi-i zevvakin ve miiezzinin
111-El-bék::
IV-Min-zélike’l-baki:
Et-teslim be-mezkirin an-baha-i havayic-i kilar:

Teslim be-Mayer ve Karakas Yahudi an-ticirin-i Manisa

an-bahd-i havayic-i kilar-1 Amire™:

Teslim be-Yasef Yahudi an-ticirdn-1 hissa an-baha-i yapag:
Be-cihet-i edi-i duyin ki der-muhésebe-i maziyye baki-ménde:
Be-cihet-i baha-i havayic-i kilar-1 mire ki an-cAnib-i Misr 4med
ve baha-i takdir sude:

V- El-bik::

VI- Minha
Der-zimmet-1 mezkirin an-baha-i havéyic-i kilir-1 Amire der-zaman-1
umena-i mezkarin ki baki-mande:

Der-zaman-1 Sinan, emin-i sibik:

Der-zaman-1 Mustafa Celebi, bi’l-emin ve Tayyib Cavus

kaimmakam-1 mezbr:

Der-zaman-1 Ibrahim Celebi, bi’l-emin ve Bekir Aga

kaimmakam-1 mezbr:

Der-zaman-1 Behram Aga, bi’l-emin:

Der-zaman-1 Mustafa Aga, emin-i sabik:

Der-zaman-1 Mustafa Celebi, emin-i lahik:

VII-Sahht’l-baki:
Ez-ziyide an-tefiviit-i kise ve gayrihu:
Yekan:

105

315,809
1,811,049
1,611,658

199,391
1,689,110
1,489,719

199,391

117,619

4320

879,469

709,532

158,730

145,730
13,000
234,993

315,809
169,937

166,883
8,199

5,228

43,443
45,059
3,994
60,960
3,054
7,330
10,384

Muhisebe-i varidat ve ihracit-1 Matbah-1 dmire-i ntr-1 hadika-i devlet ve mihr-i
sipihr-i saltanat-1 gehzade-i gerdin-azamet Hazret-i Sultan Mehemmed tile-

¥ Mahsib, an-bahi-i akmise-i miitenevvi’a ve cukah-i Milone beray-i hizine-i imire
an-yed-i Yahudiyan-1 mezbGrin dide, ber-miceb-i stiret-i riznimge-i huméy(n an
11 Cumadelahire sene seldse ve elf ili sehri Muharrem sene-i m. temimen.
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bekahu ve nale-menahu an-evvel-1 Nevraz el-vaky fi 29 Cumadelahire sene isna
ve elf 112 10 Cumaédelild sene selase ve elf be-mibageret-i Mustafa Celebi, bi’l-
emin ve Ahmed bi’l-kaub

I- Asl-1mal, fi 10 eshur ve 10 yevmen: 2,421,508
An-bakiyye-1 muhasebe-1 maziyye ma’a bakiyye-1 tmena-i sabik: 334,954
An-hizane-i amire: 1,124,995
An-mukata’at 412,068
Ani’l-mebiat: 206,682
Ani’l-emval-i muteferrika: 27,000
An-piskes-1 Ahmed Paga mirimiran-1 vilayee-i Mist: 315,809

An-hizdne-1 dmire: 1,124,995
def’a, f1 26 Receb senc isna ve clf ki, baha-1 agnim-1 Rumili: 100,000
defa 6 $a’ban sene minhu: 6,000
def’a 24 minhu ve sene minhu: 1,400
defa 25 Ramazan sene minhu: 4,000
defa 29 minhu ki, agnam-1 Rumili: 37,465
defa 16 Sevval ki baha-i agnam-1 m.: 50,000
defa 29 Ramazan senc minhu: 2,000
def’a 28 Sevvil sene minhu: 5,327
defa gurre-i Zilka’de sene minhu: 2,000
defa 13 minhu: 3,000
defa 25 minhu ki, bahé-i agndm-1 Rumili: 96,483
defa 29 minhu ki agndm-1 m.: 43277
defa 3 Muharrem sene selase ve elf ki baha-i agndm-1 Rumili
ve ihricat: 128,012

be-cihet-i ihracat: 4,159
defa be-agnim-1 Rumili: 124,653
defa fi 9 minhu ki, agnim-1 Rumeli: 279,000
def’a: 250,000
defa fi 19 minhu: 8,000
def’a fi minhu: 21,000
defa ki, baha-i agndm-1 Karaman: 367,029
defa fi 11 Zilhicce sene minhu: 210,130
defa fi 25 Zilhicce sene minhu: 156,899
Ani’l-mukata’it: 412,068
An-tahvil-i mezkarin an-kist-1 mukata’a-i niyibet-i nefs-i Manisa: 98,754
an-tahvil-i Divine Mustafa an-kist: 56,720
an-tahvil-i Bozact Yusuf an-kist-1 sem’hane: 11,784
an-tahvil-i Osman an-kist-1 serhane-i kebir: 11,100
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an-tahvil-1 Veli an-kise-1 ihzariyye: 14,600
an-tahvil-i Bayram an-kist-1 serhine-i sagir: 4,550
An-tahvil-1 mezklrin an-kist-1 mukata’a-i Tarhaniyat: 25,000
an-tahvil-1 Hact Nebi ve Mehemmed eminan-1 miilteziman
an-kist-1 atik: 17,000
defa ber-vech-i nakd: 7,000
defa an-baha-i havayic-1 kilar: 10,000
an-tahvil-i Hact Veli an-bahi-i gendiim-1 Glizeleehisar: 8,000
An-tahvil-1 Durmus emin-i miltezim an-kist-t mukata’a-i nevahi-i
Tire, ber-vech-i nakd: 2,000
An-tahvil-1 Mchemmed emin-i multezim an-kist-1 mukata’a-i Gelen
Baba ber-vech-i nakd bi’d-defe’at: 3,600
defa: 1,100
dcfa: 2,500
An-tahvil-i Ramazan ve Ali eminin-1 milteziman an-kist-1
mukata’a-i nefs-i Demirci: 2,000
an-tahvil-1 Ramazan: 1,000
an-tahvil-i Ali: 1,000
An-tahvil-i Hizir Cavus ve Stileyman emindn-1 miltezimén
an-kist-1 mukata’a-i y6rukan-1 Demirci: 770
An-tahvil-i Mustafa ve Osman eminin-1 miilteziman an-kist-1
mukata’a-i bad-i heva-i Ezine, ber-vech-i nakd: 3,000
An-tahvil-i Sinan ecmin-i miltezim an-kist-1 mukata’a-i bazdarin
an-baha-i revgan-1 sade: 7,000
An-tahvil-i [ ] an-kist-1 mukata’a-i nehr-i Selman ,
an-baha-i asel ve sem’-i ascl: 34,400 [24,400]
defa: 4,000
defa: 20,000
An-tahvil-i mezki{rin an-kist-1 mukata’a, nisf-1 bad-i heva: 3,600
An-tahvil-i Emrullah, ber-vech-i nakd: 1,500
An-tahvil-i Durmus, an-baha-i tarhana ve bulgur: 2,100
An-tahvil-i Ahmed emin-i miiltezim an-kist-1 mukata’a-i
Sovucak koru ber-vech-i nakd: 500
An-tahvil-i Ilyas Cavus emin-i miiltezim an-kist-1 mukata’a-i
ze’amet-i Hiiseyin Aga: 1,000
An-tahvil-1 mezkarin an-kist-1 mukata’a-i Adala: 39,600
an-tahvil-i Ibrahim Cavus, miiltezim-i atik: 22,000
defa revgan-1 Adala: . 8,000
defa gendim-i Sart: 7,200
defa gendim-i Alasehir: 6,800
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an-tahvil-i Mehemmed Cavus an-bahé-i gendim-i kaza-i Adala

ve Mendehorya: 17,600

An-tahvil-i Haci Latfullah emin-1 miltezim an-kist-t

mukata’a-1 Fogalar: 2,900
def’a ber-vech-i nakd: 900
def’a baha-i meviz-i stirh: 2,000

An-tahvil-i Seydi Ali emin-i multezim an-kist-1 mukata’a-i

perdkende-i Liva-1 Aydn, ber-vech-1 nakd: 1,000

An-tahvil-i Mehemmed Cavusg, emin-1 multezim an-kist-1

mukata’a-1 Bozdogan, ber-vech-i nakd: 3,800

An-tahvil4i Hact Mehemmed emin-i miiltezim, an-kist-1

mukata’a-i Burunabad: 21,000
defa bahi-i asel ve sem’-i asel-i kaza-i [zmir: 10,000
def’a bahi-i revgan-1 zeyt ve badem-i kazi-i mezbur: 11,000

An-tahvil-i Veli emin-i miltezim an-kist-1 mukata’a-i Marmara: 15,350
def’a an-baha-i revgan-1 Balya ve Ezine: 9,000
defa an-baha-i meviz-i surh: 6,350

An-tahvil-1 Hact Hudadad, emin-i miltezim, an-kist-1

mukata’a-i hasha-i Dogerlii: 46,500
def’a baha-i revgan-1 Beysehri: 13,000
def’a baha-i revgan-1 side-1 Golhisar ve Karaagag: 6,700
def’a revgan-1 Barginlt ve gayruhu: 6,000
def’a revgan-1 vildyet-1 Karaman: 20,800

An-tahvil-i Omer ve Osman eminin-1 miiltezimin

an-kist-1 mukata’a-i Seferihisar an-bahé-i revgan-1 zeyt ve badem: 12,550

An-tahvil-1 Ali emin-i miltezim an-kist-1 mukata’a-i cezire-i

Midilli, an-baha-i revgan-1 Ayazmend ve gayrihu: 14,700

An-tahvil-i Mehemmed Cavus emin-i miltezim an-kist-1

mukata’a-1 tahin-hine-i Fota: 7,944

An-tahvil-i Mehemmed emin-i miiltezim an-kist-1 mukata’a-i

Birgi an-baha-i bégriilce ve piyaz: 1,700

An-tahvil-i Muharrem, emin-i miiltezim, an-kist-1 mukata’a-i

Litfi Paga, an-baha-i incir-1 hugk: 5,300

An-tahvil-i Kasim Celebi, emin-i multezim an-kist-1 mukata’a-i

Nif an-baha-i asel ve sem’-i asel: 28,000

An-tahvil-i mezkirin an-kist-1 mukata’a-i Akkecili: 30,100
an-tahvil-i Mustafa Cavus: 24,300

def’a revgan-1 Cal: 7,000
defa ber-vech-i nakd: 5,300

def’a revgan an-yed-i Bekir Bey: 5,000
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defa revgan-1 Afsar: 7,000
an-tahvil- Ahmed miiltezim-i atik an-baha-i revgan-1 Suhud

ve gayrihu: 5,800
I11- Ani’l-mebf{’it: 206,682
Baha-i siikker-i miikerrer ve dakik, 2,072.5 vakiyye-i Osmani: 95,315 [97,415]
643 vakuyye, beher fi 60: [38,580]
272.5 vakiyye, beher fi 50: [13,625]
1,050 vakiyye, beher fi 40: [42,000]
107 vakiyye, beher fi 30: [3,210]
Baha-i fulfil, 470 vakiyye-i m.: 39,772 [39,775]
55 vakiyye, beher fi 100: [5,500]
200 vakiyye, beher fi 80: [16,000]
215 vakuyye, beher fi 85: [18,275]
Bahi-i karanfil, 45.5 vakuyye, fi 150: 6,825
Baha-i targin, 40 vakuyye, beher fi 120: 4,800
Bahi-i zencebil, 31 vakuyye, beher f1 50: 1,550
Baha-i ceviz-i hindi, 53 vakiyye, beher fi 50: 2,650
Bahi-i meviz-i siirh, 1,152 vakuyye, beher fi 2.5: 2,880
Bahia-i ades be-keyl-i Istanbul, 1,000 kile, beher fi 35: 35,000
Bahi-i gendtim, 193 kile-i Saruhan: 16,390
50 kile, fi 120: [6,000]
107 kile, fi 50: [5,350]
36 kile, fi 140: [5,040]

Baha-i hime, an-ziyide-i mesarif-i yaylak-1 Susendiraz .
250 himl, fi 6: 1,500
IV-An-piskes-i Ahmed Pasa, Mirimirin-1 Vilayet-i Misr: 315,809 [316,673]
Baha-i stikker-i mikerrer 5,623 vakuyye, fi 35: 196,805
Bahi-ierz 5,062.5 kile-i Istanbul, i 12: 61,240 [60,750
Bahi-i ades 1,557 kile-i m[ezbire], beher f1 12: 18,648
Baha-i fulfil 378 vakuyye, beher fi 60: 22,680
Bahi-i karanfil 36 vakuyye, fi 80: 2,880
Baha-i zencebil 31 vakuyye, fi 30: 930
Bahi-i dargin 36 vakayye, fi 150: 5,400
Bahé-i ceviz-i hindi 30 vakayye, fi 50: 1,500
Baha-i kakule 3 vakuyye: 180
Bahi-i hubbeyz 3 vakiyye: 90
Baha-i stinbiil-i hindi 1 vakuyye: . 50
Baha-i kust 10 vakayye: 50

Bahi-i boz kutuna 3 vakiyye: 190



Baha-1 Kabili
Baha-i terbid
Baha-i helilec
Baha-i terenciibin
Baha-i mukl-1 ezrak
Baha-i sebistan
Baha-i emlec
Baha-i ud-i belesan
Baha-i tebasir-i hindi
Baha-1 mumya
Baha-i temir-hindi
Baha-i besbase
Baha-i hurma

Bahd-i sandal-1 ahmer ve ebyaz,

Baha-i ¢ib-1 bakkam
Baha-i nisaur
Baha-i hinna

V- An-emval-i muteferrika:
Resm-i ubar-1 agnam-1 Rumeli
VI-Vuzr’a min-zalike:

Resid:
Baku

VII-el-mibdya’at:

Resid:
Bak:
Baha-i gendiim
Resid:
Baki:
Kaza-i Manisa

Kaza-i Tarhaniyat

Kaza-i Nif
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3 vakiyye:

1 vakyye:

3 vakiyye:

1 vakiyye:

1 vakiyye:

8 vakiyye:

3 vakiyye:

3 vakyye:

1 vakiyye:

3 vakiyye:

36 vakiyye:

3 vakiyye:

79 vakiyye:

17 vakayye, fi 20:
35 vakayye:

21 vakyye, fi 60:
79 vakiyye:

1,547,834
64,964

1,439,926

64,964

2,771 kile-1 Saruhan:
89,740

38,560

419.5 kile-1 m[ezbur]:
34.5 kile, fi 70:

381 kile, fi 60:

4 kile, fi 40:

312 kile-i m.:

24 kile, fi 70:

248 kile, fi 60:

40 kile, fi 40:

62 kile-i m.:

14 kile, fi 70:

48 kile, fi 60:

90

40

90

40
130
300
180
150
80
300
1,620
120
150
340
350
1,260
790
27,000

1,612,798

1,504,890

128,300 [128,360]

25,435
(2,415
[22,860]

160

18,160
kiymet 1,680
kiymet 14,880
kiymet 1,600
3,860

(980]

| 2,880]
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I<aza-i Ilica 76.5 kile-1 m.: 4,825

23.5 kile, fi 70: [1,645]

53 kile, fi 60: [3,180]

Kaza-i Adala 360 kile-i m. fi 40: 14,440
[Kaza-1 Mendehorye 77 kile, fi 40: 3,080
Kaza-i Sart 170 kile, fi 40: 6,800
Kaza-i Alagehir 160 kile, fi 40: 6,400
Kaza-i Gorduk 270 kile, fi 40: 10,800
Kaza-i Guzelhisar 170 kile, fi 40: 6,800
Kaza-i Tirhala 400 kile, fi 40: 16,000
Kaza-i Bergama ve nevihi-i Bergama, 234 kile, fi 40: 9,360
Kaza-i Borlu 60 kile, fi 40: 2,400
Baha-i gist ve bere ve kurban ve tevabiha: 916,241 [916,541]
Bahi-i gast, 7,344 re’s ve 117,832 vakiyye-i Osmani: 900,660

Resid : 876,756 Bék: 23,904
kiyye: 8,955, fi beher 8  kiyye: 37,953, beher 60 dirhem, fi 1

Baha-i bere 25 re’s, beher fi 100: 2,500
Bahi-i kurban 37 re’s, beher fi 195: 7,235 [7,215]
Baha-i revgan-1 dlinbe 216 vakayye, beher f1 9: 1,944
Bahi-i revgan-1 pih 331 vakiyye, beher fi 7: 2,317
Baha-i sirdan ve munbar 2,605 aded: 1,780
Baha-i ciger 35 aded, fi 3: 105
Bahé-1 makiyan 11,526 cenah: 42,062
9,505 cenah, fi 4: [38,020]

2,021 cenah, fi 2: [4,042]

Baha-i tu’me-i makiyan: 628
Bahé-i beyza 32,147 aded: 4,249 [4,251.8)
16,590 aded, beher 10 fi 1: [1,659]

15,557 aded, beher 6 fi 1: [2,592.8]

Baha-i kebater 484 cenih, beher fi 3: 1,452
Baha-i bat 3 cenih: 49
Baha-i sir-i mukarrer ve tydeyn ma’a-ziyéfet, 4,584 [4006]seba: 23,061 [?]
742 sebq, beher fi 4: [2,968]

704 sebq, beher fi 4.5: [3,168]

1,583 sebq, beher fi 5: [7,915]

599 sebu, beher fi 5.5: [3,294.5]

378 sebq, beher fi 6: . |2,268]

Baha-i mast 322 sebq, beher fi 2: 644
Bahi-i kaymak: 251
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Bahi-i méye-1 peynir:

Baha-i asel

Bahié-i jem’-i asel

4,673 vakiyye:

3,398 vakuyye, beher fi 5:
1,275 vakiyye, beher i 9:
1,842.5 vakuyye:

187 kiyye, beher fi 35:
1,655 kayye, beher fi 20:

Bahi-i revgan-1 side 7,753 vakiyye:

2,260 kiyye, beher fi 19:
5,493 kiyye, beher fi 7:

Baha-i revgan-1 zeyt 1,527 vakiyye:

74 kiyye, beher fi 13:
1,453 kayye, beher fi 10:

Bahi-i revgan-i bezir 482 vakuyye:

Bahi-i sirugan

214 kyye, beher 1 12.5:
268 kiyye, beher fi 8:
281 vakuyye, beher fi 17.5:

Baha-i revgan-1 neft beher 3 dirhem fi 1:
Baha-i sem’-i revgan 425 deste:
Bahi-i sarimsak:
Baha-i hall 3,483 vakuyye:

2,892 kiyye, beher fi 2:

591 kuyye, beher fi 1.5:
Baha-i piyaz-1 hugk 307.5 kile-1 Saruhani, fi 40:

Bahé-i kedd, ma’a ked-y1 Misri:

161
28,465
[16,990]
[11,475]
39,645
[6,545]
[13,100]
81,391
[42,940]
38,451]
15,492
[962)
[14,530]
4819
2,675]
[2,144]
4,417 [4,917)
260
4,250
435
6,670
[5,784]
(886.5]

12,307 [12,300]
3,012 [3,010.5]

kedq, 3,412 vakuyye, beher 3 vakiyye, fi 1: [1,137]
kedd-y1 Mist, 1,249 aded, fi beher 1.5: (1,873.5]
Bahi-i badincan 20,500 aded, beher 50 aded, fi 1: 411 [410]
Baha-i glire 1,960 vakiyye: 3,082 [3,080]
1,120 vakiyye, beher fi 2: [2,240]

840 kiyye, beher fi 1: [840]

Bahi-i nirenc 18,660 aded, beher 12 aded fi1: 1,244 [1,555]
Baha-i hiyar 10,770 aded, beher 10 aded fi 1: 1,077
Bahi-i isfanah 2,838 vakiyye, beher fi 1: 2,838
Bahi-i magdenus 12,904 deste, beher 8 fi 1: 1,458
Baha-i tarhun: 253
Baha-i kerefis: 68
Bahi-i salata (?): 301
Bahi-i berk-i zer: 1,353
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Baha-i na’na-

Baha-i dat-1 siyih:
Baha-i kizilcik

Baha-i tuffih

Baha-i armud

Baha-i ayva

Baha-i ala

Baha-i kiras

Bahi-i engiir

Bahi-i zerdali

Bahi-i seftalt

Bahi-i kavun ve karpuz
Baha-i zeytiin

Baha-i badem

Baha-i vigne-i hugk u ter
Baha-i findik

Baha-i fisuk

Bahié-i bakla-i hugk u ter:

Bahi-i ceviz-i rimi
Baha, bogrilce
Bahi-i Gskdfte
Bahi-i erzen
Baha-i nigasta
Baha-i sumak
Baha-i kimnon
Baha-i anison
Baha-i ¢orek otu

Baha-i haghag
Baha-i susam

Baha, havug

Bahi-i salgam
Baha-i endr

Baha-i incir-i husk
Baha-i kestane
Baha-i meviz-i siirth
Bahi-i meviz-i siyah
Bahi-i limén

18,250 deste, beher 8 fi 1: 2,284 [2,281]

218
216 vakayye, fi 1.5: 337 [324]
1,350 vakiyye, beher fi 3: 4,050
2,244 vakiyye, beher fi 1.5: 3,366
11,682 aded, beher aded fi 1: 1,947
85 vakiyye, beher fi 5.5: 472 [467.5]
1,284 vakuyye, beher vakiyye fi 2: 2,568
2,490 vakiyye, beher fi 1: 2,490
663 vakivye, fi 1.5: 994 [994.5]
48 vakuyye, beher fi 2: 96
1,210 himl, beher fi 3.5: 4,235
54 vakayye, beher fi 4: 216
23 kantar, beher kantar fi 361: 8,325 [8303]
219 vakiyye, beher fi 11: 2,409
95 vakuyye, fi 8.5: 806 [807]
8 vakayye, fi 12: 96

246
5 6leek: 6
26 kile, beher fi 22: 572
34.5 kile, beher fi 140: 4,834 [4,830]
82 kile, beher fi 41: 3,362
772 vakiyye, beher vakiyye fi 9: 6,948
5 vakayye, fi 10: 50 .
11.5 vakuyye, beher fi 15: 172 [172.5]
6.5 vakiyye, beher fi 26: 169
12 vakayye: 180
10 kiyye, beher fi 16: [160]
2 kiyye, beher fi 10: [20]
1 vakiyye: 13
9 vakuyye: 77
668 vakiyye, beher fi 1: 668
1,791 vakayye, beher 2 vakiyye. fi 1: 895 [895.5]
9,468 aded, beher 4 aded, fi 1: 2,367
52 kantar, beher f1 60: 3,120
14 vakayye: 28
8 kile-i Saruhani,beher fi 115: - 970
64 kile-i m., fi 60: 3,840
9,000 aded: [
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Baha-i ab-1 limon
Baha-i battince

Baha-i kirpas, berdy-1 baghinc:
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430 vakiyve:
253 kit’a, beher fi 29.5:

Baha-i kagid-1 harci, beray-1 helvahane ve kilar ve gayrihu:

Baha-i penbe
Baha-i rigte-i penbe

59 vakuyye, beher fi 20:
22.5 vakuyye, beher fi 28:

Baha-i kebe-1 Bursa, berdy-1 habbazin, 10 kit’a, fi 120:

Baha-i kege-i berf ve gayrihu,
Baha-i tafta, berdy-1 sizeni-i hassa,

Baha-i hardal
Baha-i mesin
Baha-i turbid
Bahi-i bevvili¢ [besvayic]:
Baha-i zagferan
Baha-i ravend
Baha-i verd
Bahi-i gtilab
Bahi-i benefse
Bahi-i ab-1 buhur
Baha-i zanbak:
Baha-i usta hotos
Bahai-i ab-1 kine
Baha-i karid
Baha-i kufl

Bahi-i quval, berdy-1 habbazin,

Baha-i kandil
Baha-i masa-i kandil
Baha-i til-i kandil

24 kit’a, beher fi 57:
fi41:

64 vakiyye, beher fi 8:
26 kit’a, beher fi 11.5:

885 dirhem, beher fi 4:
80 dirhem, beher fi 15:
250 | 1], beher fi 10:

412 vakiyye, beher fi 13.5:
267 vakuyye, beher fi 16:

1 vakiyye:

100 vakiyye, beher fi 16:
26 aded, beher fi 7:

48 zevc, beher fi 15:

22 aded, beher fi 14:

28, beher fi 65:

243 aded, beher fi 5:
870 adcd:

520 dirhem:

Bahé-i kelem ma’a turs-1 kelem, 1,937 re’s-i bagat-1 muhtelife:

Baha-i kilim, berdy-1 kilat-1 amire,

Baha-i pekmez
Baha-i sabun

7 kit’a, fi 140:
8 vakiyye, fi 10:
4 kantar, beher fi 300:

Bahi-i kiirek-i ¢tb, berdy-1 habbazin, 74 aded, fi 8:

Baha-i kutu-i ¢ab
Bahi-i resen

Baha-i sicim

Baha-i kavanos-1 hik
Baha-i kalay -

Baha-i elvah

771 aded, beher fi 4:
74 aded, fi 10:

278 kit’a, beher fi 2.5:
106 aded, beher fi 4.5:
114 vakyye, fi 75:

39 kit’a, beher fi 7:
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7,463 |7463.5]
27

1,914
1,180

620 [630]
1,200
1,368

250

448 [512)
299

20

3

3,540
1,200
2,500
5,562
4272

30

28

1,600
182

720

308
1,820
1,215
187

360
1,650
980

80

1,200
592
3,096 [3,084]
740

685 [695]
477
8,550
273
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Baha-i nihas-1 kulge 32 vakayye, fi 35: 1,120
Baha-i dhen, beray-1 meremmat-1 sepa ve gayrthu, der-matbah,

58 vakiyye, fi 10: 580
Baha-i garikon: 84
Baha-i hokka-i ¢ini 22 adced, beher fi 4: 88
Baha-i cev, beray-1 cilldb ve gayrihu,4 kile-i Saruhani, fi 80: 330 [320]
Baha-i gl 0.5 vakuyye, fi 13: 81 [84.5]
Baha-i tabak-1 ¢ini 5 aded, beher fi 15: 5
Baha-i hime, der-yaylak-1 Susendiraz, 7,124 himl: 29,013

1,035 himl, beher fi 4.5: [4,657.5)

6,089 himl, beher fi 4: [24,356]
Baha-i ¢ira 67 himl, beher fi 10: 670
Baha-i ¢ab-1 sis-1 givah: 32
Baha-i mil’aka 24 aded: 32
Baha-i siingli, berdy-1 habbazin: 270
Bahé-i mismdr, berdy-1 meremmat-1 anbar-t erz: 244
Baha-i tepsi-i meyve, beray-1 kilir-1 endertn, 1 kit’a: 100
Baha-i kafen 62 kit'a, fi 20: 1,240
Baha-i nirdeng 250 vakuyye, fi4: 828 [1000]
Baha-i burya, berdy-1 zir-i erz, 43 lat’a, beher fi 6: 258
Baha-i sofra-i sem’, berdy-1 hassa, 2 kit'a: 200
Bahé-i gigim-i ntihas-1 kebir, berdy-1 hassa, 1 kita: 335
Bahi-i sahan 7 kit’a, fi 40: 280
Bahé-i miye-i boza: 104
Bahé-i gem’-i kaftri 300 dirhem: 30
Bahé-i kdse-i yagma ve sebt, bery-1 id-i serif, 390 kita: 252
Baha-i hasaliban 300 dirhem, fi 1.5: 450
Baha-i ‘ad 55 dirhem, beher fi 7: 385
Baha-i tebagir ve enlik: 40
Baha-i ferrag-hane, berdy-1 enderan, 8 kit'a, fi 15: 125
Baha-i kafes-1 mékiyin 1 zeve: 120
Baha-i dar-1 fulful 100 dithem: 80
Baha-i kignis: 29
Bahi-i lille, berdy-1 hamam-1 yaylak-1 Susendiraz: 30
Baha-i cardb 202 aded: 54
Bahi-i sak ve kulldb 29 kita: 25
Bahi-i al-1 aba, berdy-1 habbézin: . 43
Bahi-i mertek 3 aded: 51
Bahi-i geg ve rik ve horasan, berdy-1 hamdm-1 yaylak-1 Susendiraz-1 Cal: 140
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Bahi-i bogea, beray-1 nan-1 hassa: 120
Baha-i ahger, berdy-1 kazgani ve kal’ay-gerin, 24 himl, fi 36: 864
Baha-i kantar, beray-1 kilar-1 amire, 1 kit’a: 134
Baha-1 tulumha, berdy-1 revgan-1 side ve asel ve zcyt ve
bezir ve gayrihu, 265 kit'a: 6,970
150 kat’a, fi 30: (4,500]
85 kit’a, fi 22: [1,870]
30 kit’a, fi 20: [600]
Bahi-i kiydh, berdy-1 istif-kerden-1 kavanos, der-helva-hane: 65
Baha-i serpis-1 sahan 1 kit’a: 75
Bahi-i makara, beray-1 enderin 24 aded: 48

Baha-i ddet-i baklava baha-i zevvakin, neferen 41, beher neferen fi 90
Mehemmed, Mustafa, Mchemmed, Mustafa, Nakkas, Mustafa,
Hafiz Mehemmed, Hiseyin, Sileyman, Mustafa, Mehemmed,
Nasrullah, Bekir, Ahmed, Bekir, Mahmud, Pervane, Ibrahim,
Dilaver, Mehemmed, Mustafa, Mchemmed [.], Ali, Mchemmed,
Mahmud, Mehemmed, Beyt, Ridvan, Ali Abaza, Mchemmed,
Hiseyin  Abaza, Mehemmed, Ramazan, Sinan, Ibrahim,
Mechemmed, Mehemmed Pegkirl, Mustafa Kemangei, Piri, Yusuf,
Murad

fi selase sinin 270: 3,780 [3870]

Bahi-i ddet-i baklava baha-i miiezzindn, neferen 5, beher fi 90

Sefer Halife 90, Dede Halife 90, Sinan Halife 90, Mustafa Halife 90,

Hizir Halife 90: 450

VIII-El-icarat: 107,908 [107,903]
Ucret-i kiraye-i gendiim-i kaza-i mezkarin, imed

759 kile-i Saruhan: 13,280 [16,551]

Kazi-1 Gordik 491 kile, fi 12: [5,892]

Kaza-i Gokoyuk 79 kile, fi 20: [1,580])

Kaza-i Usak 89 kile, fi 37: [3,293]

Kazi-i Seyhli 128 kile, fi 33: [4,224]

Kazi-i Kula 71 kile, fi 22: [1,562]

Ucret-i asiyab-ger 143 kile, beher fi 100: 14,300

Ucret-i navlun-1 sefine-i Misr: 35,000

Ucret-i kirdye-i berf-kesan 908 himl, fi 11: 9,988

Ucret-i gendim-guft, ma’a bulgur, 64 kile, fi 8: 512

Ucret-i meremmaAt-1 megk ve batara ve musluk: 799

Ucret-i meremmat-1 sepdy, der-matbah ve tevabi’ha: 460

Ucret-i kirdye-i benefse 15 himl, fi 9: 135

Ucret-i kirdye-i zeytiin, an-Manisa ild-Istanbul, 1 himl: 350

Ucret-i kiraye-i beyza: 44
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Ucret-i meremmat-1 kanadil: 40
Ucret-i kirdye-i ‘asel ve sem’-i ‘asel, 44 himl: 2,980
39 himl, beher f1 70: [2,730]
5 himl, beher fi 50: [250]
Ucret-i kirdye-i dakik, an-asiyab, ila-yaylak, 300 himl, fi 12: 3,600
Ucret-i kirdye-i mahzen, der-1zmir, bery-1 zahire-i kilar: 300
Ucret-i esbab-1 kildr ki an-kilar ili-yaylak-1 Susendiraz
532 himl, fi 12: 06,384
Ucret-i meremmat-1 kafes-i makiyan: 100
Ucret-i meremmat-1 girarha: 28
Uctet-i rengberén, beray-1 ta’mit-kerden-i hamam, der-yaylak-1
Susendiraz, 36 neferen, beher fi 8, eyyam 100: 1,440
Ucret-i puhten-i ragif ve helva, berdy-1 id: 233
Ucret-i kirdye-i visne: 60
Ucret-i kirdye-i revgan-1 sade, himl: 6,620
Ucret-i kirdye-i limon ve ab-1 limon, 11 himl, fi 30: 330
Ucret-i kirdye-i bulgur ve tarhana, 10 himl, fi 50: 500
Ucret-i kirdye-i kavun ve karpuz, 201 himl, fi 8: 1,608
Ucret-i kirdye-i meviz-i siirh u siyah: 786
Ucret-i kirdye-i revgan-1 zeyt ve bidem ve sabun, 43 himl, fi 46: 1,978
Ucret-i kirdye-i piyaz-1 hugk, himl: 2,452
Ucret-i kirdye-i erzen ve bogriilce, himl: 964
Ucret-i kirdye-i incir-i husk 20 himl, fi 90: 1,800
Ucret-i kirdye-i kos, an-Manisa ila-yaylak: 80
Ucret-i meremmat-1 sitil, berdy-1 nin-1 hissa: 32
Ucret-i kiraye-i kutu: 195
Ucret-i meremmat-1 kazgan-1 hamam, der-yaylak-1 Susendiraz: 210
Ucret-i meremmat-1 tekne, berdy-1 Enderun: 40
Ucret-i meremmat-1 kiirek-i hen: 20
Ucret-i meremmat-1 gantay-1 hassa: 55
Ucret-i meremmat-1 kuburha, der-kilr: 200
IX-El-bakt: 873,674
X- Mine’z-zilike’l-bak: 709,532
BahA-i edéy-1 deyn, an-bakiyye-i muhisebe-i hissa ve
teslimat ma’a piskes: 234,993
Baha-i gist: 148,480
Baha-i gendiim: 24,080
Bahi-i sir: . 6,440
Bahi-i sem’-i ‘asel: 10,400
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Baha-i meviz-i strh: 5,501
Baha-1 battane: 6,192
Baha-1 mastaki: 8,300
Baha-1 ticret-1 asiyab-ger: 6,289
Baha-i kirdye-1 gendtiim: 9,011
Baha-i kirdye-i revgan-1 sade: 4,800
Baha-i kiraye-i berfi (?): 5,500
Baha-i piskes-1 Ahmed Pasa, mirimiran-1 vilayet-1 Misr: 315,809
XI-Et-teslimat: 158,730
Teslim be-Mayer Yahudi ve Karakas, an-taciran-1 nefs[-1 Manisa|
an-baha-1 mezkurin: 145,730
Baba-i siikkker-i mitkerrer ve dakik, 1693 vakiyye: 80,580
643 vakiyye, fi 60: [38,580]
1,500 vakiyye, fi 40: 160,000]
Bahi-i flful 200 vakiyye, fi 80: 16,000
Baha-i karanfil ve zencefil: 6,950
karanfil 36 vakuyye, fi 150: 15,400]
zencefil 31 vakuyye, fi 50: [1,550]
Baha-i targini 40 vakuyye, fi 120: 4,800
Baha-i ceviz-i hindi 48 vakuyye, fi 50: 2,400
Baha-i ades, 1,000 kile-i Istanbul, beher fi 35: 35,000
Teslim be-Yasef Yahudi, an-ticirin-1 hdssa, an-baha-i yapag: 13,000
XII-Sahh&’l-bak:: 164,142

XII1-Mine’z-zalike’s-sahh
Der-zimem-i mezkarin, an-bakiyye-i havéyic-i kildr, ma’a irsiliye

der-zaman-1 imena-i sabik ve lahik: 166,883
An-zaman-1 Mustafa Celebi, emin-i lahik-1 Matbah-1 Amire: 60,960 [61,000]
Der-zimem-i Ahmed Aga, kethuda-i der, an-bakiyye-i revgan-1 side: 5,730
resid fi 17 Sevvil 1003
Der-zimem-i Abdurrahman Efendi, ed-Deftert: 2,000
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed Efendi, ct-Tevkr’i, an-baha-i siikkker: 1,200
Der-zimem-i Hiseyin Celebi, emin-i hime, an-baha-i hime: 1,500
Der-zimem-i Veli Bey, ser-helvayi, an-bahé-i kavanos: 4,000
Der-zimem-i Emrullah Cavus ve Ali Bey, an-sipahiyén,
an-bakiyye-i revgan-1 sade: 1,750
Der-zimem-i Ali Cavug, an-bakiyye-i revgan-1 side-1
vilayet-1 Karaman ve Sau ser-kassab: 12,800
der-zimem-i Sati, ser-kassab: 12,000
der-zimem-i Ali Cavus, an-bakiyye-i revgan: 800
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Der-zimem-i Bekir Bey, an-zevvakin, an-bakiyye-i revgan-1 side: 2,868
resid, temamen
Der-zimem-1 Hamza Gavus, an-bakiyye-i revgan-1 kaza-i Suhud: 5,800
Der-zimem-i Mchemmed, halife-i helvahane, an-baha-i siikker: 4,900
Der-zimem-i A’rec Hitseyin, an-ticirdn-1 nefs-i Manisa,
an-baha-i stikker: 1,780
Der-zimem-i Murad, an-sipahiyan, an-bakiyye-i revgan-1 sade: 4,414
Der-zimem-i Himmet, an-cema’at-i gurebd,
an-bakiyyc-i revgan-1 side: 2,097
Der-zimem-i Bildl, an-tacirin-1 Cesme, an-bakiyye-i
revgan-1 side: 4,500
minha defa (..) fi 15, senc 1003: 2,082
Der-zimem-i Ali, kethuda-i sakkayan-1 divan, an-bakiyye-i
revgan-1 sade: 3,700
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed, sipahi, an-bakiyye-i revgan-1 sade: 31
Der-zimem-i Yusuf Bey, el-muteferrika, an-bakiyye-i
revgan-1 sade: 394
Der-zimem-i Adil Cavus, an-bakiyye-i revgan-1 sade-i kaza-i
Gordis ve Kayacik: 442
Der-zimem-i Sinan Cavusg, sipahiyan: 814
An-zaman-1 Behram Aga, emin-i sabik-1 ma’mire-i mezbure: 45,059
Der-zimem-i Hazret-1 Ramazan Paga, Lala-y1 sabik,
an-baha-i haviyic-i kilar: 38,728
irdd ve masraf sid, fi 6 $. senc 1003, der-miyan: 42,000
Der-zimem-i Ali Cavus, an-gavusin-1 dergih-1 ali, an-bakiyye-i ;
gendiim-i kaza-i1 Nif ve Thca: 2,812
Der-zimem-i Bali Cavus, an-bakiyye-i ades-i Mist: 1,796
Der-zimem-i Lutfi Celebi, mutevelli-i cAimi’i serif-i Sultdniye,
an-bakiyye-i erz: 568
Det-zimem-i Yafes Yahudi, emin-i miiltezim-i iskele-i Izmir,
an-baha-i ades: 1155
An-zamian-1 Sinan Bey, emin-i sabik-1 Matbah-1 Amire: 8,199
Der-zimem-i Ahmed Aga, ser-habbazin-i sibik,
an-baha-i sukker: 1,690
Det-zimem-i Ahmed, ser-mikiyani: 6,105
Der-zimem-1 Nesimi Cavus: 404
An-zamin-1 Murtaza Bey, der-zimem-i Ramazan Paga, Lala,
an-baha-1 havayic-i kildr: 3;994
minh4 teslim-i saray-1 Amire, irdd ve masraf sid '
fi6 S. sene 1000: 3,272

und Landesbibliothek Sachsen-Anhalt

92073/fragment/page=00000123



120 FERIDUN M. EMECEN

bak: 722
der-miyan: 42,000
An-zamin-1 Mustafa Celebi, emin-i sibik ve Tayyib Cavus
kiim[makdm-1] emin®’l-mezbr: 5,228
An-zamin-1 Mustafa Celebi, el-mezbur: 3,081
Der-zimem-i Kara Ali Cavus, an-bakiyye-i gendtim: 880
Der-zimem-i Tayyib Cavus: 315
Der-zimem-i Nesimi Cavus: 412
Der-zimem-1 Mehemmed, vekilharc: 1,474
An-zaman-1 Tayyib Cavus: 2,147
Der-zimem-i Ali Cavusg, an-bakiyye-i gendiim: 400
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed, vekilharc: 667
Der-zimem-i Nu’man: 1,080
An-zaman-1 Ibrahim Celebi, emin-i sabik-1 ma’miire-i mezbire ve
Bekir Aga, kiimmakim-1 emini’l-mezbir: 43,443 [40,520]
Der-zimem-i Hasan, ser-¢asnigir, an-baha-i meyve-i hugk-1
Menemen, ma’a bahé-i erz: 1,324 [1,327]
Defa, meyve-i husk: 1,245
Def’a, baha-i erz: 82
Der-zimem-i Bayram, kassab: 2,590
Der-zimem-i Sati, kassab: 6,812
Der-zimem-i Divine Hasan, an-bahi-i [meyve-i] hugk-1 kazi-i Izmir: 1,530
Der-zimem-i Hiztr, siphi, an-baha-i badam-1 kazéa-i Nif: 449
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed, an-sipahiyin, an-baha-i badam-1
kaza-1 Tarhaniyat: 1,351
Der-zimem-i diger Mehemmed, sipahi, an-bakiyye-i meyve-i
husk-1 kaza-i Izmir: 400
Der-zimem-i Bali, Bosna, an-bakiyye-i asel-i kazé-i Cine: 1,424
Der-zimem-i Ahmed, bazarbagi, an-baha-i ades: 340
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed, ser-helviyi, ber-vech-i nakd: 492
Der-zimem-i Nu’man, kilari, an-baha-i erz: 230
Der-zimem-i Lutfi Usta, an-habbazin, an-baha-i gendiim-i
kaza-i Borlu: 1,560
Der-zimem-i Ibrahim Gelebi, el-mezbir: 11,356
Der-zimem-i Mustafa Celebi, riznimgei, an-baha-i erz: 420
Der-zimem-i Isak Yahudi: 10,248
An-zamén-1 Bekir Aga, kiimmakim-1 Ibrahim Celebi, el-mezbr: 2,917 [2,921]
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed, sipahi: 136
Der-zimem-i Osman: 748
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Der-zimein-i Hact Hiseyin: 247
Der-zimem-i Suhte Bakkal: 312
Der-zimem-i Tayyib Cavus: 312
Der-zimem-i Ali: 78
Der-zimem-i Mustafa Celebi, kitibi hime: 39
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed, ser-helviyi: 78
Der-zimem-i Bekir Aga, el-mezbur: 186
Der-zimem-i Mustafa Celebi, kitib-i harc-1 hdssa: 151
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed, halife-i helvahane: 108
Der-zimem-i Ali, halife-i m.: 70
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed, ser-kazgani: 39
Der-zimem-i Mehemmed, bevvab: 78
defa: 39
defa: 39
Der-zimem-i Dellal: 30
Der-zimem-i diger Mehemmed, bevvib: 39
Der-zimem-i Mustafa, sipahi: 78
Der-zimem-i Hiseyin, sarac: 36
Der-zimem-i Riistem, kilari: 78
Der-zimem-i kethuda-y1 sakkayan-1 divin: 78
XIV- Ez-ziyade ani’l-asl: 10,384

Tahriren fi 23 Recebt’l-miirecceb, min-suhir
‘ sene selase ve elf.

Bende Bende
Ahmed bi’l-kétib Mustafa bi’l-emin
(mithir) (mihir)
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Muhasebe-i varidat ve ihriacit-1t Matbah-t Amire, ‘ammerchallihu teala ila-
yevmi'l-dhire, der-zaman-1 Mustafa  Celebi, emin-i  kilar-t ma’mare  bi-
miibagereti’l-hakir Ishak el-katib, an 10 Cumadeldli sene selase ve elf ila 4
Receb’l-mirecceb sene-i minhu, 953

I- Asl-imal: 74,407
Ant’l-asl-1 muhasebe-1 maziyye: 6,863
Ant’t-tahvilac 5,400
El-mebiat: 62,144

Ani’t-tahvilae 5,400
An-tahvil-1 Divane Mustafa, emin-i kist-1 bac-1 bazar-1 nefs-1 Manisa: 2.500
Defa, an-tahvil-1 mezbar Mustafa, emin-i beyti’l-mal-1
nefs-i Manisa: 2,900
El-mcebiat 062,144 [62,503)
Baha-i karanfil 22 vakiyye, beher fi 210: 4,620
Baha-1 zencebil 12 vakiyye, beher fi 60: 720
Baha-i nisatr 24 vakiyye, beher f1 30: 720
Baha-i rummain 2,936 aded: 744
Baha-1 hurma 110 vakiyye: 480
75 kiyye, f1 5: 375
35 kayye, fi 3: 105
Baha-i incir 165 vakuyye: 540
Bahi-i asel 35 vakiyye, beher fi 8: 280
Bahé-i armud-1 hugk 299 vakiyye: 500
Baha-1 nemek 11[ ], beher fi 10: 110
Baha-i revgan-1 zeyt, 14 kantar, 26 vakiyye, beher kantar fi 450: 6,565
Baha-i meviz-i siydh-1 Germe (?), 30 kantar, 3 vakiyye,
beher kantar fi 40: 1,200
Bahi-i tarhana 4 kile, be-keyl-i Saruhan: 488
Bahd-i nardeng 40 vakiyye, beher fi 30: 120
Baha-i erz be-keyl-i Saruhan 147: 36,840
39 kile, fi 280: 10,920
108 kile, fi 240: 25,920
Baha-i ades be-keyl-i m., 32, fi 120: 3,840
Baha-i bogrilce be-keyl-im. 4 ], 6: 456
Baha-i bulgur 3[ ], beher fi14: 42
Baha-i badam beher fi 16, 99 vakiyye: 1,584
Baha-i nisasta 5 vakiyye, beher fi 6: 336
Bahé-i sabun 40 vakiyye, beher 1 9: 360
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Baha-i piyaz be-keyl-i Saruhan, 18 | |, 5:

Baha-i esbabha-i ctibba:

11- Vuzra-min zalike:

111-

Resid:
Bak::

Ll-miibaya’at:
Baha-i gendim

Kaza-i Ilica
Kaza-1 Tarhaniyat
Kaza-i Nif
Kaza-i Manisa

be-keyl-i Manisa, 137 kile, fi 60:

be-hesab-1 keyl-i Istanbul:
36.5 kile:

55.5 kile:

3kile, [ ]2

41 kile, [ ] 0

Baha-i gist ma’a revgan-1 diinbe ve i¢ ve mumbar

gust, 15,994 kiyye, fi 8:

ru’us:

Agnam, berdy-1 ser-hizin, ma’a piskes-i Sefer Aga***
¥ FRES

Revgan-1 diinbe
Revgan-1 pih
Mumbar

Sir-1 mukarrer

Kaymak:
Bahé-i makiyan:
anag,

X%

L

ru’us 42, fi 150:
12 kiyye f1 9:

6 kiyye, fi 7:

20 aded:

471 [417] sebu:
85 sebq, fi 5:
42 sebq, fi 5.5:
240 sebu, fi 6:
26 seby, fi 8:
24 sebu, fi 12:

1,921 cenibh, fi 4:

1,409

549

198,251
63,823
134,428, ziyade
ani’l-makbuizit
54,412

8,219 [8,220]
3,111

2,189

3,330

195

2,505

127,958** [127,952]
1,007

6,300
108
42
20
2,592
425
231
1,440
208
288
41
8,494
7,684

Minhi, teslim be-Sefer el-mezbur, an-ddet-i agnim-1 vildyet-i Avrethisar vicib senc
1005, 87.958; tcslim be-Sefer el-mezbiar, an-ak¢a- riisim-1 berevit-1 Divin-1
humiyln, an-tahvil-i Mustafa ki an-sancak-1 Amid, be-kavl-i Sefer el-mezbir

40.000

Be-Sefer Celebi, be-ma’rifet-i Defterddr Mahmud Efendi an-akga-i 4det-i agnim-1
Avrethisart vacib sene 1005 fi Muharrem 1007. ‘
Be-Sefer Celebi, be-ma’rifet-i Defterddr Mahmud Efendi, an-akga-i adet-i agnam-1
Avrethisari vacib sene 1005, be-deyn-i Sefer Celebi, fi Muharrem 1007.
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238 cenih, fi2:

tu’'me-i makiyan:

Baha-i beyza

Baha-i kebuter
Baha-i bat 1 cenah:
Baha-i revgan-1 side

Bahié-i revgan-1 naft
Bahi-i jem’-i revgan
Baha-i sam:

Bahi-i hall

Bahi-i lahana
Baha-i salgam
Bahi-i 1sfanah
Bahi-i keda-1 Mist
Bahi-i kerefis:
Bahié-i berg-i zer:
Baha-i havug

Baha-i ahger

Bahié-i penbe
Baha-i riste-i penbe
Baha-i karid

Bahi-i kufl

Baha-1 masa-i kandil
Bahi-i resen-i kendir
Baha-i sicim

Bahié-i varak

Baha-i heybe
Bahi-i gizil
Baha-i girarha
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5,100 aded:
5 cenah:

481 kiyye:

125.5 kayye, fi 17:
355.5 kayye, fi 19:

2 kayye, fi 80:
130 deste:

173 kayye:
295 ru’us, fi 3:
282 kiyye:

100 kayye:
aded 5:

632 kyye:

3 keyl:

23 kayye, f122:
13.5 kiyye:

12 zevc:

3 kit’a:

100 kit’a:

49 kit’a, fi 8:
104 kit’a:

8 deste:

5 orta : 200:
4 kit'a:

6 kiyye:

50 zevc:

5 zevg, fi 60:
15 zevc, fi 65:
13 zevc, fi 90:
2 zevc, f195:
1 zeve, fi 100:
3 zevg, f1110:
10 zevc, fi 140:
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255
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352
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375

200

532
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539 [392]
218
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301

152

101
4,550
300
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1,170
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330
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THE SEHZADE'’S KITCHEN AND ITS EXPENDITURES

Baha-i maye-i boza:

Baha-i milh

Bahi-i nisasta

Bahi-i kege

Bahé-i magdenos

Bahi-i zagferan

Baha-i kosele

Baha-i battine

Baha-i kulb-i girar

Baha-i stligen

Baha-i kutu-i ¢ab

Baha-i gelberi]

Baha-i habbi’s-sevda

Bahi-i kapan

Bahié-i dhen-1 musluk ve ¢ab

Baha-i pestemal
karaboza
zergerdin
karaboza-i Haleb
badi

Bahi-i tebasir

Baha-i kimnon

Baha-i kirpas:

Bahi-i bogasi (?):

Bahi-i quvaldiz

Baha-i leblebi

Baha-i kignis:

Bahi-i dbgine

Bahd-i saku-i gam

Baha-i kikird

Bahi-i bag-1 kirba:

Bahé-i hall-i tuz, berdy-1 makiyani,

Baha-i girbil

Baha-i hime, ber-vech-i maktd’

Bahd-i ¢ira, ber-vech-i maktl’:
Bahi-i piyaz:
Baha-i dakik,

195 batman:
75 kayye, fi 8:
29 kit’a:

300 bag:

295 dirhem:
1 kit’a:

40 kit’a, fi 26:
18 kit’a:

4 kiyye:

2 kit’a:

2 kit’a:

2 kyye:

23 kit’a:

42 zevc:

136 kit’a:

3 kit’a:

94 kit’a, fi 25:
18 kit’a, fi 3:
2 kit’a, fi 50:
1 kiyye:

2 kiyye:

8 kuta’:

2 kayye:

1 kit’a:

7 kayye, fi 25:

6 kayye, i 40:

1 kit’a:
1 kit’a:

be-keyl-i Istanbul 13, fi 51.5:

Irsaliye-i dakik, an-canib-i Bursa Amed, 10 himl:

IV-Bi’l-icarat:
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600
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90
1,040
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224
40

33
69
112
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360
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Ucret-i dakik, an-Bozkéy ila Saray-1 amire, 155 himl: 1,808
111, fi12: 1,332
34, fi14: 476
Ucret-i gendim-gaft: 96
Ucret-i berf-kegan 18 himl, fi 11: 198
Ucret-i irgadan-beray-1 keside-i crz: 28
Ucret-i asivabger 9.5 keyl, fi 100: 950
Ucret-i mekkari, beray-1 dverden-i havayic,
an-Menemen 11a Manisa: 28
Ucret-i kirdye-1 araba, an-Uskidar ila-Istanbul: 60
Ucret-i araba, berdy-1 helvahine ma’a hammaliye: 140

Ucret-i hammaliye, berdy-1 kesiden-i bakiyye-i kilar,
an-iskele ild-saray-1 amire, 28 himl: 140
Ucret-i kirdye-i gendiim, an-kaza-i Adala ila-Manisa

360.5 keyl, beher fi 12: 4,680

V- Bi’l-ihracat: 1,283
Be-cihet-i meremmat-1 musluk: 80
Be-cihet-1 meremmat-1 girar: 20
Be-cihet-i meremmat-1 kutu: 18
Be-cihet-1 meremmat-1 kelek: 10
Be-cihet-i meremmat-1 kufl: 15
Be-cihet-1 meremmat-1 migk: 300
Be-cihet-1 harc-1 rih-1 firun, der-vakt-i ciilis-1 padisah-1 dlempenah: 340
Be-cihet-1 harc-1 rah-1 Matbah-1 amire, der-vake-i culas: 500
VI-El-bak: 10,684
VII-Min-zalike’l-baki, teslim be-Hasan ser-gagnigirin: 300
VIII-Sahht’l-baki: 10,384

Tahriren fi 23 Recebti’l-mirecceb
scne selase ve elf
Bende Bende
Mustafa bi’l-emin Ishak, el-katib
(Muhiir)
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SPICES IN THE OTTOMAN PALACE
COURTLY COOKERY IN THE EIGHTEENTH
CENTURY

Christoph K. Neumann*

Ein alter Mann, der einen Zobel trug,
begann zirtlich zu beten

Ein Pfund Perigord-Triffeln,

gewaschen, gebirstert,

mit Vorsicht geschilt,

in messerriickendiinne Scheibchen geschnitten,
cingerichtet mit klarer Butter,

Uber dem Feuer geschwungen, serviert

mit sauticrten Filets von Fasanenbriisten —

dic Sauce hab ich vergessen.*™*

Food and Langnage

The historian has to cope with the difference between his discourse and the
presupposed, but unattainable, past reality. This is his everyday and principal
problem. Writing on food, however, his difficulties are compounded by the
double inaccessibility of the sensual experience constituted by taste: only to a
very limited degree is taste codified in language, and individuals often perceive
it in very different ways. Thus it is our first difficulty that we cannot be really
sure about the meanings of the descriptions of historical dishes. Secondly, even

Istanbul Bilgi University. Many thanks go to Suraiya Faroghi who carefully read this
text.

** Hans Magnus Enzensberger, Der Untergang der Titanic: Eine Komidie (Frankfurt am
Main, 1978): 105-6.
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if we could be certain on this issue, we would not be able to express these
meanings. Finally, even if we found the expression, our experience would
probably not be shared by our readers.

There is no escape from the intrinsic relaton of language and food as con-
sumed in the past. As we cannot talk in a language of scents and flavors all
kinds of cookery only can be discussed language. Imagined or realized, this
language is bound to be pictorial or, much more often, verbal.l This is why
Jean-Frangois Revel called his passionate history of gastronomic sensitvity a
“Banquet of Words”.2

Social Stratification and Gastronomic Levels

Revel has based his study on two assumptions, the first a tacit one, the second
ably argued: that French cuisine is the apogee of cooking, and that there are al-
ways two sources of gastronomic development. A vernacular, rural, traditional
way of cooking contrasts with a professional, educated, urban one, financed

1 Pictorial codes relating to food are often rather simplistic (as the ideograms used in
the dining rooms of rest houses on transnational highways in Europe); and the food
involved generally matches the manner in which it is advertised. Slightly more com-
plex is the illustration on the piece of paper one receives together with the meal on
flights to and from Turkey. It shows the silhouette of a pig, crossed out. On the
other end of the spectrum, baroque still-lifes featuring victuals and linking them to
the metaphorical universe of the time have developed a highly sophisticated code.

The only non-pictorial and non-verbal way to talk about food that I am aware of is
sculpture. Generally, sculptured food is a mere translation of a pictorial message
into the three-dimensional world. Again, there is an exception: the wax-sculptures
of the meals on offer displayed by Japanese restaurants. At first glance these models
constitute an attempted “iconological” code: They pretend to show the customers
what to expect. In all probability, closer examination will show them to be rather
shrewd illusionistic and persuasive texts. The way these pieces are prepared and ex-
hibited clearly differentiates them from the menus of ice cream illustrated with
photographs, which are common in Europe.

2 Jean-Francois Revel, Un festin en paroles: Histoire littéraire de la sensibilité gastronomique de
Lantiquité a nos jours (Paris, 1979): 12-22. This close relation is well illustrated by the
following sentence of an author who very much stresses the continuity of Turkish
cooking (the italics are mine): “Bu yiyeceklerin ve ieceklerin iginde gliniimiize gelen,
Tirklerin ¢ok sevdigi ve kendi icatlart olduklarinda siiphe olmayan ayran, pekmez,
... kavut kelimelerine rastlariz.” Giinay Kut, “Tiirklerde Yeme-Igme Gelenegi ve
Kaynaklary,” in: Eskimeyen Tatlar: Tiirk Mutfak Kiiltiirsi, ed. Semahat Arsel (Istanbul,
1996): 38-71, n.b. p. 38.
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and enjoyed only by the richest sections of a population.3 There is a subtle ex-
change between the two, and Revel also allows for an intermediate level of
middle-class cooking, still urban but much more amateurish than hante cuisine.

Revel’s first assumption, I am sure, will still find adherents. More impot-
tantly, this view, already prefigured in his sources, transforms non-French
(Greek, Roman, medieval, Italian etc) cooking into either the prehistory of haute
cuisine ot into its periphery: special deviatons from the main tradition.

From the culinary and normative point of view to which Revel adheres4
this may well be acceptable. From a social and historical point of view,
however, the Tuscan or the Ottoman cusine cannot be reduced to a marginal
deviation of French cookery. To a degree all these cuisines were subject to the
same limiting conditions, such as the Mediterranean climate and the availability
or non-availability of plants of American origin. But on the other hand, each of
these cuisines served its own society. Even in instances when knowledge about
other cooking traditions existed it is not possible to subsume non-French
cookery to the mainstream of Parisian haute cuisine.5

There seem to be fewer difficulties with Revel’s two, or rather three-layered
model of culinary stratification when transferred to Ottoman society. It fits eas-
ily into the assumptions on cultural stratification proposed by Suraiya Faroghi’s
state-of-the art monograph on Ottoman everyday cultural life. Faroghi pro-
poses a not-so-traditional popular culture of mainly rural background, an élite
culture centering around the Ottoman court and the households imitating i,
and 2 middling culture of town-dwellers.0 It is not too difficult to integrate
Revel’s assumption into this model! Accordingly, such a culinary dialogue be-
tween the court cooks and urban housewives or servants is assumed in one of
the few attempts to sketch a material history of Ottoman cookery.’

Revel, Un festin en paroles: 25-31.

4 Ibid.: 31.

5 As is the case with nineteenth century Ottoman cookery books which often show
some basic knowledge of French gastronomical habits. A. Turgut Kut, Apklamal:
Yemek Kitaplar: Bibliografyas: (Ankara, 1985).

6 Suraiya Faroqhi, Kultur und Alltag im Osmanischen Reich: Vom Mittelalter bis zum Anfang
des 20. Jabrbunderss (Miinchen, 1995): 18-21. The author concentrates on the urban
culture of the ‘middling layer’. The book includes a very instructive chapter on food,
pp. 228-47.

7 Hedda Reindl-Kiel, “Wesirfinger und Frauenschenkel: Zur Sozialgeschichte der
tiirkischen Kiiche,” Archiv fiir Kulturgeschichte 77,1 (1995): 57-84, n.b. p. 71.
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Yet the theoretcal applicability of this model is not matched by immediately
available evidence. Revel was in a privileged position, as he possessed a great
number of treatises, descriptions and prescriptions concerning the food he was
interested in: the French bante cuisine from its beginning to the day of writing.
Members of the Ottoman élite seem to have been much less keen to put their
culinary predilecdons and demands on paper.

The contrast is especially apparent in the eighteenth century. This was the
ume when French arisine became so sophisticated as to be no longer fully man-
ageable by non-professional cooks.8 At the same time, food preparation turned
into a fashionable past-time of the court.? Ottoman historians lack both: de-
tailed publications by the master crisiniers of the period, and the kebab Ragih
Pasha, the kiinefe Esma Sultan.

Lack of evidence, of course, does not prove very much. But like rampart
and moat, the relative silence of the sources and their codification in natural
language separate eighteenth-century Ottoman cookery from its historian.
Where is the gap in the wall enabling him not to conquer but to enter, not the
bower or the treasury, but the kitchen of the castle?

The Miskci-bast as Supplier of Spices

I shall try to make my way through the deliveryman’s entrance. Where Ottoman
cooking is concerned, one does generally not know much more than the names
of dishes: under the most propitious circumstances, detailed prescriptions of
the way in which they were prepared survive from the nineteenth century. More
often the available primary sources have been written at the beginning of the
twentieth century or even today. Whereas the names and basic ingredients of
many Ottoman dishes seem to have been fairly stable, sometimes over many
centuries, even for the relatively short tme of actual recipe documentation
important changes can be noted in the way of preparation.10 Where the first
claim is concerned, there is evidence going back to Mehmed the Conqueror’s
time.11 As to the second, it is amply demonstrated by Tugrul Savkay in his es-

8 Revel, Un festin en paroles: 177-78, 182-86.
9 Ibid.: 176-77.
10 “Soweit sich aus den Quellen entnchmen l4Bt, hat sich die tirkische Kiiche in ihren

Grundziigen scit dem 16. Jahrhundert kaum gedndert...”: Reindl-Kiel, “Wesirfinger
und Frauenschenkel”: 58.

11 A. Sitheyl Unver, Tiirkiye Gada Hijyeni Taribinde Fatih Devri Yemekleri (1952; reprint in:
Istanbul Risalelers, ed. 1smail Kara, vol. 3, Istanbul 1995, 73-220): 81-116, 164-65.



SPICES IN THE OTTOMAN PALACE 131

says introducing recipes of “traditional Turkish” cookery.12 It seems reasonable
to assume that changes in preparation had happened in carlier times, as well.

It is at this point that the deliveryman takes the scene. No other sources
surviving, one has to examine lists of payments made up on the delivery of
foodstuffs. Such lists exist in large numbers especially for the Ottoman court. A
number of them have been published, yet they have only recently become the
object of scholarly attenton.13 Even if these accounts also contain many pitfalls
and shortcomings, they have enabled Hedda Reindl-Kiel to give an instructive
overview about the main developments in Ottoman cooking. She was able to
spot a fair degree of change within an overall impression of continuity.14

One should moreover bear in mind the possibility of developments hidden
rather than elucidated by the available sources. To encounter the same sort of
foodstuffs over the course of centuries does not mean that their taste always
was what one would expect it to be today. The taste of vegetables and meat
drived from animals bred for food must have changed, often beyond recogni-
tion. An example one might mention is beef, according to Revel hardly edible
untl two or three centuries ago.15 And at least since the sixteenth century, it
was not in favor with the Ottoman court, either.16 In such cases it is hard to
decide to what extent we are confronted with a change in taste. A change in the
properties of the foodstuffs concerned is equally possible. There is evidence

12 Eskimeyen Tatlar: 91-296. The quotation marks deserve explanation. The term “tradi-
tional” is problematic in this context because 1 am concerned here with change,
“Turkish” because of the inherent anachronism. The term claims as part of national
culture what stems from an urban, mult-cultural background. I would very much
prefer to talk of “Istanbul” or even “Istanbul Muslim” cookery. “Muslim” not be-
cause the cookery accurately reflects the Hanefite rules on foodstuffs (it does not),
but because it mirrors some Muslim cultural discourse (which echoes but not always
closely follows such prescriptions). However, of course, “Turkish cookery” has the
unbeatable advantage of being an established term. Everybody seems to know how
to interpret it.

13 Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina ait Muhasebe Defterleri”, Befgeler 9, 13
(1979): 1-380. This publication comprises 380 pages of archival material in Latin
script. Publishing posthumously the transcriptions Barkan had made, the editors
were faithful enough to his unfinished manuscript to not add an index, a table of
contents or any kind of commentary.

14 Reindl-Kiel, “Wesirfinger und Frauenschenkel”: 65-84.

15 Revel, Un festin en paroles: 12-13.

16 Reindl-Kiel, “Wesirfinger und Frauenschenkel”: 79. See also the articles by Reindl-
Kiel, Sakaoglu and Samanct in the present volume.
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that as late as the early twenteth century, beef was regarded as a foodstuff of
inferior quality and rather unbecoming to a gentleman.17

There is one category of foodstuffs, however, that seems to be relatively
immune against such changes, namely spices. Even if used in a broader mean-
ing, so that the term also includes herbs and aromatics, this class of foodstuffs
has, untl recently, been rather free from intervention by the culdvator. We may
be almost certain that pepper and ginger tasted a few centuries ago just as they
do today.18

For this reason, knowledge about the spices used at the Ottoman court may
provide us with important hints regarding the way food was cooked in the six-
teenth or eighteenth century. But, again, caution is in order! Information about
spices delivered to the kitchen will not enable us to look into the pot. Nor will
information on the supply of condiments enable us to know whether some-
thing happened in eighteenth-century Ottoman cookery comparable to what
Revel discovered in French cxisine: a “conquéte de 'air”.19 By this term, Revel
denotes an orientation toward preparations which no longer mixed the tastes of
the ingredients additively, but fused them into something new20 — and this can
be achieved without any change in ingredients.

The difficuldes are compounded by the fact that spices are not just grocer-
ies, but serve for all kinds of medicinal and semi-medicinal purposes. Moreover,
the helva-hane in the Ottoman palace was responsible for both culinary and me-
dicinal preparations — the Ottoman ma’cuns (edible pastes) being something of
an intermediate category.2! That the palace bought some condiments made

17 Mehmed Salih, “Istihkim Miralayi Mehmet Salih Bey’in Balkan Savagi Gunligi,”
ed. Mustafa Sahin, Tarih ve Toplum 23 (1995): 134: 111-20, 135: 178-87, 136: 242-49,
137: 309-15, n.b. 242-43, 249. Mehmed Salih used to comment on his food when-
ever nothing else had happened which seemed worth remembering. It is an open
question how far his predilection for fish and fresh fruit was shared by his contem-
poraries. But his aversion against beef was only matched by his dislike against
Greeks and disorder in the Ottoman army.

18 This does not apply to judgments on the taste of a substance: Meyers Grofies Konversa-
tions-Lexikon 6% ed. (Leipzig, Wien, 1904-8), vol. 6: 372, states that cumin-seed
“riechen und schmecken unangenehm” (“smell and taste unpleasant”).

19 Revel, Un festin en paroles: 180.

20 Ibid.: 190.

21 Arslan Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri ve Topkap: Saraymda Eczactlsk: Eine bisher unbekann-

te Handschrift iiber die Herstellung der Argneien im Topkapr-Schloff in Istanbul und ibre Be-
dentung fiir die Geschichte der Pharmagie (Istanbul, 1982).
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them available for use in meals offered to its denizens; but it does not prove
that they actually enriched any of the dishes served.

But who was the deliveryman? No information seems to be readily available
with regard to the suppliers of condiments to the palace in Mehmed’s II time.22
Likewise, no such information is given in the lists from the tdmes of Bayezid 11,
Siileyman I, and Selim II published by Barkan, even though they contain greater
varieties of spices.23 In the eighteenth century, however, the deliveryman
becomes identifiable.

For this period the Ottoman archives provide documentation of the deal-
ings of a certain miskci or, in some instances, #iskci-bagz. Most of the documents
I found are catalogued under the heading Defterbane — Bas Mubasebe Kalemi
Defterleri — D.BSM. Ten of these deffers, the first of them dating from
1175/1762, the last from 1195/1780 are extremely uniform in character. They
list the same 125 items each, nearly always in the same sequence. These drugs
and spices had been handed over to the peskirbas: aga (in two cases /ild) by the
miskei Yabudi as a routine supply for three months.

The remaining two registers at my disposal contain the expenditures of the
miskci-bass Rafail (masarif-i miskci-bag: Rafail Yabudi) in the year 1169/70 (mainly
1750) and the summary accounts of payments made to an anonymous #iskci-
bag: in Ra-1181/27.VIIL.-241X.1767.2425 'These two registers document a
variety of deliveries to different parts of the palace, including the imperial
pantry. They include spices, material for the bathing and swathing (fechiz ve
tekfin) of corpses, and even items such as paper and crystal.

In the pertnent literature the miskci-bas: is' occasionally described as a palace
official working under the head of the palace pantry (kildru-bas).26 This

22 At least no names or titles were published by Unver together with his list of grocer-
ies purchased by the palace: Fath Devri Yemekleri: 168-69.

23 Barkan, “Muhasebe Defterleri”: 77-81 (Silleyman I), 90-93 (Bayezid II), 118-23
(Selim II).

24 Cevdet Saray (C.SAR) 136. Thanks go to Figen Tagkin (Istanbul) who drew my
attention to this document.

25 D.BSM 3359. As all the archival evidence used in this article, this register is housed
in the Bagbakanlik Osmanlt Arsivi, Istanbul (BBA-OA). The cooperation of its staff
is duly acknowledged.

26 Zeynep Tarim, “Matbah-1 Amire Miiessesesi ve 1105-1106 Muhisebe Defteri”,
(Marmara Univ. Sosyal Bilimler Enst. Yeni¢ag Tarihi Anabilim Dali Yiiksek Lisans
Tezi, 1987): 24 writes that the miskdi-bags was responsible for the supply of all kinds
of spices to the kitchen and provided ingredients needed by the helva-hane. His office



134 CHRISTOPH K. NEUMANN

identification may partly have been based on analogy, for his business partner,
the pegkir-bag;, was in just such a posidon.2’ There is, however, some evidence
that the miskea-bagr was a dealer in spices and perhaps even the head of a related
guild. Firstly, his being a Jew greatly diminishes the probability of his being a
court official.28 Secondly, one of the documents contains information on the
modalities of payment, a fact which makes it difficult to view the miskci-bag: as a
court official. According to the computadons of the main financial bureau (bag
miuhasebe) the purchases in the month RA-1181 at prices fixed by the kadi (faraf-
ser'’den mevn’ es’ar mucibince), amounted to 1,115 gr “not covered by con-
tract/commitment” (gayr eg taahbiid).29 It was then proposed and decided to pay
1,000 gr out of the ocaklik while the rest remained unpaid (fengil olunub). 3031

30

31

is compared to that of the pagara-bag, an official charged with the purchases on
urban markets. Tarim uses BBA-OA, KIC 7289 (which I have not seen) and notes
expenses for “Ecziha-y1 i¢ kilar 112.500 akg¢e” (p. 23 of the documentary appendix).
No information on this point is included in Yildiz Tutum, “1703 Yilinda Saray
Mutfagt (Matbah-1 Amire) Hakkinda Bir Arastrma”, (Istanbul Univ. Ldebiyat Fak.
Yeni Gag Tarihi Kirstisi Mezuniyet Tezi, 1972). Again thanks to Figen Taskin for
making me aware of these studics.

Ismail Hakkt Uzuncarsili, Osmanls Devletinin Saray Teskilat (Ankara, 1945, repr.
1984): 314-15, 324.

There existed Jewish officials at the Ottoman court, of course. Well known are the
kiras of the sixteenth century, Jewish women who acted as intermediarices for female
members of the dynasty. Cf. Leslic P. Pierce, The Imperial Harem: Women and
Sovereignty in the Ottoman Empire New York, Oxford, 1993): 225-26, 242. For a re-
mark on the spatial setting: Gilru Necipoglu, Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power: The
Topkapr Palace in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries (Cambridge, Mass., London,
1991): 178.

The following abbreviations for Ottoman terms are used in this article:

aq:  akge

dr:  dirbem (3.207 g)

gr:  gurus

qu  Agye (1.282945 kg)

This formulation presents a difficulty in itself, as ocaklrk were generally rights of
income or deliveries assigned instcad of payments, not a budgetary font as in this
instance. On the ocak/lzk-system at the imperial kitchen and pantry cf. Nejat Goyiing,
“Yurtluk-Ocaklik Deyimleri Hakkinda,” in: Prof. Dr. Bekir Kiitiikoght'na Armagan
(Istanbul, 1991): 268-77, n.b. pp. 274-76.

C.SAR 136.
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Here the miskci-bas: appears as an outsider to the palace who had been em-
ployed or contracted to supply certain goods. When he exceeded his budget he
had to renegotiate but was finally considered financially liable. He was probably
affiliated to the state organisation, but more like a tax-farmer or a ce/eb32 than a
regular salaried official.

It is tempting to interpret the miskci-bagz as the head of a guild. However, the
existence of a cemaat-1 miskiyan is difficult to prove. For instance, when describ-
ing the crafts of the capital, Evliya Celebi only mentions a guild of producers of
musk-soap, none of dealers in musk.33 Likewise, in the Surmame describing the
later Sultan Mehmed’s 111 circumcision in 1582, we only find an entry on the
cemaat-r sabun-r miski kdran, who at this occasion performed their art of pro-
ducing musk soap.34 T found a single hint to the existence of a miske guild in
the narlh defleri of 1640 edited by Mibahat Kitikoglu, where there is a chapter
on prices to be charged by musk-sellers.35 The items on the lists, however, are
not spices, but fragrances and perfumes such as ambergris, musk or gum
benzoin. Spices figure, as one would expect, among the goods sold by the
attaran.36

Cloves, Cinnamon, and Saffron: Alnost Staples

Unfortunately, there seems to be no satisfactory explanation why spices were
delivered to the sultanic court by the Jewish mizskei-bagz. On the other hand,
there is no doubt that these deliveries actually took place. It is, therefore, now
dme to enter the kitchen and to see what the deliveryman delivers.

32 On these men who played a crucial role supplying meat to the Ottoman capital
(and, therefore, to the court, as well) Suraiya Faroqhi, Towns and Towusnen of Ottoman
Apnatolia: Trade, Crafts, and Food Production in an Urban Setting, 1520-71650 (Cambridge
ctal, 1984): 221-32.

33 Bvliya Gelebi b. Dervis Mehmed Zili, Eviya Celebi Seyabatnamesi: Topkap: Saray:
Bagdat 304 Yagmasimm Transkripsiyonn, Diginiy 1. Kitap Istanbul, ed. Orhan Saik
Gokyay (Istanbul, 1996): 263: “Esnaf-1 misk-i [|] sabiinct”. The index of this edition
does not refer to this item.

34 Gisela Prochazka-Eisl, Das Sarndme-i Himayin: Die Wiener Handschrift in Transkription,
mit Kommentar und Indices verseben (Istanbul, 1995): 141.

35 Miibahat Kiitikoglu, Osmanlilarda Narh Miiessesesi Ve 1649 Taribli Narh Defter:
dstanbul, 1983): 101-2. There is a separate entry on sellers of soap made with musk,
p. 102. ‘

36 Ibid.: 98-101.
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The register covering the one-year-span 1-C-1169 to 30-CA-1170 contains a
few entries that specify spices bought by the palaces at certain occasions,
“zuhurat” in the language of the document.37 Some entries do not concern
spices at all, but items such as cotton, camphor, and fragrances for the bathing
and swathing of the walide sultan $ehstvar’s corpse, or some deliveries to the
sultanic mescid.38

Others are more instructive. For example, 5,400 dr (17,317.8 g) of mastic
(sakez) were purchased in order to prepare buns during Ramadan (gorekha-:
ramazaniye). At the occasion of a circumcision (sinnet) 100 dr (320.9 g) of cin-
namon (dargn) and 400 dr (1,282.8 g) of saffron (34 feran) were purchased along
with a small quantity of cochineal (k)39 At an unspecified occasion, much
more substantdal quantides were given to the sultan’s mother:40 3,000 dr of
cloves (karanfil) and 1,720 dr of cinnamon. More than 9 kg of cloves, probably
in addidon to some regular fa’yinat, constituted an impressive amount. In the
final phase of the pre-revolutionary ancien regime, the entire country of France,
where this spice was extremely fashionable at that tme, consumed 9,000
pounds of cloves a year.4l And that Sehstivar Sultan’s household could put

37 D.BSM 3359: 4.
38 M. Cagatay Ulugay, Padisahlarm Kadmlar: ve Kiglar: (Ankara, 1980, 27 ed. 1985): 74.

39 This entry poses difficulties of its own. Written nearly without diacritical marks, it
reads “zuhurat-1 ziyafet-i hitan-1 Hatem-Sultan-zade”. The reading “Hatem” is un-
certain, and alternatives such as “Hamum” or “Canim” seem to offer themselves
more readily. Alderson, as quoted in Ulugay, Kadnlar ve Kiglar: 95, n. 5, lists a certain
Hatem among Mahmud’s I wives. She is the only female member of the dynasty
whose name can be reconciled with the word in the document. Mahmud I, how-
ever, is known to have been incapable of siring children (¢bid.: 97, n. 5). It is gener-
ally assumed that deceased sultans’ female sexual partners were sent to the Old Pal-
ace to spend the rest of their lives in seclusion: M. Cagatay Ulugay, Harem: II
(Ankara, 1971, 34 ed. 1992): 58-60. So, where does Hatem Sultan’s son come from
and what happened to him later?

40 During the period covered by the document, Osman III died and Mustafa III ac-
ceded to the throne. As Mustafa’s mother Mihrisah had died in 1144 or 1145
(Ulugay, Kadinlar ve Kiglar: 81-82), the valide in question can only be Osman’s mother
Sehsuivar whose death has likewise been referred to in the document.

41 Maguelonne Toussaint-Samat, .4 History of Food, transl. Anthea Bell (Cambridge,
MA, Oxford, 1992, 2nd ed. 1994): 507.
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more than 5.5 kg of cinnamon to good use demonstrates the scale of con-
sumption by the female members of the Ottoman dynasty.42

On the other hand, it is apparent that such entries do not reflect the entire
range of spices available to the sultan’s or his mother’s cooks. But another,
more detailed list of occasional purchases for the sultan by his black chief
eunuch and his sword-bearer (aga-z dar dir-seadet il-serifet ve aga-1 silihdar hagret-i
sebriyari) also contains large quantities of these ingredients. Here we find cinna-
mon (1,080 dr/3.46 kg), cloves (410 dr/1.31 kg), and especially saffron (3035
dr/9.73 kg). These are impressive quantities, only overshadowed by a purchase
of 44 qt (56.49 kg) sesame (susam), a product on the borderline between spices
and foodstuffs. In this instance, sesame should be regarded as a source of calo-
ries rather than a spice. Otherwise, we only find cardamom (kakula), which was
purchased in the relatively small quantity of 170 dr (0.55 kg), and mastic (600
dr/1.92 kg). Together with these items, the wiske delivered fragrances (musk
and ambergris), dyestuffs (cochineal and alum), drugs (soapwort and symplocus
racemosa), as well as paper and crystal.

The composition of this purchase was not just the result of accidental cir-
cumstances, as can be verified by a look at the expenditures made on behalf of
European ambassadors. All of them#3 received the same things: a small amount
of ambergris, some cochineal, mastic, cardamom, cloves, cinnamon, and saf-
fron. Again saffron figures prominently (1,000 dr/3.2 kg in each instance), ten
times the amount of cloves and cardamom. Cinnamon (150 dr/481 g) and mas-
tic (50 dr/160 g) are likewise of minor importance.

When the court decided that extra quantities of spices were called for, the
only items purchased were saffron, cinnamon, cloves, cardamom, and mastic.
Especially the first three figure prominently. How does this observation fit in
with the daily consumption of spices?

In this case, it is possible to compare the deliveries of the miske-bag: with
expenditures of the imperial kitchen in the fifteenth century, as published by
Barkan.44 Barkan’s list covers the time between the 1-RA-894 and 29-N-895,

42 Concentrating more on princesses than sultans’ mothers, Tilay Artan has widely
written on this subject. See “From Charismatic Leadership to Collective Rule: In-
troducing Materials on the Wealth and Power of Ottoman Princesses in the Eight-
eenth Century,” Diinsi ve Bugiinstyle Toplum ve Ekononsi 4 (1993): 53-94.

43 Listed are the ambassadors from Russia, Poland (both of them twice), Venice, the
Two Sicilies, and Austria. This is the last entry in D.BSM 3359: 4.

44 Barkan, “Muhasebe Defterleri”: 88-103. In our context, pp. 90-93 are relevant as
they contain expenditures for more refined foodstuffs.
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mainly the year 1489. As already noted, D.BSM 3359 belongs roughly to the
year 1756, and C.SAR 1306 lists the deliveries made in a summer month of 1767.
In the following table, all quantties are computed on a monthly basis and in the
metric system. For D.BSM 3359 1 have computed two figures, one excluding
the “extraordinary occasions”. By proceeding in this fashion, possible distor-
tions may be checked. Moreover, the prices of the spices have been added.

Table 1: Spices Consumed in the Imperial Palace
spice D.BSM 3359{D.BSM 3359 price  |C.SAR 136: price  |Barkan, 90-93 price
kg/month  |without kg/month (1-Ra-894-29-N
zuhurat-1 gayr- 895): kg/month
muavene

karanfil 9.19 8.56| 7aq/dr 4.33| 7 aq/dr - -
darcin 18.72 14.25| 11 aq/dr 9.30] 13 aq/dr 1.50]  0.14 aq/dr
kakula 3.38 2.92| 6aq/dr 3.01] 7aq/dr - -
sakiz-1 0.74 0.56] 4aq/dc 0.48| 3 aq/dr|(mastaki) 5.77 | 0.125aq/dr
schdane
sakiz-1 3.42 249 2aq/dr 2.02| 2 aq/dr|probably
hurda included above
susam, 78.15 62.54| 35aq/qt 39.13| 60 aq/q
summak, (susam: 16.68, semsem: 3.96 6 aq/q
anison, summak: 11.54, summak: 11.55 4.17 ag/q
kimyon anison: 3.21,

kimyon: 7.70) kemmun: 3.31 4.13 aq/q1
za’feran 5.43 3.10] 12 aq/dr 0.5145 15 aq/dr 7.89] 0.30 ag/dr
fulful 14.65] 25.18 aq/qt
zencebil 1.60] 33.67 aq/q
magz-1
koknar 0.32 4aq/qt
na’ne 16.68 8 aq/q

The table reveals that the two deliveries recorded during the second half of the
eighteenth century conform to the same pattern, especially if the “extraordinary

45 1000 dr (3.21 kg) have to be added for a banquet for the privy divan (xiyafet-i divan-i
havass). This item may be compared with the guhurat-z gayr-2 muayene in D.BSM 3359.
At the same occasion, 58 dr (186 g) of high quality cinnamon (dargn- hass) were

used.
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occasions” are excluded from the computation. Cloves and especially cinnamon
are the dominant items, whereas saffron was not used much more than carda-
mom and mastic. The price was certainly not the determinant, as cinnamon was
almost as costly as saffron.

Beside this more expensive and prestigious category of spices there existed a
second, more modest one. Especially C.SAR 136 is revealing in so far as it
quantifies the relevant items. The importance of sesame has already been hinted
at, but the popularity of sumac (summak) is equally remarkable: Today this sour
dried fruit plays only a minor role in Turkish cooking, mainly in the preparation
of salads. Cumin (kinzyon) was also widely used (as it is today). That aniseed
(anison) was of secondary importance is not too astonishing, given the limited
number of dishes in which this very strong-tasting substance may be used.

Flavor of the Ages

Even more striking is the comparison with the list of spices consumed in 1489.
Cardamom and cloves are completely absent from this older list, and cinnamon
does not figure prominently either. Its place, almost to the ounce, is occupied
by black pepper (fiilfiil), an ingredient notably absent from the lists of the eight-
eenth century. Aniseed is lacking in the fifteenth century, while ginger, mint and
pulp of fir are not included in the deliveries of the eighteenth. (So ate a number
of preparations of fruits which were probably used to spice up dishes. But I
have not included confectionery, dried fruits, juices and the like in the compari-
son because there is no way of knowing whether the miskci was responsible for
these items).

Especially the relation between pepper and cinnamon deserves attention. In
today’s Turkish cuisine, cinnamon plays a role mainly as an aroma added to
sweet preparations, which often contain some milk. There are, however, some
reminiscences of its wider use, such as the so-called “Albanian liver” (Armavut
cigeri) which should be prepared with a pinch of cinnamon. I have also encoun-
tered preparations of green beans that call for this spice.

But otherwise, cinnamon is of marginal importance, and, as in the sixteenth
century,*6 black pepper is today the main spice used in the preparation of meat
and vegetables (red pepper seems to become increasingly prominent, though).
We will soon see that in the eighteenth century, black pepper was regularly
delivered by the miskc-bagz, albeit in smaller quantities. It does not seem reason-

46 Suraiya Faroqhi, Towns and Townsmen: table 33, p. 328 with anothet example (the
imaret of Sultan Selim II in Konya).
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able to assume that the palace bought large amounts of black pepper from
some other source. Therefore one must conclude that there existed a phase in .
the history of Turkish cooking when cinnamon all but replaced black pepper.47

Seen from this angle, the other differences between the lists are also open to
interpretation as evidence of a change of predilection and taste. Aniseed instead
of ginger, cloves and cardamom instead of mint? In reality, things turn out to
be a bit more complicated. Above, lists of 125 substances have been mentioned
which concern deliveries made by the miska to the peskir-bagi. These lists
contain a number of spices and condiments, some dried herbs, but also
dyestuffs, scents, fragrances, drugs, and poisons — the majority of the items
concerned should be regarded as drugs, but many may have had multple uses:
the close neighbourhood of kitchen, pharmacy, and textile workshop is again
evident (for a table showing all items and their use, cf. the appendix).

The peskirbag: being attached to the sultan’s personal service, one may as-
sume that these lists included those substances consumed by the sultan and his
immediate environment. In one instance it is explicitly stated that all these sub-
stances were destined for the person of the sultan (nefs- hiimayun iciin).4849 This,
however, should not be taken literally, if one does not presume that Mustafa III
and Abd tl-Hamid I were heavily addicted to narcotics. The consumption of
more than 5 g of opium and 5 g of cannabis per day (not to count other poi-
sonous substances on the list) plainly is not possible over a lengthy period of
time without grave consequences for the health of the consumer. But these lists
certainly name substances which regularly found their way into the palace and
were regarded as fit for use by the sultan himself.

What was delivered regularly to the peskirbag: in terms of condiments were
black cumin (gorek o#2), anise, cumin, sesame, coconut (cevig-i Hindj), coriander
(kisnig), cardamom (kakula-: kebir), curcuma (erde ¢av), saffron, wild ginger
(zarunba), possibly caraway (P Kefe kimyonz), sumac, black pepper (dar-: fiilfiil),
possibly basilicum (? s#/tan ot1), seed of ajowan cumin (nabve-i Hindi), the ginger-

47 The discussion of this matter with colleagues has proven extremely valuable. Selguk
Esenbel (Istanbul) has related that her grandmother prepared most dishes with
cinnamon instead of pepper. Dariusz Kotodziejczyk (Warsaw) has hinted at the
decline of the pepper trade from the Ottoman Empire to Poland from the end of
the seventeenth century onward, even though Ottoman-Polish trade as a whole
remained lively. These observations seem to confirm the hypothesis developed
above.

48 Uzuncarsily, Saray Tegkilits: 314.

49 D.BSM 4635.
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like galingale (havincan), and mace or nutmeg (besbase). To this list of ingredients
one should probably add some items that are not spices in the narrower sense,
but may have served to flavor dishes: sa’/eb, flower of the mallow (ebe giimeci
¢igegt), rosemary (biberiye), dried rose buds (gi/ goncas), mustard (hardal), potash
(karimtatar), and buckthorn (havian-1 Hindi).

Some of the spices on this list are also included in the eighteenth-century
deliveries referred to previously. But not everything reappears: cloves, cinna-
mon, and mastic are notably absent. On the other hand, this list does not re-
semble either of the sixteenth-century records.50 Nevertheless, most of the
items must have been in use at the sultanic court for a long time. The only pos-
sible exceptions are coconut and the two items which cannot be cleatly identi-
fied, Kefe kimyon: and sultan otr.

Overall, the geographical orientation of the list is more towards India than
westward. Products from the New World are not found among these spices,
even if they are not totally absent from the full list of 125 items.5! Notably, va-
nilla, pimento (pimenta officinalis), and chillies (capsicum frutescens and anuum) are
lacking (the first two are even today struggling to take their proper place in
Turkish cookery).

Another problem is posed by the absence of fresh and dried herbs from all
the eighteenth-century lists. The single exception here is rosemary. In the six-
teenth century herbs had still been purchased. There is no reason to think that
fresh herbs had disappeared from the sultanic kitchen in the meantime. But the
miske may just have been the wrong person to buy them from. Herbs may have
even been grown in the palace gardens. So the absence of dill (dereotu), parsley
(maydanog), thyme (kekik otu), and especially mint (nane), may well be of no sig-
nificance. In winter, when fresh herbs were not available, dried ones may or
may not have been provided by the palace gardeners. But then, the lists were of
a highly formalised and conventional character, and special deliveries for special
occasions or seasonal change have not been taken into account.

Little is known about the way the spices were put to use after being deliv-
ered to the peskir-bag. If one accepts that these deliveries were made for the
sultan’s personal consumption and that of an inner circle, the quantities (each
item per month about 160 and 215 g, respectively) are not negligeable. As the
list contains not only drugs but also dyestuffs, fragrances, and poisons, the
spices involved were probably not exclusively meant for medicinal use. It is

50 Barkan, “Muhasebe Defterleri”: 90-93, 118-23.

51 An example is guaiacum officinale or “peygamber agact” in the Ottoman use.
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more reasonable to think that the pegkzr-bag: distributed these goods to those
members of the inner palace service who happened to need them.

But this hypothesis does not lead to any specific statement about the use of
these ingredients in the eighteenth century. All we can say is that during this
period black pepper, ginger, coriander, and nutmeg were consumed by the Ot-
toman court in one fashion or the other. But it is equally hard to say whether
the relauvely small-scale consumption of these spices mean that these were

>

special, “fancy” items, or more simply that black pepper, ginger and the rest
were just not very popular at this time.

These ingredients were not just theoretically available but indeed used by the
court. This state of affairs demonstrates that the large-scale use of other spices
amounted to a real preference. Even if the one-to-one replacement of black
pepper by cinnamon was not typical, one can talk about an eighteenth-century
orientation in the Ottoman use of spices.

Prestige and width of application are issues to be discussed in this frame-
work. They do not necessarily go together. The gifts made to ambassadors
mentoned above probably consisted of items regarded as especially prestigious:
saffron taking the most prominent place, followed by cloves, cinnamon, carda-
mom and even sesame. This is also the group of spices purchased on “special
occasions”. With the excepton of sesame and mastic, these were relatively ex-
pensive goods, again saffron heading the list. A glance at the prices recorded in
the table above reveals that relatively to other items, this group of spices had
become more expensive since the sixteenth century. While the prices of sumac,
sesame, and cumin had risen (nominally) about tenfold in two hundred years,
saffron was now forty, cinnamon neatly seventy times as expensive as they had
been two centuries eatrlier. High price and high prestige probably reinforced
each other.

When looking at the amounts consumed, it appears that saffron was much
less used than cloves and cinnamon. Sesame, sumac, and cumin, less prestigious
and much cheaper, also were consumed in higher quantites than saffron. This
most expensive spice should have been used on about the same scale as the
aromatic ingredients, aniseed and mastic.

It is not easy to place this change in taste in proper context. Developments
in Western cookery were certainly irrelevant; in eighteenth-century Europe,
cloves were fashionable, but equally important were black pepper and nut-
meg,52 the latter two items being rather neglected by the Ottoman palace.

52 Toussaint-Samat, A History of Food: 507.
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Imagining how things may have tasted is, once again, a matter of speculation.
Burt if one considers the properties of these spices it seems that two features
can be identified. In the first place, there was a movement away from relatively
hot tastes, such as pepper and ginger, to rather rich, savoury flavours. The im-
age of Near Eastern cookery as a richly aromatic one, which is not exactly an
appropriate description of present-day Turkish practice, may have been a bit
closer to reality in the eighteenth century.

Secondly we note an eighteenth-century predilection for spices that do not
respond favorably to heat or long cooking processes (cloves and cardamom are
an exception). It is very easy to spoil or just destroy the aroma of cinnamon,
sesame, sumac, and saffron by subjecting them to a fair amount of heat. Turk-
ish cookery involves rather long and intense cooking processes, and spices are
today often added at an early stage. This secures a beautiful fusion of tastes.
This practice does just not seem feasible with many of the ingredients encoun-
tered in the eighteenth-century records. Two hundred years ago, many of the
spices must have been used at the end of the preparation, as a form of finish-
ing.

Here it becomes apparent that fashion and change were not at all absent
from Ottoman cookery: even if many dishes appear to have remained stable
over centuries, the way to prepare them was subject to change.

For the social historian, however, another question would be more inter-
esting: how did courtly cooking relate to popular usage and the practices of the
middling layer of urban dwellers? At least cinnamon and saffron seem to be
rather costly if compared to artisans” wages of the time.53 A lavish use of these
spices must therefore have been the exception. The less expensive spices, how-
ever, should have been affordable even on a day-to-day basis. But that is as far
as the evidence presented here will take us. At this stage at least, the past reality
of Istanbul’s cooking pots is as volatile as the flavor of saffron.

53 Ahmet Refik [Altnay], Hicré On Tkinci Asirda Istanbul Hayats (1100-1200): Istanbul'un
Fikri Igtimai, 1ktisadi ve Ticari Ahvalile Evkaf, Belediye, lage ve Giimriik Iglerine Dair
Haginei Evrak Gayri Matbn’ Vesikalarm: Havidir (Istanbul, 1930, repr. 1988): 155-56,
records wages paid in the year 1154 (1741/42) ranging from 20 aq/day for an un-
qualified hand to 60 aq/day for a master builder. On the free market higher wages
were paid. Between 1742 and 1756 or 1767, the Ottoman currency lost both weight
and value; see Sevket Pamuk, “Money in the Ottoman Empire, 1326-1914,” An
Economic and Social History of the Ottoman Empire, 1300-1914, ed. Halil Inalcik, Donald
Quataert (Cambridge et al., 1994): 967-68.
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Appendix

Deliveries by the miskci-(bagt) to the peskirbast according to D.BSM 3592 (B-N
175),54 D.BSM 3706 (B-N 1177),55 D.BSM 3852 (B-N 1180),56 D.BSM 4036 (B-
N 1183),57 D.BSM 4320 (B-N 1186),58 D.BSM 4427 (22-Zd-1187 — 22-5-1188),59
D.BSM 4463 (23-S-1188 — 23-Ca-1188),60 D.BSM 4489 (25-S-1188 — 25-Zd-1188),01
D.BSM 4635 (1rZ-1189 — 29-5-1190),6> D.BSM 4974 (+rZ-1194 — 29-5-1195)03 —

numbers in dirhem

name of item quantity | English or Latin name potential use
 (dirhem)

eftiman!’ 200 dodder, cuscuta epithymum |drug

kudret helvas:" 200 manna drug, sweetener

ceviz-i bavva' 200 nutmeg spice

54 defter oldur ké miskci yahudiden kilar1 hiimayinda pegkirbast agaya gelen
eczilan beyan éder {i¢ aydan ii¢ aya

55 defter oldur ké miskci yahudiden kilar-i hiimaytnda peskirbag: lalaya gelen
eczilan beyan éder {i¢ aydan ii¢ aya

56 defter oldur ké miskei yahtudiden kilar-1 hiimaytnda peskirbasi agaya gelen

eczalar1 beyan éder {i¢ aydan ti¢ aya

57 defter oldur ké miskci yahudiden kilar-i hiimaytanda peskirbag: lalaya gelen
eczilar1 beyan éder ii¢ aydan ii¢ aya

58 defter oldur ké miskei yahtudiden kilar-i hiimaytnda pegkirbag: agaya gelen

eczalar beyian éder ti¢ aylik

59 defter oldur ké miskci yahudiden kilar-i hiimayunda peskirbagi agaya iig
aydan ti¢ aya gelen ecza’1 beyan olunur

60 defter oldur ké miskci yahudiden kilar-i hiimayinda peskirbagi agaya i
aydan ii¢ aya gelen ecza’1 beyan éder

61 defter oldur ké miskci yahudiden kilar-i hiitmaytinda peskirbagi agaya gelen
ecza’1 beyan éder

62 defter oldur ké miskci bagi tarafindan nefs-1 hiimayun igiin kilar-

hiimayunda pegkir basiya yalfuz ii¢ aylik ecza beyan éder
63 defter oldur ké miskci yahtdi tarafindan kilar1 hiimayinda pegkirbagilara
vérilen li¢ aylik ecza beyan éder
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name of item quantity | English or Latin name potential use
(dirhem)
laden” 150 resin of cistus plants perfume, drug
surh64 sandal’ 150 red sanders wood dyestuff, scent, drug
cérek ot 200 seeds of nigella sativa, black |spice
cumin
anison 200 anise, pimpinella anisum spice
kimyon 200 cumin, cuminum cyminum | spice
mimyi-yt ma‘deni"” 200 asphaltum [?] drug
mimyi-yt idemi 200 adipocere [?] drug
‘aslbend"™ 15065 gum benzoin perfume, preservative
kafar 200 camphor perfume, preservative
hindibab6™ koki 200 cichorium intybus mainly used as drug
sisim67 20068 sesame, sesanum Indicum spice, drug
ceviz-i Hindi" 200 coconut, cocos nucifera spice
surh® 150 red lead[?] dyestuff, poison
“ad- ham™ 150 aquilaria Malaccensis, aloes | perfume, scent
wood
cakamaka69% 200
koyun ot™ 20079 agrimonia eupatorium medicinal
il kurusi 20071 dried rose perfume
papadiya72*” 150 daisy, anthemis nobilis drug
kavun cekirdegi®" 20073 melon (cucumis melo) seed | drug
karpuz gekirdegi™t 200 watermelon (citrullus drug
vulgaris) seed

64 D.BSM 4974: surh

65 D.BSM 3592: 200 dr

66 D.BSM 3706: hindibih
67 D.BSM 4635: siisam; D.BSM 4974: siisam

68 D.BSM 4489: no information on quantities given.
69 D.BSM 3852, 4320: hakamaka
70 D.BSM 3592: 200 dr

7 D.BSM 3592, 3706, 4036: 150 dr

72 D.BSM 3852, 4036, 4320: papitiya
73 D.BSM 4036: 150 dr




146

CHRISTOPH K. NEUNMANN

name of item quantity [ English or Latin name potential use
(dirhem)
hyar cekirdegi™" 200 cucumber seed drug
sandal*™ 200 white sandalwood scent
(santalbum album)
hardal74™ 200 mustard drug, scent, spice
ebe giimeci ¢igegi7s™ 200 flower of the mallow (malva |drug
sylvestris)
giil-i76 Ermeni77™" 15078 Terra armeniaca dyestuff
ravend-™" Cini 200 rhubarb (rheum palmatum) |drug
rivend-i Rami*™" 200 rhubarb (rumex alpinus or | drug
rheum officinale)
ak glinlik79™" 200 olibanum, frankscent, storax |scent, drug
kara giinliik8o®"! 15081 liquidambar orientalis perfume, drug
miyin bal™" 200 Spanish liquorice drug, no hint at its
use as spice
miyin koki™" 200 root of glycyrrhiza glabra drug
sinimeki™™ 200 senna (cassia acutifolia) drug
kagid-1 Hindi™ 200 Indian catechu dyestuff and drug
miicevkan™ 15082 ? ?
karindas83 kan/™ 200 sanguis draconis drug, dyestuff
ak behmen84®ii 150 root of centaurea behmen drug
kizil behmen™" 150 a sort of sage [?] drug [?]
karga biiken85™ 150 nux vomica drug
74 D.BSM 3852, 4489, 4974: hardal

75 D.BSM 3592, 3706, 3852, 4036: ebe glimeci

76 D.BSM 4974: gil-1
77
78 D.BSM 3592: 200
79
8o

81 D.BSM 4320: 200
82 D.BSM 3592: 200

dr

dr
dr

83 D.BSM 3706, 3852: kardas

84
85 D.BSM 3706: 3,

D.BSM 3852: glinniik; D.BSM 4320: gliniik
D.BSM 3852: glinniik; D.BSM 4320: giiniik

D.BSM 4463, 4489: akbehmen

D.BSM 3852: giil-1 zimmi; D.BSM 4036, 4320, 4635: gillarmeni
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name of item quantity | English or Latin name potential use
" [(dirhem)
mazi86! 150 nut-gall drug
ustubec87H 200 white lead poison, dyestuff
kignig88 ! 200 coriander spice
gz tag™ 20089 blue stone drug, dyestuff
sari sabr9o* 200 alo€ socotrina drug, fragrance
sab™" 200 alum dyestuff, drug
sa‘leb9r™t 200 orchis mascula foodstuff, drug
kakala-™"" kebir 150 cardamom, elletaria major spice, scent
gelincik cicegi™™ 20092 corn-poppy drug
havlincan*" 20093 galangal drug, spice
kirmiz*" 15094 kermes (cochineal) dyestuff
afyan™™" 150 opium, from papaver som- |drug
niferum

nigads 200 ammonia drug
zerde ¢av™™ 150 curcuma spice, dyestuff, drug
kara helile9s' 150 terminalia chebula drug
altun 0t;96" 150 ? drug [?]
siparna97" 200 smilax officinalis drug
gib- Cini'™ 200 smilax China drug

il goncasi 150 dried rose buds fragrance, spice

86 D.BSM 3706, 3852, 4036, 4320: mazl
87 D.BSM 3706: istiinc; D.BSM 4427: Gytswa; D.BSM 4463, 4635, 4974:

Gadyfswa

88 D.BSM 4427: kisnis

89 D.BSM 3592:

150 dr

90 D.BSM 3592: sar1 sabr/sabun; D.BSM 3706, 3852, 4036, 4320, 4427, 4463,
4974: sar1 sabun

91 D.BSM 4635, 4974: sahleb
92 D.BSM 3706, 4036: 150 dr
93 D.BSM 3592:
94 D.BSM 3852:
95 D.BSM 3592:
96 D.BSM 3852:
97 D.BSM 3592:

150 dr

250 dr; D.BSM 4320: 200 dr

halile

altun

sabarna; D.BSM 3706: siperpene D.BSM 3852, 4320: saparta
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name of item quantity | English or Latin name potential use
(dirhem)
¢am98 sakiz1" 200 rosin fragrance
hishast bag199 200 poppy heads drug
anzerat" 150 tragacanth drug, dyestuff
Hacci Bekta tuzi10o™ 200 powder of the mandrake [?] |drug [?]
za‘feran 200 saffron spice
kitre™! 200 tragacanth drug, dyestuff
zamk-1101 ‘Arabi™" 200 gum Arabic dyestuff, drug
ayva cekirdegi 200 seed of quince drug
zarinba102" 200 wild ginger spice
Kefe kimyon1™ 200 caraway or laser trilobum [?] |spice, drug
servilo3 kozalagi104™ 200195 cones of the cypress drug
turiik ot 200 dill seed drug
tabasir-i196 Hindi™" 200107 ? drug [?]
tabagir108" 200 bamboo gum drug
peygamber agaci™ 150 resin [?] of guaiacum drug
officinale
rizyine109™" 200 fennel seed drug
mersin yapragi™" 200110 myrtle leaves drug, spice
hatmi!! tohumi™" 200 marsh-mallow, althza offici- |drug
nalis
kirimtartar112 150113 tartrate of potash dyestuff

98 D.BSM 4320: him
99 D.BSM 38s52: hashasi; D.BSM 4320, 4427, 4463, 4489, 4635, 4974: hashas
100 D.BSM 4320: tuzi
101 D.BSM 4463: zamg-1; D.BSM 4489: Zamg-1, D.BSM 4635, 4974: Zam "1
102 D.BSM 4427, 4463: zarunba

103  D.BSM 3706, 4489, 4635, 4974: serv
104 D.BSM 4463: serv kozi

105 D.BSM 3592, 3706, 4036: 150 dr

106 D.BSM 3592, 3852, 4489: tebesir

107 D.BSM 4427: not mentioned

108 D.BSM 3592, 3852, 4489: tebesir

109 D.BSM 3592: rizbane

110 D.BSM 4036: no quantity given

111 D.BSM 3592: hatmi
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name of item quantity | English or Latin name potential use
(dirhem)

ekil il-melik114** 150 melilot, melilotus officinalis | dyestuff, drug, poi-
son (used against
insects)

tapalak 115 150116 muskroot [?] drug

havlan- "™ Hindi 200117 berries of buckthorn drug

bezr-i kutiinat18™ii 150119 seeds of fleabane drug

kara baldiri120™" 150 maidenhair fern drug

egir™ 150 myrtle flag, acorus calamus  [drug

Kabiili™" 200 embelia ribes drug

emlic™i 200 emblic myrobalans drug

sammak 200 sumac spice

tiirbii ™ 200 turbith drug

deve dikenit21x 200 seed of any kind of “camel’s |drug [?]

tohumj122 thorn”

tutkal123™ 200 glue ?

cenkar124"x 200 gundelia tournefortii aromatic

karsanj1 2™ 200 eryngo [?] drug [?]

12 D.BSM 3592: gsb e (kirmurtotr [?]); D.BSM 3852, 43200 5,k 05 D.BSM
4036 4ol ,n 3t D.BSM 4427, 4463, 46351 b,k o3t D.BSM 4489: 55b o3t
D.BSM 4974: o s 3

13 D.BSM 3592, 3706, 4036: 200dr

14 D.BSM 4036: ekl iil-melik

115 D.BSM 3592: tiiplak; D.BSM 3706: turpalik; D.BSM 3852, 4320: tuyalik;
D.BSM 4427, 4463, 4489, 4635: tubalik

16 D.BSM 4463, 4489: 200 dr

117 D.BSM 3592: 150 dr
18 D.BSM 4036: katana
119 D.BSM 3592: 200 dr
120 D.BSM 3592, 4036, 4320, 4427, 4463, 4489, 4635, 4974: balduri kara
121 D.BSM 3592: tekni

122 D.BSM 4635: deve dikeni
123 D.BSM 4463, 4635: tutkal; D.BSM 4489: tutkal; D.BSM 4974: tutkal
124 D.BSM 4463: hunkar ‘
125 D.BSM 4463, 4489, 4635: kasni
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name of item quantity | English or Latin name potential use
(dirhem)
celbe126!ii 200 ? ?
‘ad iil-kahr™*" 200 aloes [?] fragrant
benefse koki™ 150 oris root scent
dar-1 filfil™ 200 black pepper spice
ketan tohum:™" 200 linseed drug
enciibar koki™™ 200 blood-root drug
szerlik i 200 wild mustard drug
kabak ¢ekirdegi 200 pumpkin-seed drug
hiyir senbel27* 200 cucumber-seed drug
tin-i mahtin*® 200 Lemnian earth drug
yapiskan128xi 200 parietaria officinalis or drug
cretica [?]
siinbiil-i hatayi*" 200 angelica drug
siinbiil-i Hindi*" 200 Indian nard fragrance, scent
sultin ot 200 sambucus ebulus dyestuff
nilafer kurusi29 200 dried water lilies drug
Hurasini30*" 150131 wormwood drug
nahve-*"" Hindi!32 200 seed of ptyochis ajowan drug, spice
kebabe*"i 200133 cubebs drug
boy tohmr*™ 200 fenugreek-seed drug, spice
mahmiude* 200 scammony drug
garikon® 150 agaricum drug
elin® 150 wormwood drug
sebistan® 150 cordia myxa drug
balata ots™ 200 ? 2

126 D.BSM 3592: celb; D.BSM 3852: habya; D.BSM: 4320: celya; D.BSM 4489,

4635: celba; D.BSM 4974: celabe

127 D.BSM 4320: senbe

128 D.BSM 3592: yabiskan; D.BSM 4463: ity a2

129 D.BSM 4489: kurisi
130 D.BSM 3592: hurasan
131 D.BSM 4036: 200 dr

132 D.BSM 3592, 3852, 4036, 4320, 4635: muhve

133 D.BSM 3592: 150 dr
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name of item quantity | English or Latin name potential use

~ | (dirhem)
torul3q” 150 crude tartar [?] drug
miirde seng™ 150 red lead dyestuff, poison
besvabi¢ [2]°" 150 ; 2
cbe giimeci tohumi35H | 200 seed of marshmallow, althza | drug

officinalis

biberiyel36° 200 rosemary spice, drug
besbase®™ 150 mace or nutmeg spice
sart helile®™ 150 yellow myrobalan drug
esrar 150 hashish drug
cem‘en yekun-1 dirhem-1 | 22750137
ecza -1 Oy
nev’-i ecza ‘aded 125138

James Redhouse, 4 Turkish and English Lexicon (Constantinople, 1890 [re-
print Istanbul, 1978]): p. 155: The lesser dodder, cuscuta epithymum. Michael
Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public : Some Lists of Drugs in Mid-
16th Century Ottoman Turkey”, in Studies in Ottoman History in Honour of
Professor V.L. Ménage, eds. Colin Heywood, Colin Imber (Istanbul, 1994):
282. Turhan Baytop, Tiirkee Bitki Adlarn Sozligi (Ankara, 1997): so: bostan-
bozan. Meyers Grofles Konversations-Lexikon, vol. 4: 381: Kleeseide, a parasite
plant. I found this rather ancient encyclopedia extremely valuable in pre-
paring this table, as it contains a lot of information on medicinal and
commercial uses of substances which are today obsolete.

Karl Steuerwald, Tzrkisch-Deutsches Worterbuch : Tiirkge-Almanca Sizlik, 2nd.
ed. (Wiesbaden, 1988): 703, Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1439:
Manna. Used as sweetener and purgative. In Anatolia widespread as produce
of the Lebanese oak and camel’s thorn; cf. ArnaBritannica : Genel Kiiltiir Ansi-

D.BSM 3706: biiberiye; D.BSM 3852: biberte

D.BSM 4427, 4463, 4489, 4635, 4974: 11375 dr. The correct sums are D.BSM
3592, 4635: 23000 dr; D.BSM 3706: 22900 dr; D.BSM 3852: 23150 dr; D.B§SM
4036: 22700 dr; D.BSM 4320: 23100 dr; D.BSM 4427, 4489: 22800 dr;
D.BSM 4463: 23050 dr; D.BSM 4974: 23050 dr. ’

34 D.BSM 3592, 4463, 4489, 4635: tarti
135 D.BSM 4320: ebe glimeci

136

137

138 D.BSM 4427: [correct: 124].
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klopedisi, 4th ed. (Istanbul, 1994) vol. 19: 416. Baytop, Tiirk¢e Bitki Adlan
Sozligi: 117: gezengevi, used instead of sugar as sweetener.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 688: the nutmeg.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1618: “Ladanum, gum-resin of cistus
ladaniferus, etc., collected from the wool of sheep browsing among the
plants.” Used in perfumes and as adstringent medicine. Baytop, Térkge Bitki
Adlart Sozligi: 221: pamuk otu.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1186-87: “Red sanders wood, the
dye-wood of pterocarpus santalinus.” East Indian and Philippinian tree, the
wood of which was used in the dyeing of various goods (not only textiles).
Cf. Meyers Groftes Konversations-Lexikon, vol. 17: 540. Rogers, “The Palace,
Poisons and the Public”: 289, refers to its use as incense, on p. 280 to its
employment as an adstringent.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 735: “Seeds of nigella sativa”.
Steuerwald, Tirkisch-Deutsches Worterbuch: 244 gives the form ¢éreotu, mean-
ing “black cummin” and the synonym karamuk. According to this diction-
ary, ¢drekotu was used by women as fragrance against the evil eye. Baytop,
Tiirkge Bitki Adlar: Sézligi: 77. This source indicates also a use as a hot bev-
erage.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 2037 records the following for
“mumya”: “A medicinal preparation used for wounds and bruises; said to be
asphaltum, or, as is reported, adipocere prepared by steeping a human body
in honey and oil of sesame.” Asphalt may be the variation mamyd-y:
ma ‘deni, the adipocere mamyd-y: ddemi.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1300: “gum benzoin”. Used as
perfume, preservative and in cosmetics.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 2171 records three meanings:
dandelion (taraxacum endivia), endive (cichoricum endivia), and wild chicory
(cichorium intibus). Baytop, Tiirkge Bitki Adlari Siozliigi: 134, lists a several
kinds of hindiba and mentions also the production of some gum from its
juice.

Here probably, as today, coconut rather than nutmeg, also noted as a possi-
ble meaning by Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 689. Probably used
in a dried form.

Horse chestnut or vermilion [?], according to Redhouse, A Turkish and Eng-
lish Lexicon: 1051. Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 289 trans-
lates “miirdeseng” as red lead.
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Probably-a kind of aloes-wood (agallochum) used as an incense or perfume.
Cf. Redhouse, A4 Turkish and English Lexicon: 1327, and Miibahat S.
Kiitiikoglu, Osmanlilarda Narh Miiessesesi Ve 1640 Tarihli Narh Defteri
(Istanbul, 1983): 357; Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 279, 289.
Not identified.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1501, translates “agrimony (agrimo-
nia eupatorium). Synonyma are, according to Steuerwald, Twrkisch-Deutsches
Warterbuch: 668, eyir otu, kasikotu, kizilyaprak. Baytop, Tiirkee Bitki Adlan
Sozlugi: 183: koyun otu.

Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 201, mentions daisy [seed] as
part of a medicinal preparation. Baytop, Tiirkce Bitki Adlar: Sogliigi: 222, in-
dicates several medicinal uses.

Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 289. Baytop, Térkee Bitki
Adlar: Sozliigi: 256 (laxative).

1bid.

1bid.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon, pp. 1186-1187, distinguishes sandal-1
ebyaz, fragrant sandal wood (santalum album), sandal ahmer, the dye-wood
of pterocarpus santalinus (as listed above), and sar1 sandal, the heart wood of
santalum album. Here probably the first.

Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 287 (for the first two uses),
290. Baytop, Téirkee Bitki Adlar Sozligi: 250 (su teresi, nasturtium officinale),
270 (turp otu, raphanus raphanistrum).

Tiirkge Soglik, eds. Mustafa Canpolat, Kemal Demiray, Semih Tezcan
(Ankara, 1983), 1: 351, and Baytop, Tirkge Bitki Adlar: Sozligi: 97. However,
Redhouse, 4 Turkish and English Lexicon: 15: marsh-mallow, althea officinalis.

Arslan Terzioglu (ed.), Helvahane Defteri ve Topkap: Sarayinda Eczacilik : Eine
bisher unbekannte Handschrift iiber die Herstellung der Argneien im Topkap:-
Schlofs in Istanbul und ihre Bedeutung fiir die Geschichte der Pharmazie (Istanbul,
1982): 78: “Terra armeniaca, Ermeni kili”.

Rhubarb (rbeum palmatum, cf. Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 959),
used as adstringent and digestive. The Chinese variant was held in high es-
teem and much more expensive than the r#mi, which in 1640 was brought
from the mountanious regions of Kesisdagi and Sofia to Istanbul (cf.
Kiitiikoglu, narh defteri: 99, 359).

Baytop, Tiirkee Bitki Adlarn Sézligii: 194: Libada or, in Ottoman times, also
papaz ravendi.
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Frankincense: Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 286. Baytop,
Tiirkge Bitki Adlarn Sozliigi: 125.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1604: “Storax bark, after the liquid
storax had been extracted from it”. Cf. Meyers Groftes Konversations-Lexikon,
vol. 19: 158: “... ein Balsam, der aus dem Splint des Amberbaumes, Ligquid-
ambar orientalis, in Karien im Distrikt Mutesche auf einem Gebiet von 600
gkm durch Schilen der Biume, Kochen der gewonnenen Rinde, die auch
den Splint enthilt, mit Wasser und Abpressen gewonnen wird. ... in der
Parfiimerie und als Mittel gegen Kritze.”

Steuerwald, Tirkisch-Deutsches Worterbuch: 791: “Lakritze ... (eingedickter
Stiholzsaft)”; Redhouse, 4 Turkish and English Lexicon: 412, translates as
“Spanish Liquorice” (he gives the form “buyan” as the correct form of the
word). Baytop, Tirkee Bitki Adlar Sézligi: 208.

Steuerwald, Tirkisch-Deutsches Worterbuch: 791: “echtes Sti8holz, bot. Glycyr-
rhiza glabra”. Baytop, Tirkge Bitki Adlar: Sozliigii: 208.

Steuerwald, Tirkisch-Deutsches Worterbuch: 1024: “(Sennes-)Kassie ... bot. Cas-
sia (angustifolia u.a.)”. Probably used as an adstringent. On the use Meyers
GrofSes Konversations-Lexikon, vol. 18: 345.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1516, gives the meaning of “Indian
catechu”. The correct form would have been kar: Hindi.

Not identified.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1412: “Dragons-blood”. According
to Steuerwald, Térkisch-Deutsches Worterbuch: 614, used as a drug and for dye-
ing. Meyers GrofSes Konversations-Lexikon, vol. 5: 156, the resin of calamus draco
called sanguis draconis. Baytop, Tirkge Bitki Adlan Sézligi: 38: Ayiparmagy,
phelzpea tournefortii, without concrete indication of a relevant use.
Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 416: “The root of centaurea behen.”
Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 289, translates “white carrots”.
This seems to be erroneous, Meyers Grofies Konversations-Lextkon, vol. 3: 837
(s.v. “Centauréa”), reports that the root of centaurea behen L. which grows
near the river Euphrates, is used as an antidote in the East. Baytop, Tirkge
Bitki Adlan Sozligi: 225: peygamber ¢igegl, also called zerdali dikeni, an ap-
petizing drug.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 416: “The root of the common
meadow sage, salcia campestris, or of the winter-cherry, physalis flexuosa.”
Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 289, translates gives “red car-
rots”. Meyers Grofles Konversations-Lexikon, vol. 17: 493 (s.v. “Salvia®) men-
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tions different sorts of sage with red leaves, used as a drug in the East (s
sclarea, coccinea).

Redhouse, 4 Turkish and English Lexicon: 1411, nux vomica. Steuerwald, Tiir-
kisch-Deutsches Worterbuch: 615, notes that the seed is pharmacologically used.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1656, gives the form mdazi for the
nut-gall. Cf. Kiitiikoglu, narh defieri: 100, 355, and Rogers, “The Palace, Poi-
sond, and the Public*: 289. Baytop, Tiirkee Bitki Adlar: Sézliigi: 207: quercus
Infectoria.

White lead, cf. Redhouse, 4 Turkish and English Lexicon: 105. Meyers GrofSes
Konwversations-Lextkon, vol. 3: 51-52, on its use.

Coriander (coriandrum sativum, according to Redhouse, A Turkish and Eng-
lish Lexicon: 1553, and Steuerwald, Trrkisch-Deutsches Worterbuch: 674). Baytop,
Tiirkge Bitki Adlar: Sozliigi: 179.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1590: “Blue-stone, sulphate of cop-
per”.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1166: “The finest transparent soco-
trine aloes”. Baytop, Tirkge Bitki Adlar: Sozliigsi: 238: aloe vera.

Alum (Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1107). On its use compare
Meyers Grofes Konversations-Lexikon, vol. 1: 256-57. Rogers, “The Palace, Poi-
sons, and the Public”: 289, notes the absence of this dyestuff from an other-
wise rather comprehensive helva-hane account dated 981 (1573/74).

Redhouse, 4 Turkish and English Lexicon: 625, gives meanings such as “the
root of various kinds of orchis, also the plant of a salep orchis, 0. mascula,
etc.” and “the powdered bulb of the salep orchis; also, the drink prepared
from this powder”. A list of these plants Baytop, Térkge Bitki Adlar: Sozligi:
234.

Cardamom, fruit of the amonium cardamonum (cf. Redhouse, A Turkish and
English Lexicon: 1419), the larger variety being elettaria major (cf. Meyers GrofSes
Konwersations-Lexikon, vol. 10: 620, s.v. “Kardamomen”).

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1568: “The wild corn-poppy,
papaver rhaas. Baytop, Tiirkee Bitki Adlar Sézliigi: 113, mentions also p.
dubium and p. lacerum.

Karl Steuerwald, Tirkisch-Deutsches Worterbuch: 473: “Galgant bot. Alpinia
galanga (spez. als Hustentee verwendet)”; Kiitiikoglu, Narbh defteri, 349; Red-
house, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 874, hints at the use of the root. Tous-
saint-Samat, History of Food: 513, defines “garingal or galanga” as a “kind of
ginger”.
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Kermes, a red dye made from insects (corcus ilicis), or the Polish scarlet grain
(coccus polonicus) used for the same purpose (cf. Redhouse, A Turkish and
English Lexicon: 1447). Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons, and the Public”: 289,
translates “cochineal”.

Meyers Grofles Konversations-Lexikon, vol. 7: tab. “Genufimittelpflanzen”.
Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 160, translates, in a unusually
straightforward manner, “opium”. Baytop, Tirkee Bitki Adlar: Sozliigi: 130-
31.

Ammonia (cf. Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 2082).

Turmeric (curcuma longa, cf. Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1007).

“The dried immature fruit of t./erminalia] chebula”: Redhouse, A Turkish and
English Lexicon: 2167. Used as a purgative: Redhouse, A Turkish and English
Lexicon: 480. Redhouse Yeni Tiirkge-Ingilizce Siglik = New Redhouse Turkish-
English Dictionary, eds. U. Bahadir Alkim e.a. (sth ed., Istanbul, 1981 [1st ed., -
1968)): 491, seems to identify kara helile with helile-i Kabiili.

“The fern hart’s tongue, scolopendrium vulgare” (cf. Redhouse, A Turkish and
English Lexicon: 183) or (according to Steuerwald, Tirkisch-Deutsches Worter-
buch: 48, 987 and Baytop, Tirkee Bitki Adlar: Sozliigi: 30) ceterach officinarum
or helianthemum salicifolium/vulgare.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1037: “Sarsaparilla, root of smilax
officinalis.” Baytop, Tirkge Bitki Adlar: Sozliigi: 243-44, with different species.
Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri, 76: “Copgini: Smilax china, Cin saparnasi”.
Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1029, translates “resin, rosin”.

Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri: 75: Astragallus sarcocolla’nin zamki. Compare
also Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 219. The difference between
engerdt (this is the spelling given by Redhouse) and kitre (below) remains un-
clear. Possibly the ararud read by Barkan (“Muhasebe Defterleri”: 78) with a
question mark is a misreading or misspelling for enzerit rather than the New
World species whose appearance rightfully puzzles Rogers, “The Palace, Poi-
sons, and the Public”: 288. Baytop, Tirkee Bitki Adlan Sizligi: 32-33, men-
tions anzer gay!1, thymus pseudopulegioides.

Possibly Hacci oti, Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 750: “The man-
drake, mandragora officinalis”.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1525: “Gum tragacanth”. See above,
the endnote on angerit. Baytop, Tiirkee Bitki Adlar: Sozliigi: 115-16: geven, dif-
ferent species of astragalus, especially a. microcephalus as raw material for kitre
zamkau.
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Gum arabie. Meyers Grofles Konversations-Lexikon, vol. 8: 518-19, on variations
and use.

Terzioglu, Helvabane Defleri: 82: “Zingiber zerumbet, yabani zencefil,
zlirunbe”.

Not clearly identified, but perhaps the caraway, as it is cultivated in great
quantities in Russia. Meyers Grofes Konversations-Lexikon, vol. 11: 797. Baytop,
Tiirkge Bitki Adlar: Sozligi: 167, identifies laser trilobum with Kefe kimyonu.

Baytop, Tirkge Bitki Adlar: Sozligi: 241, indicates a use as astringent.

Dill seed: Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 290. Possibly erro-
nously for firnak ot1, according to Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon:
1238, “Mouse-ear hawksweed, hierarcium pilosella, etc.” Baytop, Tiirkge Bitki
Adlan Ségligi: 95, gives the form durak.

Not identified.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1324, defines tabagir as “The sili-
ceous concretion found in the nodes of the bamboo”. Rogers, “The Palace,
Poisons and the Public”: 290, translates it as “bamboo gum”.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 466: “... the plant guaiacum offici-
nale, and its wood”. Here probably its resin. This drug originated in the
Americas.

In today’s Turkish “rezene”. Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 955:
“Fennel, feniculum dulce”. Baytop, Tiirkge Bitki Adlar: Sizligi: 230. Here ob-
viously the seed.

Distilled with water, producing a multi-purpose medicinal oil: Meyers Grofes
Konuversations-Lexikon, vol. 14: 344 (s.v. “Myrtendl”, “Myrtus”). Rogers, “The
Palace, Poisons, and the Public”: 290. Baytop, Térkge Bitki Adlan Sozligi:
206, on the use of the leaves as a spice.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 855, translates patmi or hitmi as
“marsh-mallow, althea officinalis”. Also Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the
Public”: 285. Baytop, Térk¢e Bitki Adlar Sizligii: 131. Compare also ebe
gimeci topumz, below.

Redhouse, 4 Turkish and English Lexicon: 1447: “ )b o P Cream of tartar,
tartrate of potash, potasse tartras”.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1971: “2Ua) 18I ... Melilot, melilotus
officinalis”. Baytop, Tiirkee Bitki Adlan Sozligii: 103: esek yoncasi, indicating
the use as dyestuff.

Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public™: 291, gives for “topalak [possi-
bly ... buckthorn, i.e. Rhamnus sp.; or ... Cyperus rotundifolius]”. Red-
house, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1249 (s.v. “topalak”), refers to “buck-



158

Ixxii

Ixxii

Ixxiv

Ixxv

Ixxvi

Ixxvii

Ixxvii

Ixxix

Ixxx

Ixxxi

Ixxxii

Ixxxiii

CHRISTOPH K. NEUMANN

thorn”, but also mentions “topalak koki” with the meaning of “the musk-
root, root of nardostachis jatamansi, or, cyperus bulbosus”. Both were used as
drugs (Meyers Grofies Konversations-Lextkon, vol. 4: 391-92, 14: 424). Baytop,
Tiirkge Bitki Adlari Sozligii: 93 identifies different species of domuz agsirsag
(cyclamen) as topalak, and mentions p. 159 ¢yperus rotundus as kara topalak
(Arap topalag).

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 874 (entry on havlan): buckthorn,
rhamnus infectorius. The unripe berries were used as a dyestuff (Meyers Grofes
Konwversations-Lextkon, vol. 7: 508 (s.v. “Gelbbeeren”).

Seeds of fleabane. Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”, 290:
“kutuna, Plantgo psyllium, Plantaginacez, one of Jabir’s principal vegetable
poisons, but regarded by Prosper Alpin ... as a valuable drug].

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 334: “The maiden-hair fern, adian-
tum”; Rogers, “The Palace, Poison and the Palace™: 289. Baytop, Térk¢e Bitki
Adlar: Sozligi: 43: baldirikara.

Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri: 76: Acorus calamus, azak egri. Its use as a
confection is apparently not intended here (Meyers Grofies Konversations-
Lexikon, vol. 1: 87). Baytop, Tiirkge Bitki Adlar Sozliigi: 98: egir otu.
Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri: 78: Embelia ribes, kabuli, biring.

Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 278: “Emblic myrobalans
[Phyllanthus emblica, Euphorbiacea, ...] used in tanning ... They were held
to be styptic, ani-diarrheeic and a light purgative.”

Possibly tirbid or tiirbiid (x5 5); Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 528:
“Turbith, turpeth, root of ipomeaa turpethum”. Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons
and the Public”: 290.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 929: Camel’s-thorn, albagi
maurorum. Steuerwald, Tirkisch-Deutsches Worterbuch: 279, lists a number of
thistles called “deve dikeni”; a clear identification seems to be impossible.
Baytop, Tirkge Bitki Adlar: Sizligi: 9o, gives different species of albagi.
Impossible to identify the kind of glue listed here.

Baytop, Térkee Bitki Adlar: Sizligi: 170: Kenger, used for the production of
an aromatic mastix.

Probably karsa‘ne; Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1445-46: “The
field eryngo, eryngium campestre; perhaps also, the sea eryngo, eryngium
maritimum”.

Not identified. Possibly cilban, ciilleban etc, also aul>: Redhouse, A Turkish
and English Lexicon: 669: “The common edible vetch, lathyrus sativas”. But it
1s unclear why this forage plant appears on this list.
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Most probably a kind of aloes-wood (Redhouse, 4 Turkish and English Lexi-
con: 1327).

Orris root (Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 275). On the six-
teenth-century list published by Barkan (“Muhasebe Defterleri”: 120) only
fresh and dried violets appear.

Long pepper: Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 289.
Redhouse, 4 Turkish and English Lexicon: 1524: linseed.

Unclear. Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 212: Septfoil, tormentil,
tormentilla officinalis, potentilla tormentilla, Terzioglu, Helvahane Defieri: 76:
Polygonum distorta, kurt pengesi. Probably the first, as this is another
meaning of kurt pengesi: Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1482.
Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 250: “The plant peganum harmala.
(Some descriptions make it to be ruta montana; and others, wild mustard.
Used as a fumigatory). =55 ... the seeds of peganum harmals; or, seeds of bel-
ladonna.”

Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri: 77: fructus cassiz fistulz, Hindistan hryar1.
Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri: 77: terra sigillata, mihiirli kil. Redhouse, 4
Turkish and English Lexicon: 1268: Lemnian earth. This mineral was also used
as a drug (Meyers Groftes Konwversations-Lexikon, vol. 3: 186 s.v. “Bolus”).

Difficult to establish: The common pellitoy, parietaria officinalis (Redhouse,
A Turkish and English Lexicon: 2179), galium apparine or parietaria cretica
(Steuerwald, Turkisch-Deutsches Waorterbuch: 240, 314, 1234). Baytop, Tiirkee
Bitki Adlan Sozliigi: 281: parietaria officinalis or p. judaica. ,
Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1084: angelica, archangelica offici-
nalis.

Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 1084: spikenard, nardostachys
jatamansi. Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 275: Indian nard.
Probably no calque for basilicum, but, according to Baytop, Tirkge Bitki
Adlar: Sigligii: 211 mirver, sambucus ebulus.

Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 278: “Wormwood [Artemisia
judaica or A. Santonicum, Compositz ...]. Compare also “pelin” below.
Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 207s5: “... The black seeds of
ptyochis ajowan, sprinkled over bread in the east.” Steuerwald, Tirkisch-
Dentsches Worterbuch: 846: “die schwarzen Samen des Ajowankiimmels (Misir
anasonu) (auf Brot od. als Hustenmittel).”

Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 290: cubebs, piper cubeba.



160 CHRISTOPH K. NEUMANN

xeix Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: g11: fenugreek seed (trigunella
fenumgrecum). Baytop, Tiirkge Bitki Adlari Sozligi: 52, writes that it 1s used
for the gemen paste of pastirma. Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Pub-
lic”: 280, lists it as an “unidentified scent”.

c Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public™ 290: “scammony [mabmude,
Oxystelma esculentum, Asclepiadacez..., but also Convolvulus Scammona,
Convolvulacez”. Baytop, Tirkge Bitki Adlar: Sozligi: 200, with a number of
species.

a Rogers, “The Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 283: “Agaricum [Polyporus
officinalis, a type of bracket fungus parasitic upon larch trees and imported
from the Volga area, widely prescribed but supposed by Ibn Sini also to be
alexipharmacic...]”.

ci Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 452: Wormwood, artemisia absin-
thium. Compare “Hurasini” above. Absinthe is its distillation. Baytop,
Tiirkge Bitki Adlar: Sozligi: 224.

i Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri: 8o: Cordia myxa, it memesi.

ey Not identified. The product of the American balata tree is obviously no
herb. The alternative reading, balta ot1, could not be found in the dictionar-
ies, either.

o Not identified. Possibly crude tartar (Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexi-
con: 1253).

evi Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri: 79: Lithargyrum, kursun protoksit. Rogers,
“The Palace, Poisons and the Public,”: 289: red lead.

oii Not identified.
oii  Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 15: Mallow, malva sylvestris. Rogers,

“The Palace, Poisons and the Public,”s 285. Compare also hatmi tobum:,
above.

g Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 338: The rosemary, rosmarinus offici-
nalis.

ox Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri: 75: Myristica fragrans, besbise. Rogers, “The
Palace, Poisons and the Public”: 282: mace.

exi Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon: 2167, translates belile-i zerd with
“The yellow myrobalan, fruit of terminalia citrina”.



CULINARY CONSUMPTION PATTERNS OF THE
OTTOMAN ELITE DURING THE FIRST HALF
OF THE NINETEENTH CENTURY

Ozge Samanct*

Introduction

Especially where the sultans’ court and the political elite were concerned, some
drastic changes occurred in nineteenth-century Ottoman culture, and these
affected cuisine as much, if not more, than other spheres of life. A changing
culinary culture included the introduction of new foodstuffs, hitherto unknown
cooking techniques, a novel etiquette governing behavior at mealtimes, along
with tableware imported from outside the Ottoman realm. These changes were
implemented step by step in the course of a hundred years, and as a result, the
food culture of the Ottoman elite around 1900 was very different from what it
had been in 1800. In this particular sector, it could be argued, the changes that
happened between 1900 and 2000 were rather less dramatic than what had
occurred during the previous century.

Western culinary culture was the model adopted by the Ottoman upper
classes and especially by the Palace circle. Beginning with the early decades of
the nineteenth century, during the reign of Mahmud II (r. 1808-1839), Western
influence first made itself felt in table etdquette and eating customs. According
to travelers’ accounts, Mahmud II was the first sultan who preferred to eat his
meals in the European manner, sitting on a chair at a dining table. He adopted
the habit of using a fork and knife and liked to drink wine and champagne
during meals:

“He takes two meals a day; one at eleven, a.m., and the other at sunset.
He has exchanged the Turkish stool and tray for a chair and table, which
is laid out exactly in European fashion. The table is furnished with a

Paris and Istanbul. Translated by Suraiya Faroghi.
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cloth, and knives and forks, which are English; to these are added golden
spoons, and a decanter of wine. The wine is usnally champagne, which he is
Jond of, and he is greatly anmsed when the cork explodes and the wine flies
up to the cetling. He alwvays sits alone at bis meals. The dishes are brought
i one at time, in succession, to the number of fifty or sixty, all covered and
sealed. He breaks the seal himself, and tastes the dishy if he does not like
it, he sends it away.”

Mahmud II not only preferred to eat in the Western style, he also showed a
desire to taste European dishes. In 1837, the Ottoman Palace decided to send a
cook named Huseyin, who worked in the imperial kitchens, to Vienna, with the
specific duty to acquire Western methods of cooking. Hiseyin arrived in Vi-
enna on February 7, 1837 in the company of an Ottoman pasha and stayed
there unul 1839. During his two years of residence, he did perfect his cooking
skills, probably focusing on the local cuisine.2 Huseyin’s trip to Vienna showed
the growing interest of Ottoman palace circles in European culinary culture; yet
it remains unknown to what extent these alien cooking practices were adopted
in real life. No recipe collections or menus produced by the imperial kitchen
have come down to us from the years in question, and it should not be forgot-
ten that Mahmud II died at about the tme of Huseyin’s return. In spite of the
predilections of this sultan, the traditional style of eating evidently was stll fa-
vored by many members of the Ottoman upper classes.

From 1850 on, however, the new trend in culinary habits gained momen-
tum, and European customs were increasingly adopted by upper-class society.
These included the use of a table instead of a tray, sitting on a chair instead of
on the floor, and carrying food to the mouth with a fork instead of with the
fingers. But the old customs retained much of their vitality, and as a result,
throughout the nineteenth and twentieth centuries and even in elite circles, we
observe two different culinary models existing side by side. To express this
duality, people adopted two new expressions, both of Italian origin, namely
alaturka (in the Ottoman style) and alafranga (in the European style).

This duality is reflected in the meals the Ottoman court served to mid-
nineteenth-century distinguished foreign visitors. According to an imperial
kitchen register, a banquet was organized in honor of Prince Napoléon, then
the ruler of France, which took place at Beylerbeyi Palace on May 9, 1854. The

1 Cited by H. Tyrell, The History of the Present War with Russia (London, 1855), vol. 1:
112.

2 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 450, 15 Rebiyiilahir 1262 [April 12, 1846)].
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document records various food items supplied to the imperial kitchen on this
occasion, featuring ingredients used in the preparation of both alaturka and
alafranga dishes. This duality however applied only to the menu items them-
selves; the overall organization of the banquet was completely European in
style.3 According to another document whose date remains unknown, but
which probably was put together at about the same time, both a/aturka and
alafranga dishes were also offered at a banquet given for the Duke of Cam-
bridge, a relative of the British Queen Victoria.4

Primary sources: cookbooks and imperial kitchen registers

When we attempt to understand what kinds of culinary practices developed in
Europe found their way into Istanbul uppet-class society both within and out-
side the Palace, it is instructive to study the first published Ottoman cookbook
called Melceii’t- Tabbabin (Refuge of Cooks). One of the major novelties con-
cerning this text was the very fact that now certain members of the elite felt it
necessary to write and read about Ottoman cuisine. First published in 1844, the
book became a bestseller by the standards of its day and was reprinted several
times in the following years, new editions appeating in 1849, 1856, 1859, and
1867, twice in 1873, and in 1888-1889.5 The reader might question whether the
recipes in this book were actually used by the purchasers, but a comparison of
the ingredients mentioned with those occurring in the contemporary kitchen
registers of the Palace dispels any such doubts, at least where the sultans’
household was concerned. Almost all the ingredients recorded in the imperial
kitchen lists also formed part of the recipes proposed in Melceii’t- Tabbahin. This
applied especially to novel items such as allspice, tomatoes, and potatoes.

But the major source at our disposal consists of archival documentadon of
the types and quantities of food items supplied to the imperial kitchens. These
documents ate known as the Mathab-: dmire deflerleri (imperial kitchen registers),
and various subcategories survive in the Archives of the Prime Minister in
Istanbul (Bagbakanlik Argivi-Osmanlt Argivi). I have used about sixty docu-
ments of this kind, catalogued in the section known as Cevdet Saray. Analyzing
these sources has enabled me to discover not only the kinds of food items con-
sumed, but also to answer a variety of rather more complicated questions. What

BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 3335, 11 Saban 1270 [May 9, 1854].
4 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 3374.

Turgut Kut, Agklamalr Yemek Kitaplar: Bibliyografyase: Eski Harfl: Yazma ve Basma
Eserler (Ankara, 1985): 20.
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were the staples and delicacies served to the sultan and his family, when did
certain new food items enter Palace consumption, what was the culinary
terminology of the period, and what types of kitchenware and tableware were
used in the Palace?

The superintendent of the kitchen or pantry office of the Ottoman Palace
was responsible for recording all food items and utensils supplied to the
imperial kitchens. Some of these items were delivered to the cooks by another
division of the Palace, namely the imperial pantry, or else they had simply been
purchased from outside suppliers. It was customary to keep individual lists for
each department of the imperial kitchen; thus there are separate records for the
meals served to the sultan, to his family, and to high-ranking Palace officials.
Basic food ingredients such as cereals, fats, spices, and dried fruits were enu-
merated in one and the same list. IKitchen utensils and tableware also were con-
flated in the same document, whenever applicable, but meats, including variety
meats, vegetables, fruits, and dairy products, were enumerated in separate lists.

Food items: bread and flour

Bread had an important symbolic meaning in Ottoman culinary culture. This
was a sacred food requiring respect, and it symbolized loyalty and bonding.
Those who consumed the bread offered to them were expected to form a per-
manent tie to the person who had provided it. The expression ‘tug ekmek hakk?
literally the right (acquired by offering) bread and salt, was used in Ottoman
literature to express this notion. Bread and salt, two indispensable items of the
human diet, were used as metaphors to express the loyalty and even subservi-
ence due the provider of food.

Bread constituted an important part of the Palace diet, as it did throughout
Ottoman society, and the sultan’s family and servitors consumed different
kinds according to their ranks. Breads were differentiated by the quality and
origin of the flour used in their preparation.6 The origins of the various flours
supplied were recorded in our documents in the following manner: flour of
Istanbul (dakik-i Asitane), flour of Beykoz (dakik-i Beykog), and even flour of
Russia (dakik-i Rusya). Furthermore, standard expressions conveyed a notion of
the quality of the flour concerned; thus, the best kind (dakik-: hass) was distin-
guished from a medium variety (dakik-i hass orta); presumably the cheapest types
were not consumed by the sultan’s servitors at all. Bread was baked mainly at

6 Salih Aynural, Istanbul Degirmenleri ve Farmlars: Zahire Ticareti, 1740-1840 (Istanbul,
2001).
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Palace bakeries, but sometimes also in commercial establishments. Official
documents record the different qualities of bread; the best kind was prepared
exclusively with white and pure flour of the highest grade (nan-z hassii’l-hass). But
other types were also on record: in addition to bread whose God-given quality
was emphasized by its very name (nan-z agig), we find a medium quality (nan-z
hass orta), an ordinary variety (nan-z adz), flat bread (fodula), a fine white type
(francala), thin sheets of half-cooked dough (yufka), and a small loaf made of
brown flour and known as somun.

Concerning the consumption of different kinds of bread in the Ottoman
Palace, we can refer to the list of food items supplied for a banquet given on
May 7, 1835 in the extra muros palace of Sa’dabad. This festivity was held in
honor of Prince, later Sultan, Abdilaziz (r. 1801-1876) when he began his edu-
cation. High-ranking religious dignitaries and Palace officials were invited as
well as students, and 61 units of nan-z hass, 1241 units of francala-z hass, and 6630
units of nan-1 adi were supplied from the imperial bakery.” Another document
refers to a banquet arranged at the Beylerbeyi Palace in May 1854 in honor of
Prince Napoléon and his retinue, which has already been mentioned in a differ-
ent context. The variety of breads served during this banquet was even richer:
37 units of nan-z hassii’l hass, 57 units of nan-z hass, 90 units of nan-z hass-z orta, and
700 units of nan-1 agiz.8

In additon to the flour varieties mentioned above, a special type (dakik-i
kadayif) was used for the preparation of a dessert still popular in our day and
known as kadaysf. Some of the fine noodles forming the basis of kadayf were
thus prepared on the premises; but sometimes they were bought from outside
suppliers and prepated in the Palace confectionery workshop by soaking them
in syrup.

Food items: rice, cereals, and pulses

In the Ottoman Palace of the early 1800s, rice (erg) was the most popular cereal.
The imperial kitchen records imply that it was used by all the different subdivi-
sions of this institudon. During festive meals, enormous quantities of rice were
consumed; for example, 4620 kzye (5927 kg) were prepared for the banquet
arranged for Prince Abdilaziz on May 7, 1835.9 Most of the rice was eaten in
the form of pilaf. According to the memoirs written by Leyla Hanim, in later

7 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 5832.
8 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 3335.
9 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 8905.
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life known as Leyla Saz, this dish was served at the end of every meal.10 By
contrast, cracked wheat (brfonr), used as a rice substtute in today’s Turkish
cuisine, did not figure prominently on Palace menus. The official kitchen re-
cords lisung the food items supplied to the imperial military band for the single
month between February 11, 1834 and March 11, 1834 menton the purchase
of only 60 £zyye (77 kg) of wheat, in contrast to 1461 £zyye (1874 kg) of rice.!1

A special kind of cereal known as Vienna barley (arpa-z Beg) was mentioned
in almost every kitchen record. I suppose that, at the ume, this cereal had newly
appeared on the menu. Starch and semolina, two ingredients used mainly in the
preparation of desserts, were supplied to the imperial kitchens in small quanu-
tes. Thin sheets made of starch called giillag were also supplied regulatly, espe-
cially during the month of Ramadan. These pastry sheets were used in prepara-
don of a dessert, also called gi/lae that bore its name due to its rosewater fla-
voring. Vermicelli (seriye) and semolina (/rnik) were also supplied to the imperial
kitchens. The former came in a number of different types: pure (bass geriye),
yellow (sar seriye), white (beyag geriye), and a type known as vermicelli d’Istanbul or
sertye-i Asitane.12 A certain kind called vermicelli for pasta (makarnalik seriye) was
also on record, although it is hard to tell exactly what was meant by this term.13
Unlike gerzye, Iralian-style pasta did not form part of the classical Ottoman cui-
sine, and in the early nineteenth century, makarna, derived from macaront, was a
new culinary term.

Chickpeas (nobuz), lentils (mercimek), and dried beans (fasulye-t bugk), in addi-
ton to dried okra (bamya-: husk), all figured in the imperial kitchen registers.
Dried okra was purchased in small quantites, appearing on the tables of the
sultan and his family.14 By contrast, large quantities of dried beans formed the
daily fare of mostly low-ranking servitors, such as Palace gardeners and
guards.15

Food items: dairy products, fat, and sugar

Milk, yoghurt, and clotted cream (kaymak) were among the basic food items
consumed by the Palace inhabitants. Milk was used in the preparation of des-

10 Leyla Saz, The Imperial Harem of the Sultans (Istanbul, 1993): 106.
11 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 7.

12 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 5832, No. 7608.

13 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 7570.

14 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 7, No. 576, No. 1516.

15 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 104, No.7.
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serts. Pure milk was preferred, but apparently not available in sufficient quand-
ties, the registers differentiating between pure milk (s#d-i halis) and a milk mix-
ture (sid-i mahlnt). Throughout the nineteenth century, yoghurt continued to be
one of the major items of consumption. It was supplied to the imperial kitchens
in large buckets. Cream, due to its costliness, was served to the Sultan, his fam-
ily, and high-ranking officials, and it was supplied to the imperial confectionery
workshop as well.16 Cheese was not mentoned in every food list, but on occa-
sion, we find the following kinds: a yellow cheese (peynir-i kagar), possibly re-
sembling the kind sold under this name and sdll popular today, as well as
cheese ripened in sheepskin (peywir-i tnlum)\7 feta cheese (peynir-i salamura),
Albanian cheese (peynir-i Arnabud), and Dutch cheese (peynir-i Felemenk) rounded
off the list, 18

Butter and olive oil were supplied in large quantities. According to nine-
teenth-century cookbooks, butter (revgan-¢ sade) was the preferred kind of fat in
the Ottoman Palace kitchen. Olive oil (resgan-: 2eyt) was used for frying, but also
for non-culinary purposes such as the manufacture of soap and even for light-
ing lamps. A third type of fat was gained from sheeps’ tails and was called
revgan-z gervig. ‘This commodity was offered mainly to lower-ranking officials
along with dried beans, rice, and salt, but was not part of the cuisine favored by
the sultans and high-ranking officials.!? To illustrate the use of the different fats
in the Palace kitchens, we can cite the following examples: in 1832, from Octo-
ber 26 to November 25, 799 £zye (1025 kg) of butter were supplied, as opposed
to 178 Azye (228 kg) of olive 0il.20 Another example has been taken from the
list of food items supplied to the imperial band during the month of Ramadan
1853. Once again, butter was greatly preferred: 2887 £zpe (3703 kg) of butter
against only 220 Azyye (282 kg) of olive oil.21

Sweet dishes continued to be an important part of the Palace cuisine
throughout the nineteenth century, and, as a result, sugar was used in consider-
able quantities. In the culinary language of the period, two sorts of sugar ex-

16 See for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 1772 (1831), No. 6706 (1836), No.
6248 (1851), No. 426 (1854).

17 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 2830 (1825), No. 1172 (1831), No. 3068 (1831), No.
104 (1833), No. 2589 (1833), No. 7 (1834), No. 579 (1836), No. 1 (1838).

18 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 3061 (1833), No. 7608 (1841), No. 7570 (1841).
19 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 104, No. 7570, No. 5940.

20 BBA-OA, Bas Muhasebe No. 9895.

21 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 7625.
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isted, namely granulated sugar (seker-i gubar) and another kind, whose special
characteristics remain unclear, called geker-i minad.22 Other sweeteners such as
honey (ase/) and grape syrup (pekmeg) were not much used, while in earlier cen-
turies, the very opposite had been true.

Spices and condiments

Among all flavoring ingredients, salt was most frequently cited in the imperial
kitchen registers. Much salt was imported from Wallachia, so that our records
regularly speak of tug-2 Eflak, and it was consumed in great quantities. Accord-
ing to the cookbooks of the time, lemons (Zmon), vinegar (sirke), and unripe
grapes (koruk) were used to impart sour flavors.

Among imported spices, pepper (filffiil) and cinnamon (dargn) were fre-
quently registered, thus continuing a tradition well established in earlier centu-
ries.23 Other condiments were used much more rarely, but we do find carda-
mom (kakule), cloves (karanfil), mastic (sakeg), red pepper (babar-: siirh or
Arnabud biibers), allspice (babar-: cedid), cumin (kemmiun), sumac (sumak), and saf-
fron (gagfiran). Pepper and cinnamon were supplied in such large quantities that,
like groceries, they were measured in &gye (1.2828 kg), unlike other spices,
which were recorded by the dirben (3.1 g).

Unlike today’s Turkish cuisine, in the nineteenth century, cinnamon was
much used in salty dishes. Meats such as mutton, poultry, and fish were served
with a pinch of cinnamon on top. Cinnamon was also used in sweet and sour
dishes prepared with unripe grape or lemon juice.24 According to Leyla Saz,
cinnamon appeared on the table along with salt and pepper in special small
cups.25 While cinnamon and pepper had long been in vogue, the similarly fla-
vored allspice and red pepper were not introduced to Ottoman cuisine until the
nineteenth century. Rose water (ab-z verd) and waters flavored with other flowers
(¢ieke suyn) were supplied to the imperial confectionery workshop to be used in
desserts. Poke weed (sekerci boyasz) and red dye extracted from the cochineal
insect (kurmeg) were used to impart color to certain dishes, especially desserts
and syrups. A fish-based jelly called dutkal-z balik also appears in this context
and, suitably purified, was possibly used in making a fruit jelly called e/masiye.26

22 See for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 3068, No. 7608, No. 3085.
23 Compoare the article by Christoph Neumann in the present collection.
24 Mehmet Kamil, Melze’ jit-Tabbahin 1260 [1844]: 22-25, 56-63, 71-74.

25 Saz, The Imperial Harem: 106.

26 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 1, 7, 7570, 1516, 426.



CULINARY CONSUMPTION PATTERNS OF THE OTTOMAN ELITE 169

Food items: nuts and dried fruits

Like spices, nuts and dried fruits served to provide flavors. Some meat dishes,
desserts, and especially pilafs were cooked with nuts. Almonds (badem), pista-
chios (fustk-2 Sam), and pine nuts (fistsk-2 gam) were the most popular types dur-
ing the first half of the nineteenth century. Hazelnuts (kebab-: findik), walnuts
(cevig-i Rumi), and chestnuts (kebab-: kestane) also were used in cooking, but ap-
peared rather more rarely.27 Likewise, different sorts of grapes, such as currants
(izdim-i miirg or sigdim-i kug), sultanas (cekirdeksiz), and a variety of white grapes
(razzaki) were used in the Palace kitchens. According to a register concerning
the Ciragan Palace covering the period from April 21 to May 20, 1833, 1 £zype
of pistachios, 2 £zye of pine nuts, 12 Azyye (15 kg) of almonds, and 2 Azye of
currants were supplied to the sultan’s kitchen.28

One of the major specialties of the Ottoman cuisine consisted of vatious
kinds of syrups called gerbet and hogaf, with a slightly variant meaning, the former
term has even entered English and American cooking terminology. These sy:-
ups were made with both fresh and dried fruits. Plums (erik-i husk), pears (em-
rud- husk), sour cherries (vigne-i hugk), figs (kebab-z incir), and grapes (kebab-:
sigiim) were supplied to the imperial kitchens in dried form for making sweets,
syrups, and compotes.29

Food items: meat

Meat can be regarded as zbe basic food of the Ottoman Palace during the nine-
teenth century. It was used in the preparation of soups, pilafs, vegetable dishes,
and pastries; in addition, it was served as a main course. According to the
kitchen registers, mutton (gust-z ganem) and lamb (kuzs) were the preferred sorts
of meat. These two, in addition to variety meats, were registered in separate
documents; in the case of lamb, these same records also specify the amounts of
meat offered to individual Palace residents. The chief butcher (kassabbagz) sup-
plied sheeps’ heads (kelle- ganem), sheep’s trotters (paga-z ganem), liver (ciger), tripe
(sikenbe), large sausages (mumbar), and pieces of the second stomach of sheep,

27 For hazelnuts, compare BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 104, 2589, 6248, 1516, 5940,
426, 1038, 962. For walnuts: BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 579, 7608, 7570, 6548,
1516, 3085, 1176,426, 962. For chestnuts: BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 6248, 1516,
5940, 1038, 962.

28 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 2589, Zilhicce 1248 [April 21, 1833-May 20, 1833].

29 Kamil, Melcesit Tabbabin: 69.
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called girden. For example, from March 4 to May 1, 1832, 33,025 Azyye (42364
kg) of mutton, 290 sheeps’ heads, 18,970 trotters, 160 pairs of liver, 74 pieces
of tipe, and 150 wmumbars were supplied to the imperial kitchens of the new
palace, as well as to its Ciragan and Galata homologues.30
Lamb was a delicacy in the Ottoman palace cuisine. Two sorts were consumed:
the newborn variety was known as &#gr and yeatling lamb as 7o&/n. Every year,
from the beginning of spring to the end of autumn (rug-z hezrdan rug-t kasumna) iv
was customary to supply lamb to the Ottoman Palace, where it was distributed
in greater or lesser quantites according to the rank of the recipient. 31 The
sultan and his Jarem had the privilege of consuming the largest quantities, while
high-ranking officials ate more lamb than servants.32 When lamb was in season,
if the Sultan was not served the newborn variety, this could cause problems for
the chief butcher. In the Cevdet Saray section of the Ottoman archives, I have
even found evidence of a sultan demanding to know why he had been served
yearling instead of newborn lamb.33

Unlike mutton and lamb, veal (/abm-1 dana) was not often eaten. While some
registers do mention the purchase of this type of meat for the imperial kitchen,
there is no information on the persons to whom this veal was allotted. Beef
rarely occurs in the documents surviving from the nineteenth century. But ac-
cording to a seventeenth-century source, it was used in the preparation of cured

meat (bastirma), and this latter item was occasionally served as a special delicacy
in the 1800s as well.34

Food items: poultry

Chicken (favuf) and young chicken (pi/) were regularly supplied to the Palace
kitchens. According to cookbooks of the period, chicken was used in the
preparation of soups and pilafs; moreover, like mutton and lamb, it appeared as
a main course. Eggs (yumurta) were also highly popular. Turkeys were called
tavuk-1 hindi or tavuk-z musri, and their consumption was very limited indeed.
When available, turkeys were supplied mostly to the sultan’s kitchen and to that

30 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 4849, Sevval-Zilkade 1247 [March 4, 1832-May 1,
1832].

31 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 8341, 1198 [1784], No. 1266 1269 [1853].

32 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 1266 [1853].

33 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 8341.

34 Eremya Koémiirctyan, Istanbul Taribi: XV Asirda Istanbul (stanbul, 1988): 114,
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of the harem. For example, in 1832, during a single month, 2 turkeys, 114 young
chickens, and 955 fully grown chickens were prepared in the sultan’s kitchen.35

Unlike in ecarlier petiods, the consumption of pigeon was not widespread in
the nineteenth century. In all the documents checked, pigeon supplied to the
imperial kitchen was mentioned only once, in 1854, on the occasion of the
banquet arranged in honor of Prince Napol¢on at the Beylerbeyi Palace. During
his twenty-one days of residence in Istanbul, the kitchen working for the
French head of state and the latter’s retinue was provided pigeon as well as
different kinds of fowl such as geese, ducks, pheasants, and quails.36 Goose was
consumed in the Ottoman Palace; but it is hard to consider it more than a mi-
nor food item, occasionally included for the sake of variety. Only two docu-
ments mention geese turned over to the imperial kitchen.37 Other birds are not
specified, but a few accounts refer to the purchase of what was probably wild
towl (baha-t gikdr-z miirg).38

Delicacies

In this category, we can include cured meats and cheese, caviar and fish roe.
During the month of Ramadan, when fasting during the day and feasting at
night gave food a special meaning in the lives of Ottoman Muslims, these food
items were supplied to the imperial kitchens, especially to those of the ruler
himself, his Jarem, and high-ranking officials. Pressed meat cured with spices
(bastirma), a kind of sausage prepared with spiced chopped meat (swcuk), green
and black olives (geytun-1 yesil and geytun), various kinds of cheese, caviar (havyar),
and fish roe (yumurta-r semek) figured among the food items consumed during
Ramadan. In today’s Turkish culinary culture, it is rare to serve caviar or fish
roe at the evening meal when people break their fast, but in nineteenth-century
Ottoman cuisine, it was commonplace to serve these items as starters. Thus
Miss Pardoe recounted that the following delicacies appeared at a dinner given
by a Turkish merchant during Ramadan:

“In the center of the tray was placed a capacions white basin, filled with a
kind of cold bread soup, and around it were ranged a circle of small

35 BBA-OA, Bag Muhasebe No. 9895.

36 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 3335, 11 $aban 1270 [May 9, 1854] and from 4 $aban
to 25 Saban in 1270 [May 2, 1854-May 23, 1854].

37 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 1772 (1831) and 7609 (1842).

38 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 5940 (1853) and 1038 (1854).
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porcelain saucers, filled with sliced cheese, anchovies, caviar, and sweetmeats
of every description, among these were scattered spoons of box-wood, and
goblets of pink and white sherbets, whose rose scented contents perfumed the
apartment.”3?

Food items: fish

The imperial kitchen registers do not provide detailed information about the
kinds of fish consumed by the Palace inhabitants. Generally, we only find the
not very instructive remark that various fish (semek-i miitenevvia) had been sup-
plied to or bought by the Palace kitchens.40 Sardines (sardalya) seem to have
been the most popular fish.41 Sturgeon (wersin baligz) was not unknown either,
but it was consumed in smaller quantities.#2 During the period under investiga-
don, salted wana (baltk-1 lakerda), red sea bream (mercan balgy), and thin mackerel,
salted and dried (balkk-z ¢irog), completed the repertoire of fish-based dishes
served by the Palace kitchen.43

Shellfish, such as oysters or mussels, did not figure in the nineteenth-century
Palace diet. Only two kitchen records mention the purchase of lobster (ss2akoz).
However this was a special case, because the lobster in question was purchased
for the French guests staying at the imperial palaces. During Prince Napoléon’s
residence in Istanbul, 96 lobsters were supplied to the kitchen of the Nesetabad
palace, and fifteen of these animals were cooked for the banquet arranged in
honor of the French head of state at the Beylerbeyi Palace. According to an-
other undated document, 56 units of lobster were delivered to the kitchen of
the Feriye Palace for the preparation of some French (a/afranga) and Ottoman
(alaturka) dishes to be served to European guests.44

39 Miss Pardoe, The City of The Sultan and Domestic Manners of the Turks in 1838 (London,
1838), vol. 1: 20-21.

40 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 6248 (1851), 1038 (1854), 5940 (1853), 426 (1854).

41 See for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 2830 (1825), 3061 (1833), 3085
(1851).

42 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 7608 (1841), 3085 (1851), 1176 (1853), 426 (1854),
8927 (1854).

43 For lakerda, see BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 104 (1833), 426 (1854). For mercan, see

BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 7626 (1841). For ¢rog, see BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray
Nos. 1176 (1853) and 8927 (1854).

44 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 3335 and 3374.
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Food items: vegetables and fruits

During the nineteenth century, the introduction of new vegetables enlarged the
repertoire of Ottoman cooks. Vegetables and fruits were supplied to the Palace
kitchens both from the Istanbul market and from the in-house orchards of
Feriye, Ortakdy, and Aynal Kavak, located close to the Bosphorus and the
Golden Horn.45

Kitchen records indicate that, at least in the privileged milieu of the Palace,
almost all of the vegetables used in today’s Turkish cuisine were consumed
during the first half of the nineteenth century as well. These fell into the two
separate categories of winter and summer vegetables. Kitchen administrators
kept a daily record of the relevant purchases, and the lists they produced also
contained information on the quantities bought and the prices paid for each
item. In summer, eggplants and vegetable marrows were favored, while some
winter vegetables such as pumpkin, cabbage, and mallow were already available
toward the end of the warm season. Conversely, during the winter months,
some summer vegetables such as eggplants, green beans, vegetable marrows,
and green or red tomatoes were available in the imperial kitchens. It can be
assumed that these were specially imported, in limited quantities, from the
southern regions of the Empire.

45 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No.257.

Universitats- und Landesbibliothek Sachsen-Anhalt

:5-92073/fragment/page=00000177



174

OZGE SAMANCI

Table 1: Winter and sumnier vegetables consumed in the Ottoman Palace.

winter leck (prrasa). cabbage (labana), varnip (salgam), carrot (havug), celery (kerevis),

Jerusalem artichoke (yer elmasr), cavliflower (&arn-1 bahar), pumpkin (bal kabagz),
spinach (zpanak), mallow (ehe giimedi), wild chicory (hindiba), sheep’s sorrel (knsn

kutagr), fresh mint (nana), and grape leaf pickled in brine (,w/n/////m).“(’

vear-round parsley (madenos) and dill (dere otn)

summer cggplant (badmean), white gourd (kabak-r asma), vegetable marrow (kabak-r sakig),

cucumber (hryar), okra (bamya-t taze), broad beans (bakla-1 tage), green beans
(fasulye o fasulye-i calt), purslanc (semigotu), Jew's mallow (wiilubiyye or miilhiye), 47
green pepper (bidber-i fuge), unripened grape (koruk), red tomato (fomata-r kirmizr)

and green tomato (karata ot tomalta-t yesil), tomato leaf (varak-t karata), grape leaf

: AR
(vaprag-1 asma), and hazelnut leaf (findik, 17//)1‘1/('/).45

During the late eighteenth and early nincteenth centuries, Ottoman cooks be-
came acquainted with a number of new vegetables.4? These included red toma-
toes, which in a very short time became an indispensible ingredient of Turkish
cuisine. According to the kitchen registers, from 1830 on the tomato entered
the Ottoman Palace cuisine, both green and red tomatoes being supplied regu-
larly.50 Green tomatoes were consumed in greater quantitics than red, possibly
because the unripe variety had become known before its ripe counterpart. Thus

46

47

48

49

50

See for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No 1891, in Zilkade 1259 [Nov. 23, 1843-
Dec. 22, 1843] No. 1567, in Safer 1268 [Nov. 26, 1851-Dcc. 24, 1851] No. 744, in
Muharrem 1263 [Dec. 20, 1846-Jan. 18, 1847].

Jew’s mallow (miilubiyye) is a plant of Cypriot origin that grows between July and

September. Tagkey Debes, “A Selection of Dishes From The Turkish Republic of
Northern Cyprus,” in: First International Food Congress 25-30 Septenber, 1986 (Ankara,
1988): 89-90.

BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 1812, in Rebiyilevvel 1247 [Aug. 10, 1831-Sep. 8,
1831], No. 6078, in Receb 1259 [July 28, 1843-Aug. 26, 1843], No. 257 in Saban
1270 [May 28, 1854-June 26, 1854]. Probably leaves were used for wrapping rice or
chopped meat to produce the dish known as do/wa.

Evidence that tomatoes were being cultivated in gardens along the shores of the
Bosphorus during the last quarter of the cighteenth century can be found in
Domenico Sestini, Beschreibung des Kanals von Konstantinopel, des dasigen Wein-, Acker-
und Garten-Baues und der Jagd der Tiirken, transl. C. J. Jagemann, Neue Sammlung von
Reiscbeschreibungen, Part 8 (Hamburg, 1786). However, at the time of Sestini’s
visit, the pomme d’amonr was probably stll an exotic curiosity.

BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 1812 (1831).
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the cookbook Meleii’t- Tabbabin contains some recipes calling for the use of
tomatoes. While_the green variety was used in preparing certain sour dishes and
in pickles, red tomato was employed in five recipes, namely meat roasted on
skewers, meat stew with tomato, tomato pilaf, a mixed vegetable dish, and to-
mato salad.>l Obviously this item had not yet become the indispensable
ingredient in almost all non-sweet dishes as which we know it today. Even
cookbooks from the later nineteenth century did not yet mention tomatoes
with any particular frequency.>2

A plant of American origin, the tomato was first introduced to Europe by
way of Naples, which in the sixteenth century was a Spanish possession; at the
same time, the Spaniards were building an empire in the Americas. By way of
Genoa and Nice, the tomato was transported to Provence, and the Provencals
gave it the name pomme d’amonr or love apple. But it was not until the next century
that this vegetable, or to be more accurate this fruit, was accepted as something
edible; until the early nineteenth century, the tomato was not part of Paris cui-
sine.53 As we have seen, green tomatoes were introduced to the Ottoman Em-
pite before the nineteenth century, but like what happened in Paris, the habit of
consuming the mature fruit did not establish itself undl the 1800s.

Some types of green beans and peppers, also of American origin, were in-
troduced to Ottoman upper-class cuisine during the nineteenth century. Ac-
cording to a register covering the period from July 28 to August 26, 1843, an-
other newcomer was maize (musir-2 bugday).>* This would be an example of a
cheap starchy food, eaten by poor people, later gaining access to the mansions
of the rich, for maize had been known in certain regions of the Balkans ever
since the seventeenth or at least the eighteenth century.5 In addition to wild
herbs such as mallow, wild chicory, sheep’s sorrel, parsley and dill, other greens
also appear in the records: from November 26 to December 24, 1851, salad
greens of some kind (sa/ata) wete supplied to the imperial kitchens, and in 1854,
from April 29 to May 27 to be specific, lettuce (warul) was delivered from the
Palace orchards.56 One record mentions the purchase of peas (begelye) for the

51 Kamil, Melce’ iit Tabbabin: 24, 31, 65, 67, 71, 83.
52 Mchmed Tosun, Age Bag: (Istanbul, 1318 [1900]).

53 Reay Tannahill, Food in History New York, 1989): 207; Maguclonne Toussaint-
Samat, Histoire Naturelle et Morale de la Nourriture (Paris, 1987): 707.

54 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 6078, in Receb 1259 [July 28, 1843 - Aug. 26, 1843].

55 Traian Stoianovich, G. C. Hauput, “Le mais arrive dans les Balkans,” Annales ESC
XVII, 84-93 (1962).

56 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 1567. No. 257.
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sultanic kitchen; thus even though this vegetable was probably not consumed
very often, it was known to Ottoman cooks of the first half of the nineteenth
century.57 Asparagus did not occur among the vegetables regulatly supplied to
the imperial kitchens; only a single record, dating from the spring of 1854, indi-
cates that it was known at all.58

During this period, potatoes (patata) also began to arrive in the imperial
kitchens, four documents recording their presence there. From December 6,
1850 to January 3, 1851, a minuscule quantity appeared in the registers, no
more than 6 £zye (7.7 kg). From October 1853 to January 1854, potatoes were
on record regularly every month. In May 1854, while Prince Napoléon was in
residence, 160 £zyye (205 kg) of potatoes were supplied to the kitchens of the
Nesetabad Palace. Finally, according to a document whose date remains un-
known, potatoes were sent to the kitchen of the Feriye Palace, to be used in
dishes intended for English guests.5? As the paucity of references indicates,
even after 1850, the consumption of potatoes was not very widespread in the
Ottoman Palace, being mainly served to foreign guests. But at the same time
there is evidence that high-class cuisine had come to recognize the existence of
this tuber. The cookbook Mele’sit-Tabbahin describes the potato as a kind of
Jerusalem artichoke (yer e/masi), a vegetable which must have been more famil-
iar, and suggests its use in a recipe taken from French cuisine.60 According to
the account of a foreign official, the potato was known in Istanbul from 1835
on; but it was not cultivated in other regions of the Ottoman Empire.01

Large quantities of both fresh and dried fruits were also consumed in the
nineteenth-century Ottoman Palace. Kitchen registers demonstrate that the
fruit available did not differ very much from what is eaten today, except for
exotic fruits such as bananas, kiwis, or pineapples, all of which are twentieth-
century additions to the diet of the Istanbullus. When assessing the quality of
fruit, the place from which it came was considered very important, the declara-

57 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 744, dated Muharrem 1263 [Dec. 20, 1846 - Jan. 18,
1847].

58 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 257.

59 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 6248, in Safer 1267 [Dec. 6, 1850-Jan. 3, 1851], No.
5940, Muharrem 1270 [Oct. 4, 1853 -Nov. 2, 1853], Safer 1270 [Nov. 3, 1853-Dec.

1, 1853], Rebiyiilevvel 1270 [Dec. 2, 1853-Dec. 1, 1853], No. 3335, Saban 1270
[May 1854}, No. 3374.

60 Kamil, Mele’ sit-Tabbahin: 33.

61 Helmuth von Moltke, Moltke’nin Tiirkiye Mektuplars, transl. Hayrullah Ors, (Istanbul,
1995): 335.
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ton of origin functioning almost as a brand name. Four or five kinds of grapes
or plums were available, and the demand for different varieties of the same fruit
shows that the denizens of the Palace had developed refined palates and appre-
ciated variety in their food.

Table 2: Fruit consumed in the Ottoman Palae, by season. 62

winter apples (e/ma), pears (emrud), quinces (ayva), sour and sweet pomegranates (enar-z eksi and
enar-1 lath), chestnuts (kestane), oranges (portakal), bitter oranges (furung), sweet lemons
(lemon-1 tath). Available until June: oranges, quinces, chestnuts, bitter oranges, and

pomcegranates

spring apples, lemons, various kinds of plums (erzk-i Serfice, ertk-i tase, erik-i can, erik-i bardak
and erik-i torba), strawberries, cherries, apricots (kayisi-+ Acem or gerdals), figs, various

sotts of pears (emrd- akga, emrwd-1 Mustafabey), and grapes (ragzaks, sigim-i ;i)fa/])63

summer | peaches (seflak), cornelian cherries (kgr/ik), melons (kavun), watermelons (karpug),
plums (erik, erik-i miirdiim), figs (incir), and apricots (kayest) (into fall), pears (emrud-1

Bogdogan), apricots, cherrics, grapes, strawberries

fall grapes, such as jigiim-i cavns, ragzaki, and cekirdeksiz (until January)

Kitchen utensils, chairs, and tableware

In addition to various food items, the registers also included kitchen utensils
and tableware bought for the Palace. These items were not entered into sepa-
rate lists, but registered along with other materials supplied to the sultan’s
household. Although our documents do not provide much information about
the ‘kitchen equipment and tableware existing in the early nineteenth-century
Ottoman Palace, we would know nothing at all about these items if it were not
for the records studied here.

As in earlier centuries, food was normally cooked in copper vessels, which
included vatious sorts of saucepans, frying pans, cauldrons, and bowls. Since
copper bowls can cause food poisoning unless they are regularly tinned, tin was
supplied to the Palace kitchen, along with ammonia for cleaning purposes. Spe-
cialized saucepans and frying pans were also on record, some being used only

02 See for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray Nos. 7607, 7626, 744, 2589, 962, 8927,
3085, 6078.

63 Apart from strawberries, chetries, apricots, and certain types of green plums, these
fruits must have come from some kind of storeroom, because the Ottoman territo-
ries did not contain any regions in which grapes or pears ripened in spring.
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for eggs (ymmurta tabesi) and others for vegetable pancakes (fabe-i miicner); certain
copper cauldrons were reserved for making pilat (nihas pilav tenceresi), and there
was a pan specifically intended for frying in oil (fabe-i rengan). Other copper
utensils included skimmers, scoops, coffee ewers, drinking pots, trays, bowls,
and large plates.04

A document from the 1820s gives us a list of the various copper vessels in a
high dignitary’s Istanbul house. In this record, various sorts of saucepans, fry-
ing pans, trays, bowls, and ewers are mentioned; for example a saucepan used
for preparing sweet dishes (bulviyyat-t tencere ma kapak), a cauldron for pilaf along
with its lid (pilav lengeri ma kapak), another cauldron large enough to hold an
entire lamb (&ebir kuzu lengeri ma kapak), a lidded soup pot (¢orba tast ma kapak),
a tray for preparing and serving baklava (kenarli baklava tepsisi), and a roasting
pan for coffee (kahve tavas:).6>

Quite a few kitchen utensils were made of wood. Among other items, we
find trays (tabla-: gecer), chopping boards (kgyma tabtas:), other boards for pre-
paring dough (hamur tabtasi), rolling pins (oklags, nerdane), and wooden scoops
(cemyir kefge).66 Earthenware utensils such as drinking cups (bardak-1 hak), ewers
(¢brik-i hak), pots for the slow cooking of vegetable dishes (givec-i Bursa), and
various sorts of baskets (sepet, kiife, sovalye and kazavi) were also in regular use. In
additon, two types of linen (astar-z hass and astar-: kaba), muslin (diilbend), vari-
ous sorts of brooms (sipiirge-i meydan, siipiirge-i hasir and carn), rimmed sieves for
tice (kalbur-: erg), soap (sabun), and special cook’s knives (agez bicags) figured
among the equipment of the nineteenth-century Palace kitchens.67

As we have already noted, the use of food trays instead of dining tables
continued throughout the nineteenth century, and such items, made of wood or
metal, were recorded in almost every register of the imperial kitchens. But it is
unknown who used these trays. Probably, dining tables in the European style
existed in the Palace as well, but since they would have been classed as furniture
and not as kitchen implements, our records do not refer to them. For instance,
during the banquet organized for Prince Abdulaziz when he began his educa-
tion, 580 wooden pilaf and gerde trays and 98 food trays were used. The same

64 Sce for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 7570, in Scvval 1257 [Nov. 16, 1841-
Dec. 14, 1841], No. 3085, in Ramazan 1267 [June 30, 185-July 29, 1851].

65 BBA-OA, Bag Muhasebe No. 8800, in 1236-1247 [1821-1832).

66 See for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 579, in Zilhicce 1251 [March 19, 1836-
April 17, 1830].

67 See for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 1176, in Ramazan 1269 [Junc 8, 1853-
July 7, 1853].
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record mentions the purchase of 250 wicker stools (hasir iskemle), which may
have been placed under the trays.08 In 1854, moreover, ten chairs (sandalye)
were purchased for the imperial Palace.69 Judging from the terminology,
sandalye instead of iskemle, these were more elaborate items and may have been
used for sitting at a dining table.

According to the imperial kitchen registers, tableware used in the Ottoman
Palace, such as plates, bowls, serving dishes, and glasses, was generally imported
from Europe. In every document, from the very beginning of the nineteenth
century, we find records of European flatware and glassware supplied to the
palace kitchens. As has been established by the research of Mige Gogek and
others, the use of Western goods among the Ottoman elite began in the eight-
eenth century. Moreover, European flatware and glassware were not limited to
the Palace, but also present in the residences of Ottoman dignitaries. Of the
124 inheritance registers studied by Gdgek dated between 1705 and 1809, 59
contained Western goods, and in 38 cases, we find imported glassware and
flatware.’0 From the mid-cighteenth century on, the porcelain factories of
Meissen and Vienna began to produce flatware especially for Ottoman tastes.
Large plates with lids, dessert bowls, coffee cups, and a kind of ewer used for
serving asure were successfully exported to Istanbul. In addition, the French
factory founded in Vincennes in 1738 and later known as the Sévres National
Porcelain Factory also produced from 1805 on special porcelain plates and
bowls for an Ottoman clientéle. Even today, European porcelains, mostly dat-
ing from the nineteenth century, are exhibited in Istanbul’s museums.”!

The Palace kitchen records also show that, during the nineteenth century,
European flatware, especially Dresden-ware porcelains, were in common use,
constituting not luxury items but everyday necessities. Consumption grew in
the course of the early nineteenth century. For example, in 1825 40 Dresden-
ware bowls with a gilt decoration (Saksonya altun kebir kase), 25 little bowls of
the same origin with a gilt design (Saksonya altun sagir kase), and five mastic
bowls in the Paris style or Pariskdri sakez kases were given to the high-ranking
officials of the palace as Ramadan gifts.72

68 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 8905, No. 5832, 9 Muharrem 1251 [May 7, 1835].

69 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 426, in Saban 1270 [April 29, 1854-May 27, 1854].

70" Fatma Miige Gégek, Rise of the Bourgeosie, Demise of Empire: Ottoman Westernigation and
Social Change (Oxford, New York, 1996): 40, 103.

71 H. Yilmaz, S. Akalin, Sadberk Hanum Miigesi: Osmanls Dénen (stanbul, 1995): 116-17.

BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 2830, Ramazan 1240 [April 1825].
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Table 3: Dresden and French porcelains acquired by the imperial kitchen in 1854.73

Dresden-ware | white fish plates (beyaz Saksonya balik tabagy), lidded soup bowls (beyaz
(Saksonya) Saksonya sorba tast ma kapak), a bowl-like plate with a wavy ornament
(Saksonya dalgali cukur tabak), a white bowl for zerde with lid (beyaz Saksonya
zerde kase ma kapak), breakfast plates (Saksonya kahvealtt tabagy), salad plate
(Saksonya salata tabagy), salt cellar (Saksonya tuzluk)

French plate (Fransizkari tabak), bowt for compote, (Fransizkiri hogab kase)

porcelain

The imperial kitchen records demonstrate that even in the early nineteenth
century, Dresden-ware and French porcelain were much preferred to chinaware
and locally made majolica. Iznik or Kiitahya wares are almost never mentioned
in our documents, with the single exception of some Kutahya coffee cups pur-
chased for a banquet in 1835.74 English flatware and a kind of white porcelain
also appeared among the utensils acquired by the Palace kitchens, and in addi-
ton, porcelain ornamented with an under-glaze charcoal drawing (kara kalem)
was on record.”S These two last-mentioned varieties of porcelain had probably
been manufactured in Istanbul, where production got underway in the first
decades of the nineteenth century.76

In two respects, the tableware used in the Ottoman Palace during the period
under investigation differed from what was employed in earlier centuries: first,
there was an increased demand for porcelain vessels (both European and local)
instead of majolica or chinaware; second, new specialized types of tableware,
totally unknown in earlier days, came into frequent use. Apart from the ordi-
nary plates, dishes, or bowls that were used in serving basic Ottoman foods
such as pilaf, blancmange, soup, pastry, and dessert, new-style serving dishes
for items such as fish, salad, or potatoes were now enumerated in our docu-
ments. For example, in 1841, apart from both regular and dessert plates (kadaysf
tabags, lokma tabagy, muballebi tabag), we find a small type known as iflariyelik,
intended for hors d’oenvres. In addition, plates for fish and salad, both with and
without a wavy ornament, were bought for the imperial kitchen.”7 Moreover, in

73 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 426, Saban 1270 [April 29, 1854-May 27, 1854].
74 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 8905, 9 Muharrem 1251 [May 7, 1835)].

75 See for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 7, Sevval 1249 [Feb. 11, 1834-March
11, 1834], No. 6248, Safer 1267 [Dec. 6, 1850-]Jan. 3, 1850].

76 Yimaz and Akalin, Sadberk Hamm Miigesi: 121.
77 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 7608, Saban 1257 [Sep. 18, 1841-Oct. 16, 1841].
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1852, from July 19 to August 16, the sultan’s kitchen was provided with 16
cheese bowls, 10, farator bowls, 20 salad plates, 10 plates for serving grapes, 10
soup bowls, and two large lidded plates.”8

The use of plates and bowls designed for special purposes such as serving
fish, portatoes, or soups indicate that the inhabitants of the Ottoman Palace
were attracted by certain traits of European culinary culture.”? In consonance
with the new kinds of tableware adopted, service at table also changed, and new
habits emerged. It is likely that, as we have seen, the customary style of serving
food was not totally abandoned, but during the first half of the nineteenth
century, the facilities for serving a sophisticated meal in the European style
were progressively acquited. Members of the Ottoman court could make their
choices according to the occasion, or even combine local and European dishes
if that seemed appropriate.80

Unlike porcelain vessels, glassware was not mentioned in every imperial
kitchen register. Most of the glasswares supplied to the Palace were imported
from France, such as French-style glass (Fransigkdri bardak), cut-glass bowls for
lemonades, compotes, and syrups (Fransigkdri kesmeli hosab kdsesi), cut-glass
water bottles (Fransizkdri kesmeli siirah), and crystal drinking glasses for lemon-
ade-like beverages (Fransizkdri kesmeli kadeb serbet bardagr).8! From an early re-
cord (1825), we learn that cut-glass bowls and cups with a diamond design,
English and Dresden-ware beakers with lids, and glass jars for olives or jams
were given as Ramadan presents to high-ranking officials of the Palace.82

Various sorts of wooden spoons always had figured among the distinguish-
ing characteristics of Ottoman material culture. As had been true in earlier
centuries, spoons were the basic type of cutlery used at table, and the Palace
kitchen of the nineteenth century did not give up this custom. Depending on

78 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 344, Sevval 1268 [July 19, 1852-Aug. 16, 1852].

79 See for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 104, Cemaziyel dhir 1249 [Oct. 16,
1833-Nov. 13, 1833], Cevdet Saray No.7626, Ramazan 1257 [Oct. 17, 1841-Nov. 15
1841].

80 On the question of ‘mixing and matching’ heterogeneous kinds of goods, compare
Selcuk Esenbel, “The Anguish of Civilized Behaviour: The Use of Western Cultural
Forms in the Everyday Lives of the Meiji Japanese and the Ottoman Turks During the
Nincteenth Century,” Japan Review 5 (1994): 145-185.

81 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 7608, Saban 1257 [Sep. 18, 1841-Oct. 16, 1841], No.
1176, Ramazan 1269 [June 8, 1853-Aug. 7, 1853], No. 5940, 1270 [1853]. For kadeh
gerbet bardags see Cevdet Saray No. 426, Saban 1270 [April 29, 1854-May 27, 1854].

82 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 2830, Ramazan 1240 [1825].
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the rank of the users, spoons were made of various materials such as ebony,
boxwood, woods of the mastic, walnut and pear trees, and even coral.83 Box-
wood (cemgir kagik) and ordinary spoons (kaba kasik) were of quality inferior to
spoons made of ebony, walnut wood, or coral. The latter were generally used
by the sultan, his family, and high-ranking Palace officials. Compared with
spoons, the supply of forks and knives to the imperial kitchen was mentioned
but rarely. A first reference goes back to 1850, when a packet of metal forks
and another packet of metal knives, and spoons (waden saple bigak, maden saple
catal, maden saply kasik) were supplied to the Sultan’s kitchen.84 In 1852, a set of
additdonal metal forks, knives, and spoons (waden saplt ¢atal ve bicak ve kasik
takimi) was purchased.85 Our third case once again concerns the banquet ar-
ranged in honor of Prince Napoléon, when some sets of metal forks, knives,
and spoons (edevat-r madeniyye) were supplied to the kitchen of the Beylerbeyi
Palace.86

Conclusion

Given the preeminent position of the sultan and his court, it is not surprising
that the imperial kitchens had the privilege of getting the best of everything.
Rare and costly food items, including fruits out of season, could be transported
to Istanbul from the various regions of the empire. Moreover, a sultan who
wished to try out new dishes and novel ways of serving them could permit him-
self this luxury, probably to a greater extent than anyone else.

As a major change in the consumption of meat we can identify an increasing
preference for mutton from the early nineteenth century on. But it is too early
to say whether the nineteenth-century Ottoman court was less concerned about
frugality and the husbanding of resources than its seventeenth-century prede-
cessor.87 For with the growing demand for lamb, numerous animals, slaugh-

83 Sec for example BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 8905, 9 Muharrem 1251 [May 7,
1835], No. 7608, Saban 1257 [Sep. 18, 1841-Oct. 16, 1841], No. 426, Saban 1270
[April 29, 1854-May 27, 1854].

84 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 6248, Safer 1267 [Dec. 6, 1850-Jan. 3, 1850].

85 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 344, Sevval 1268 [July 19, 1852-Aug. 16, 1852].

86 BBA-OA, Cevdet Saray No. 3335, 11 Saban 1270 [May 9, 1854].

87 As a basis for the comparisons undertaken here, compare the article by Hedda
Reindl-Kiel in the present volume as well as Tiilay Artan, “Aspects of the Ottoman
Elite’s Food Consumption: Looking for ‘Staples’, ‘Luxuries” and ‘Delicacies’ in a
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tered when they were very young, never reached their full weight, so that the
opportunity to ebtain a larger supply was sacrificed to provide a more delicate
meat to the ruler’s table. But before concluding that seventeenth-century sul-
tans had been thrifder than their successors two centuties later, we will need to
find out whether sheep were in more ample supply in the 1800s than they had
been earlier on. But we cannot yet provide an answer to this question.

The inhabitants of the Ottoman Palace showed themselves reasonably inter-
ested in the new fruits and vegetables imported from America. While potatoes,
tomatoes, pumpkins, and beans certainly were not as frequently consumed as
they are today, neither were they confined to the ‘experimental sphere’ of the
Bosphorus gardens, where curious observers had seen them in the closing dec-
ades of the eighteenth century. Future studies will perhaps show whether the
Orttoman Palace provided a model that the better-off townsmen imitated as far
as they could, or whether foods that had already found acceptance among
poorer people came to be ‘chic’ and were then consumed by the wealthy as
well. While one would assume that the former was more common, the appeat-
ance of maize in the imperial kitchens indicates that the latter development also
occurred, at least occasionally.

On the other hand, nineteenth-century continuities with past practice are
quite remarkable. In the seventeenth century, chicken and rice had been
prominent among the dishes served to visiting dignitaries, and these same items
were still mainstays of Palace diet when Mahmud II occupied the Ottoman
throne. Eighteenth-century denizens of the Palace had come to favor a gentle
spice such as cinnamon, and this preference still prevailed in the 1850s.88 Fish
had been altogether a secondary component of the seventeenth-century Palace
diet, and the same thing still applied around the middle of the nineteenth
century. However, the latter statement does call for some qualification.
Apparently the court officials of Mahmud II and Abdiilmecid ate more sardines
and sturgeon than their predecessors under Mehmed IV had done, and fish-
based delicacies had taken their place among the ‘little dishes’ that graced the
sofra when, at sunset, people broke their fasts during the month of Ramadan.
Was immigration from the Black Sea region, well attested for the nineteenth
century, beginning to affect the popular diet of Istanbul, and was the Palace
kitchen following the trend? It is too early to tell.

Changing Century,” in: Consumption Studies and the History of the Ottoman Empire 1550-
1912: An Introduction, ed. Donald Quataert (Albany, 2000): 107-200.

88 Compatre the article by Christoph Neumann in the present volume.
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Inevitably, a study such as the present one poses more questions than it is able
to answer. Thus we have observed that guards or gardeners were served more
modest foods than their ‘betters’; apparently already in the early nineteenth
century, something similar to fasuhyalz pilav (beans and rice) constituted a
mainstay of the local diet. But there must have been finer gradations of hierar-
chy that we still have not been able to discern. And what about the foods des-
tined for the sultans’ harems? To what extent did they resemble those served to
the male section of the court, and where were the differences, if indeed there
were any? We are only at the beginning of our investigation.

und Landesbibliothek Sachsen-Anhalt
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CUPS, PLATES, AND KITCHENWARE IN LATE
SEVENTEENTH- AND EARLY EIGHTEENTH-
CENTURY DAMASCUS

Colette Establet & Jean-Paul Pascual*

At first glance, this seems a minor topic with a rather unpleasant connotation
because one of the present authors is a woman: the unholy triad of Kinder,
Kiiche, Kirche rears its ugly head almost immediately. However, the philosopher
Heraclitus has made it possible to accord some intellectual status even to this
modest subject. As Aristotle reports, at one point Heraclitus had disappeared
and could not be found anywhere. After a long search, some foreign visitors
located him, warming himself by the kitchen fire. When they hesitated to enter,
Heraclitus called out to them: “Come in, the gods are present even in this
room.”!

The sources

Our analysis is based on 450 inheritance inventories contained in two volumes
of Damascus kadi registers.2 The official responsible for putting together these
documents was known as the gassam ‘arabi, whose job it was to divide the in-
heritances (muballafa, tarika) of ‘ordinary’ Ottoman subjects, both male and
female, among those who constituted the legal heirs according to Islamic law.
Or if such heirs did not exist, it was the duty of the gassam ‘arabi to convey the
inheritance to the Ottoman treasury (bayt al-mal). The first of the registers con-
sidered covers the period from 1686 to 1693, while the second contains inheri-
tances officially recorded between 1689 and 1717.

Aix-en-Provence. Translated by Suraiya Faroghi.

1 For the anecdote, reported by Aristotle, sce “Traité sur les parties des animaux,”
book 1, ch. 5, p. 645a.

2 Colette Establet, Jean-Paul Pascual, Fawmilles et fortunes d Damas en 1700 (Damascus,

1994). This study also contains numerous references to the secondary literature on

Ottoman estate inventories; they have not been repeated here.
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Inheritance inventories of this kind survive from many provinces of the Ortto-
man Empire. The formar rarely varies: a preamble records the name of the de-
ceased, his ttles if any, and sometimes his work or profession; this latter piece
of informadon, however, often must be arrived at indirectly, by studying the
lists of implements, instruments, and raw materials the register may contain. On
the other hand, the locality in which the deceased lived or worked is always
recorded, and the same thing applies to the heirs and their legal representatves,
if the latter happen to exist. In the main body of the text, the judge and his
scribes then proceed to enumerate the possessions of the deceased, which in-
clude movable property and real estate and also mortgages.

As in all Ottoman estate inventories, at least those put together in the Syrian
provinces, the judge has carefully described the objects found in the house(s)
and workshop(s) belonging to the deceased, thus inviting the historian to adopt
the role of archaeologist. For in both cases, the scholars concerned attempt to
approach the past by examining real or figurative excavation sites, prospecting
and taking samples. Like the indiscriminate piling up of objects known from
photographs taken in the tomb of Tutanchamoun, our inventories record, pell
mell, whatever was present in a Damascene house of the years around 1700.

The following, third section of the inheritance inventory establishes the
debts payable by the estate. First of all, there appears the money owed by the
deceased; in the case of a married man, a sum of money will usually be due to
his widow, as part of the bridal gift accorded to her at the time of her wedding
(mu’akbkbar sadag). In addidon, this section also contains the funeral expenses
(tadjhiz wa takfin), as well as fees owed for the registration of the inheritance and
the services of a broker. At the very end, there will be a record of the shares
due to the different heirs, expressed in gursh or para, the current coin of this
period.

An analysis of the information contained in these 450 inheritance invento-
ries has allowed us to learn something about the economic, demographic, and
social characteristics of the Damascus populadon. However, only a small mi-
nority of these documents, about thirty in number, permit us to describe the
kitchens or cooking arrangements of Damascene households with reasonable
precision. This applies to 14 men, most of them active in the food trades (‘aztdr,
samman), 14 women, and in addition, two married couples who died at the same
time, presumably in an epidemic. As a thirty-first text, we can add to this batch
the inventory of Sheik ‘Al b ‘Abdalqadir b Abi Djabr al-Sa’di al-Djabawi, a
sheik who was one of the richest men of Damascus during this period. We will
treat this latter inventory separately, both on account of its exceptional richness




CUPS, PLATES, AND KITCHENWARE 187

and to avoid disturbing the neat balance between men and women in the re-
cords documenting our less wealthy Damascenes.

Presenting the objects

One might feel tempted to begin our discussion by simply listing the names of
the objects linked in one way or another to the preparation and consumption of
food. However it turns out that ‘simple’ is an inappropriate term, when it
comes to the description of a daily life lived by people who have been dead for
about three hundred years. Two examples will suffice to illustrate the problems
encountered. It is not always clear which items were really intended for the
preparation and consumption of food. Thus the numerous ibrig and Jegen (ewer
accompanied by a flat basin) were for the most part intended for washing, but
some of them may have served as receptacles for drinking water and other
beverages. We have assumed that when the estate inventories list these two
items together, they were intended for ritual ablutions, or sometimes for per-
sonal cleanliness, namely when the /ger was described as destined for use in the
bathhouse (lgen hamman: or legen li "l-hammam). If by contrast, such ibrig and legen
appear as single pieces, we have decided to consider them as kitchen imple-
ments. But, unfortunately, it is impossible to be certain.

Second, the translation of the terms denoting household goods found in the
register often is doubtful indeed. Certain types of objects are no longer in use,
leaving no trace even in museums documenting regional folklore. As a result, it
is more than risky to attribute this or that shape to an item of which only the
name is known. The dictionaries of Syrian Arabic by A. Bartélémy and of Ot-
toman Tutkish by James Redhouse ate the principal sources for our present
purpose, but they are not without lacunae.3 Thus the meaning of the term
martaban (jar) only appearts in the old Arabic dictionary by R. Dozy.4 Moreover
some of the terms used in our inventories have been given meanings by the
lexicographers that, in the light of our texts, are surprising, to say the least.
Thus A. Bartélémy identifies a vessel known as &arka with the alembic; but that
is difficult to accept, since the karka was made out of copper, not a usual mate-
rial for this purpose. Equally unlikely is the suggestion that sagrag should be
translated as a ‘receptacle for wine’, given that this vessel often occurs in Mus-
lim households.

3 A. Bartélémy, Dictionnaire Arabe-Frangais, Dialectes de Syrie: Alep, Damas, Liban, Palestine
(Paris, 1935); James U. Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon (repr. Beirut, 1987).

4 R Dozy, Supplément aux Dictionnaires Arabes (repr. Beirut, 1991).
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In spite of the risks involved, we have decided to present in a table the almost
1400 pots, pans and trays contained in the thirty household inventories we have
examined. In each case, we suggest a translaton and, in addition, specify the
purpose(s) for which the item in queston appears to have been used.
According to the interpretation suggested, all three known types of open-fire
cookery were practiced in Damascene kitchens. Pots such as the andjara were
used for boiling, while the items recorded as /wbig, miglaya, tawdi, and tawddja
served for frying pastries, meats, or vegetables. Less clear is the evidence for
grilling: presumably the braziers (wanqal, mangal) were used principally for
heating the house, but it is very possible that, then as today, they were
employed for grilling on occasion. Whenever possible, we have included illus-
trations, which mostly show items kept in the ‘Azm Palace Museum of Damas-
cus, see page 321 ff.5

Table 1: Terms and meanings

Number | Arabic/Ottoman Meaning [Function
ofitems | terms
318 findjan, fanidjin small coffee cup drinking
003 martabin jar, lidded pot food prescrvation
016 satl pail food preservation,
transportation
011 hiwan mortar food preparation
010 ibrig gahwa coffeepot food preparation
002 kabdja ladle, skimmer food preparation
002 kafkir skimmer food preparation
001 karka alembic food preparation
005 kukum, giigiim vessel with handle, spout and | food preparation
lid
013 luhiq frying pan food preparation
017 ma’n Damascenc dialect: large pan | food preparation
008 mangal, mangal brazier heating, food
preparation

We would like to express our thanks to the Syrian General Directorate of Museums
and Antiquities, as well as to the director of the Museum for Popular Arts and Tra-
ditions (‘Azm Palace); both authorities have kindly permitted us access to the mu-
seum depots, so that we have been able to take some of the photographs shown in
the present volume.
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Number | Arabic/Ottoman Meaning Function

of items | terms

008 miglaya frying pan food preparation

009 misfiya sieve food preparation

001 sad) bowl for preparing bread food preparation
dough

002 sahhina _pot food preparation

038 tandjara, tandjara copper pot without a handle food preparation
but with a rim turned
outwards

009 tawi, tawdya frying pan food preparation

336 sahn metal or fayence plate, a cating
round shallow dish

003 shawka fork eating

016 sofra support for meal cating

002 furigsh tray food presentation

005 sadr round copper tray food presentation

041 siniyya, sini large round tray food presentation

056 tabaq large plate food presentation

022 tabsiyya, tepsi tray food presentation

015 matbagqiyva set of matching pots food transportation

020 kisa cup personal consumption

021 labaniyya dish for eating rice or personal consumption
yoghurt

009 mashraba cup personal consumption

095 tis/ tasa red copper cup without a personal consumption
handle

132 zabdiyya cup personal consumption

007 ghatd lid

034 ibriq ewer

013 legen, legen basin

004 saqraq pot (for wine?)
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The importance of items relating to the preparation and consumption of food within

the household

When we compare the number of items used in the preparation and consump-
tion of food with those personal objects to be classed as clothes, underwear,
furnishings, arms, jewelry, or books, we immediately note the preponderance of
the first-named category. This observatdon applies both to the thirty houscholds
of more or less ‘ordinary’ wealth and to the one really rich home, that of Sheik
‘All. However, the large number of items involved does not mean that the value
of pots, pans, and crockery made up a significant share of anybody’s fortune;
quite to the contrary, these items were relatively cheap, and, in additon, the
items found in a wealthy home do not significantly differ in value from those
owned by more modest Damascenes.

Since the inventories contain numerous items necessary to daily life along
with their prices, these data invite the historian to count, tabulate, and compare.
The numerical preponderance of cheap kitchenware and crockery may lead the
researcher to the conclusion that everyday necessides, rather than fine objects
intended for display, characterized the domestic interiors even of wealthy Dam-
ascenes living in the Ottoman period. But such a claim only becomes really
interesting if viewed in a comparative perspective; and it is a tempting project
to compare the contents of eighteenth-century dwellings with their contempo-
rary counterparts, both in Syria and elsewhere.

Table 2: The importance of food- & drink-related objects

Owner(s) Number of domestic | Number of items Percentages
objects owned linked to food &
drink
30 houscholders 3090 1375 44.5
together
1 sheik 4257 1555 36.5

und Landesbibliothek Sachsen-Anhalt
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Table 3: The monetary values of food- & drink-related objects (in gurush)

Owners Values of Values of food- Percentages Average values
domestic objects | & drink-related (food- & drink- of food- &
owned items related items to drink-related

total of domestic | items
objects)

30 house- 6688 1154 17.2 0.83

holders

together

1 sheik 7730 1321 17.1 0.87

Eating and drinking in Damascene society

In our previous study of Damascene society, we had noted a double cleavage: a
separation by gender and the division between rich and poor. Eating and
drinking and the preceding preparation of foodstuffs are social acts par excellence.
How can we situate these activities within the structure of Damascene society?

While Table 4 demonstrates that most kitchen implements were owned by
women, men do appear even in this domain. In additon, the items that had
been the property of men were on average twice as valuable as those found in
the inheritance inventories of women. The reason can easily be determined,
because in most cases, involving almost one thousand objects, the judge’s
scribe has specified the materials from which the items under discussion were
manufactured. Men appear as the proprietors of copper vessels, a relatively
durable household resource. Women, on the other hand, typically own items
made of glass or fayence.

Table 4: Not exactly a surprise: the kitchen as a female domain

Gender Number of food- | Percentages (of Values of food- Average values
& drink-related total possessions) | and drink-related | of food- and
objects owned objects (gurush) drink-related

objects

Women 1095 80.3 0793 0.7

Men 0174 13.7 0247 1.4

Total 1269 1040
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Table 5: Ownership of food- and drink-related objects

Material Object Number Male Female Average price
owner owner (gnrush)

djam (glass) tas/ tasa, tepsi, sini 058 001 057 0.6
nuhis hawdn, ihrig, legen, 294 205 083 1.8
(copper) knkum/ giigiim,

lithiiq et6
sini Sanddjin,  martabdn, 508 006 502 0.7
(favence) sabn, tabag
kbashab Juriish, sofra 003 003 000
(wood)
hadid (iron) manqal 002 002 000
djild (leather) | sofra 002 002 000

Thus in the Damascus society of the years around 1700, women possess mainly
the glassware and crockery, and particularly the cups, used for immediate per-
sonal consumption of food and drink. Men, on the other hand, largely appear
as the owners of objects that serve for the preparation of food and beverages;
among the latter figure the ibrig qahwa, mangal, ma’in, lubiqg, and tandjgra. Thus
women appear to have owned light and fragile objects, easily broken, and some
of these cups and bowls may have been largely decorative, bibelots so to speak.
The inventories credit men with the ownership of heavy items used for making
things — which tend to be more expensive. We still do not know how these
different types of objects had come into the hands of their proprietors: possibly
by purchase or inheritance. But it is even more likely that when people married,
both males and females were expected to contribute specific items to the newly
formed household. Unfortunately, the inventories tell us nothing at all about
this matter.

6 In addition: fawd, miqldya, misfdya, matbagiyya, shawka, satl, mangal, ma’in, tandjara,

tds/ tasa, sagraq, sabn, sadr, tepsi, sini, sadr, tabag, ibrig, sabbéna.
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Table 6: Ownership of food- and drink-related items by function
(percentages of all objects owned)

Type of object Female ownership Male ownership
Personal food consumption 222 05
Cups 34 03
FFood- and drink-preparation 06.1 35
Presentation 04.1 09.7
Transportation 00.5 01.7
Conscrvation 00.8 04
Eating 29 36
ibrig-legen sets 02.6 05

Unsurprisingly, the quantity of the food- and drink-related objects in our in-
ventories varies considerably according to the wealth or poverty of the house-
hold in which they have been found. Some houses seem to have been empty, or
almost empty, with a few items essential for survival making up the entire in-
ventory. On an average, the 30 persons studied here each left 45 items relevant
to the preparation and consumption of food and drink, 78 such objects being
owned by women and 12 by men. Some desperately poor dwellings contain
practically nothing; thus we find a deceased person whose meals apparently
were cooked in a single pot (#is); in a second case, a #ds, a tandjara, and a gabdiyya
were the only kitchenware on record, while a third person, probably equally
poverty-stricken, made do with a fandjara, a tds, and a siniyya. Certainly the num-
ber of cases examined does not allow us to discuss the incidence of poverty in
quantitative terms; but without any doubt, the number of destitute people must
have been considerable. In addition, significant inequality with respect to mate-
rial resources can be discerned even from the limited number of cases at our
disposal. All by himself, Sheik ‘Ali b ‘Abdalgadir b Abi Djabr al-Sa’di al-
Djabawi possessed more objects related to the preparation of food and drink
than all the other thirty persons taken together (compare Table 3). Evidently,
social inequality manifested itself in the kitchen as well.

Now that we have introduced the concept of social inequality, the time has
come to modify somewhat our statements concerning the property owned by
women. Certainly cups and other crockery typically belong to females; but this
statement applies mainly to the wives and daughters forming part of well-to-do
families. Our group contains seven women whose inheritances are lower than
250 gursh, and together they own no more than 22 items of this type. By con-
trast, the five females who died leaving more than 500 gursh possess 177 cups
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and other items serving the immediate consumption of food and drink. In the
inventories of poor women, we typically find only pots and pans, indispensible
for cooking, while items from which one ate and drank, such as washraba,
zabdiyya, labdniyya, tisa, and kdsa seem to have been luxuries the poor had to
forego.

This difference apart, however, we have already noted that rich and modest
houscholds used more or less the same implements and recepracles; however,
the materials from which these various picces were manufactured do vary ac-
cording to the economic level of the household. In those houses where at least
one person owning a substantial amount of property lived, many items in fre-
quent use existed in two varieties. Next to objects such as sabn, ibrig, or tabag
made out of copper, we encounter other pieces of the same type made out of
fayence (s7n7). While the latter material certainly is cheaper than copper, it also is
easy to decorate, and thus must have brought color and variety into the house-
hold. Sheik ‘Ali for instance owned 26 7brig, one half made out of copper and
the other half of fayence.

In additon, although both rich and poor cooked in copper vessels, the for-
mer owned more expensive pieces. In the dwellings of people who left a patri-
mony of less than 400 gursh, 185 copper pots and pans were located, worth 198
gursh in all. On the other hand, people whose patrimonies were greater than 400
qursh owned only 154 such pieces, but they were worth 319 gursh; this means
that individual pieces of copperware owned by the well-to-do were twice as
expensive as those belonging to the poor. We can imagine quite a few reasons
for this price differential: first of all, the pots and pans in wealthy homes were
probably heavier, which reduced the risk of burning the food. The copper em-
ployed also may have been of higher quality, and in addition, the wealthy
probably had their most prized pieces decorated with engraved designs.” How-
ever, the inventories examined do not permit us to confirm or disprove this
statement, which thus remains a mere hypothesis for the time being.

On the other hand, the precise descriptions prepared in the kadi’s office
sometimes tell us that certain pots (tandjara, ma'in) or plates (sabn) were ‘com-
plete’, that is, they possessed lids (ghatza) and handles (halg). To own such items
seems to have been a privilege of the well-to-do. For when we examine the

7 Dated (1111-1153 [1699-1740]), the Yawmiyydt shamiyya by Ibn Kannin, ed A. ‘Ulabi,
(Damascus, n.d.): 13 gives a good example of how the value of copper objects could
be enhanced. When referring to the new items placed in the Ummayyad mosques,
he notes that they were of the best quality and great beauty, decorated with both
gold and lapis lazuli and with engraved verses in Arabic and Turkish.
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inventories of ‘our’ thirty ‘ordinary’ Damascenes, out of the 26 pots and plates
described as ‘complete’, 23 were found in the inventories of people with in-
heritances of 500 gurgh and higher. The rich Sheik Ali owned 57 objects de-
scribed as ‘complete’; these include pots and plates, but also ibrig and mashraba.
This should not be taken to imply that lids were not found in the houses of the
poor; but typically, they had lost the pot or plate to which they had originally
belonged and now were part of an ensemble of goods that only chance had
brought together.

The quality of the fayence used also apparently served as a mark of distinc-
tion. Especially valuable pieces have occasionally been identified in the invento-
ries; among the mass of objects described as being made of sin the kadi’s
scribes took particular note of a number of pieces made of Chinese fayence or
even porcelain. Such items were not cheap; while the average price of coffee
cups, as calculated on the basis of 299 items, amounted to 0.2 gursh apiece, 13
cups made of sini farfiiri and belonging to Sheik ‘Ali — who else — cost 6.5 gursh
each. On average, gabdiyyas were valued at 1.4 gursh; but such an item described
as being of siuf farfiiri and owned by a woman was valued at 6 gursh. The famous
fayence of Iznik, well past its prime at the end of the seventeenth century, only
appears in a single instance throughout the registers put together by the kadi’s
helpers. This particular item, a sabn owned by a woman who left an estate worth
1344 gursh, was itself valued at 2.5.

There is further evidence demonstrating that certain refinements of form
and decoration added both elegant variety and monetary value to the domestic
interiors inhabited by well-to-do families. Especially noteworthy are objects
outfitted with a special foot or stand, for instance cups (muka’ab); thus a
woman whose estate amounted to 1128 gursh was the owner of such an object,
worth ten times the price assigned to ordinary cups. However this valuation
may have been due in part to the material of which the vessel was made, or else
to some other unknown reason. For the four cups of this type that were part of
the estate left by Sheik ‘Ali were valued at 2 gursh altogether, so that the differ-
ence from the ordinary variety was much less pronounced. But there always
remained something special about a cup or bowl outfitted with a foot or stand.
Thus Sheik ‘Al’s estate contained a A&dsa of this kind, that was valued at 1.5
qursh, or three times the amount ordinarily assigned to such items.

Other pieces were adorned with gold, silver, and mother-of-pearl; in many
instances, wires made of precious metals doubtless had been inserted into the
coppet. Two #brig decorated in this fashion, whose monetary value unfortu-
nately remains unknown, were found in the household of a woman of means.
An ibrig sini mufaddad, that is, embellished with silver, was owned by another
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woman who was even richer; however, we have no clear idea of its monetary
value, because the scribe has joined it with a perfume or incense burner
(mabkbara mufaddad) ornamented in the same fashion. Taken together, the two
objects were rated at 19 qursh or piasters. Of course objects decorated with gold
or gilt wires (mudabbab) were also present in the household of Sheik ‘Ali; the
inventory records two cups, one of which was valued at 3 gmh, a substantal
sum of money. Moreover, this personage possessed objects with mother-of-
pearl inlays (‘arg /i’li), namely mashrabas, cups, and spoons, while onyx (baldjani)
was also sometimes employed. However these materials did not appreciably
enhance the monetary values of the objects made from them; for the cup with
mother-of-pearl inlay rated a mere 0.5 gursh, while the cups, tabag, and gabdiyyas
made of onyx were but slightly more expensive than the ordinary varieties.

In conclusion

As usual in such investigations, the study of inheritance inventories as a source
for the material culture of Damascenes around 1700 raises as many questions as
it answers. One such problem concerns the gaps in our inventories. Unlike the
custom in certain parts of Europe, the Ottoman inventories contain only the
possessions of the deceased and not those of his wife or her husband. Thus we
cannot answer the question whether all the men and women who died with a
negligible number of pots, pans, and crockery in their possession were obliged
to beg or borrow from neighbors or else do without. It is equally possible that
at least some of them relied on the possessions of the surviving spouses or
other relatives; but unfortunately, there is no way of making sure.

Another unanswerable question concerns the completeness of the invento-
ries. It is not even necessary to impute dubious motives to the family members
and servants sharing the house of the deceased, although presumably some
property was made to ‘disappear’ by these people. But we can also assume that
some pieces were given away by the owner himself or herself during his or her
last illness; and while Islamic law limits deathbed gifts, small and not very valu-
able items, such as coffee cups, jugs, or serving plates, may have been given
away as mementos to favored sons, daughters, or slave women without arous-
ing any objection on the part of the surviving heirs. But even with all these
caveats, the inventories stll permit us a glimpse into the intimacy of Damas-
cene houses that would be impossible in any other fashion.
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Appendix 1, Table 7: The monetary values of food- and drink-related objects
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Object - Number of objects whose Average value
valuc is known
ihrig 010 1.6
kdsa 010 0.6
fepsi, labsiyya 010 0.7
md’in 013 2.1
labantyyat 021 0.9
tandjara 023 2.5
siniyya 026 2.1
tabaq 048 1.4
tisa 063 0.4
zabdiyya 095 1.4
sahn 195 1,1
Sfindjin 299 0.2
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COFFEEHOUSES AS PLACES OF CONVERSATION

Ekrem Isin*

In Ottoman civilization, in the social lives of our ancestors, the art of conver-
sation constituted a most important feature. The process of passing on cultural
values, a central function of Ottoman civilization as indeed of all civilizations,
was largely based upon conversation. This priority of the spoken word is a basis
for the interpretation of communication processes within Ottoman civiliza-
tonl. In the narrow sense of the term, conversation must be viewed as a
method of education and a traditional mechanism for organizing communica-
tion networks. In the wider sense of the term however, the ritualized structure
formed around the ingestion of food and drink must be included in the analy-
sis, since this material side of sociability, with its own specific set of rules,
frames the more intellectual or spiritual aspects of conversation. Ottoman
society, within the framework of the larger Islamic civilization that it had
adopted, raised the ingeston of food and drink to a higher level than that of
merely being an aim in itself, an absolutely inescapable act of daily life. By rein-
forcing these everyday acts with a series of rules based on religious discourse,
eating and drinking became a kind of divine service. Thus a spiritual web
formed around social practices repeated every day and constituted the starting
point for a culture of conversation. The daily acts of eating and drinking oper-
ated as a framework within which a tradition of conversation could play its role
as a communicative mechanism.2

Given this situation, we may pose questions linked to the central issues to
be discussed in the present paper. Is the process linking the culture of food and
drink to the tradition of conversation purely a mental construct invented by the

Yapt ve Kredi Yayinlari, Istanbul. Translated by Suraiya Faroghi.
1 On the manner in which conversation functioned as a process of cultural transfer in
Ottoman society, compare Johann Strauss, “Konusma,” in: Osmanl: Imparatorlugnnda
Yagamak: Toplumsallk Bigimleri ve Cemaatleraras liskiler (16.-20. Yiigyillar), ed. Frangois
Georgeon, Paul Dumont, transl. M. Selen (Istanbul, 2000): 307-85.
For a detailed evaluation, see Suraiya Faroqhi, Osmani: Kiiltiirii ve Giindelik Yasam:
Ortagagdan Yirmind Yiigytla, transl. Elif Kilig (stanbul, 1997): 223-42.

o
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researcher attempting to explain the workings of human society? Or, viewing
the matter from a ditferent angle, which central properties of the practices that
lead from food and drink to conversadon prepare the ground for other, rather
different traditions, which may evolve on a higher level? The scholar who pro-
poses to discuss ordinary people, those most variable elements of social history,
certainly cannot reject the importance of intellectual constructs in clarifying the
muldple and various links between the phenomena under discussion. But it
remains a central concern to every researcher to base these intellectual con-
structs on verifiable data. At the same time, the most productive procedure is
doubdess to approach social practices such as eating and drinking as elements
within a system of rules determined by religion. For in this fashion we may
more easily comprehend the phenomena to which these everyday practices may
lead the people engaging in them, once the practices in question have been
transposed to a higher level.

In the Ottoman world, we encounter a real contradiction between the mul-
dplicity of available foods and beverages, on the one hand, and religious rules
limiting consumption, on the other. When we study the upper levels of Otto-
man society, this contradiction certainly does not disappear, but it is even more
evident on the middle and lower levels. If we limit our observations to the
upper classes and their consumption habits while neglecting the discrepancy
between a highly developed food culture and ingrained religious values inimical
to consumpton, we may easily confuse the picture. On the other hand, if we
limit our study to the middle and lower levels of society, as is often done, we
will exaggerate the puritanical features of a morality that supposedly enthralled
Ottoman society. Yet it remains true that the socio-cultural map on which ‘or-
dinary’ subjects of the Ottoman sultans moved in the course of their daily lives
were shaped by people of the middle and lower levels. Without neglecting this
important caveat, we will posit that the respective practices of ingesting food
and drink followed different paths in shaping conversational tradition. More-
over, in the spaces it constructed for itself, this conversational tradition shaped
a specific form of social communication and thus imparted definite characteris-
tics to everyday life.

The basic difference between traditional and modern lifestyles lies in the
priority accorded to social rituals with a spiritual content in a traditional con-
text. An analogy to this major difference between traditional and modern so-
cieties is also encountered in eatlier ages. Thus there was a world of difference
between the pagan beliefs of antiquity and the monotheistic religions of a later
period. In ancient Rome, the practices connected with the ingestion of food
and drink crystallized in the institution of the festive common meal, the original
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symposium. But this institution never found a place in Islamic societies. While
Ottoman ruling circles were quite willing to accept certain aspects of the Ro-
man-Byzantine tradition, they made no place for the festive common meal
except in a few contexts where it seemed unavoidable. The lower orders of
society internalized a set of rules rooted in the Muslim religion and thus pro-
vided a cultural content to the practices of their daily lives.

The basic framework that Islam brings to the ingestion of food and drink
can be summarized as the principle of self-control, which is central to both the
legalistic and the mystical aspects of the Muslim religion. From a legalistic point
of view, eating and drinking constitute ancillary activities. These should be lim-
ited to the level necessary for keeping a person alive and in health, so that
he/she can fulfil without undue difficulty the basic duty of all human beings,
namely to serve God. At the beginning of this process there is the notion of
r1zk, the sustenance provided by God, which Islamic religious law defines with
the aid of the notions of he/i/ (permitted) and haram (forbidden). Permitted
food is emphatically regarded as a value that makes the human being, in a very
concrete sense, into the slave of God. A set of rules has been developed gov-
erning the consumption of permitted nourishment, which also has shaped the
Ottoman practices of eating and drinking. For example, waste is forbidden.
Religious discourse stresses the value of social solidarity, attempts to level
differences of status, and aims at preventing all ostentation that may interpose
itself between God and His servants.

This attempt to prevent ostentation subjects the people assembled around a
tray of food (sofra) to a set of moral obligations. These are more obvious when
food is being consumed and less so with beverages. By conforming to these
moral rules, eating practices are turned into a form of prayer. Thus, before sit-
ting down to eat, hands and mouth are washed in a manner reminiscent of the
ritual washing before prayers.3 This impression of assisting at a divine service is
heightened by the manner in which people sit down and eat without speaking
except when it is unavoidable, while saying a prayer before rising.

Doubtless this is not the right environment for conversation. A social prac-
tice that allows so little scope to individuality, in which silence takes the place
of conversation, is characteristic of the domestic lives of Ottoman subjects of
the middle and lower classes. The meal constitutes a basic ritual, introverted in

3 On traditional Ottoman étiguette related to food, and dr.ink, compare Kinalizade Ali
Efendi, Devlet ve Aile Ablikz, 11, ed. Ahmet Kahraman (Istanbul, n.d.), and for more
detailed information, see Mehmet Seker, Gelibolulu Mustafa “Als ve Mevi'sdsi'n-Nefiss i
Kavd 1d-1’- I-Mecilis (Ankara, 1997): 397-98.
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character, which in the context of the family brings together people related by
blood. In consequence, this ritual cannot possibly provide an occasion for con-
versation, which aims at establishing communicadon between a variety of peo-
ple who may or may not be related.

With a slightly different emphasis, we encounter the same situation in the
evervday culture of mystcal Islam. The adepts of mysticism view being too
concerned about one’s food as a sign of lack of self-control, of allowing the
baser passions free reign. The principle that a ‘bite’ of food and a vest should
be sufficient for a man’s needs was and is widely accepted in these circles.
Food served to the brethren in the dervish lodge was therefore limited to a
minimum of dishes. In a manner rather similar to what was recommended by
religious law, silence was preferred during the meal. Thus the mundane practice
of eating took place in a mystical atmosphere and was, once again, transmuted
into a form of divine service.5 Given these circumstances, the practices con-
nected with food consumption in dervish circles were not conducive to a cul-
ture of conversation, either.

By contrast, the tradition of conversation was shaped in the context of bev-
erage consumption. Differently from the food rituals previously described,
communication was not disapproved when people gathered to consume a non-
alcoholic beverage. Thus, water apart, all such beverages became inseparable
from the Ottoman way of life.6 Here, rules based on religion had no special
place, and extroversion and enjoyment were the dominant factors. As a result,
the culture of drinking was not limited to the domestic interior; quite to the
contrary, it could create for itself the appropriate spaces outside the family
dwellings. Places where beverages were consumed also appear as the locales of

4 On this issue, Kinalizide states that extreme hunger makes it necessary to disregard
the bounds of polite convention: Kinalizade, Dewlet ve Aile T1: 85.

Among the Mevlevis, table manners have been shaped by the somat erkdnz, one of
the order’s fundamental rituals. When describing the latter, Abdtlbdki Golpinarh
places special emphasis upon the notion of ‘silence’, and states that “food was caten
from a single dish and there was no talking during meals”. In a mystical ritual in
which ‘silence’ constituted the dominant feature, a special sign language was devel-
oped so that the participants could communicate with one another, see Abdilbaki
Golpnarh, Mevlevi Addb ve Erkdn: (jstnnbul, 1963): 126-29.

Richard Tapper, “Kan, Sarap, Su: Ortadogulu Miislimanlarda Igkinin Toplumsal ve
Simgesel Yanlar,” in: Ortadegn Mutfak Kiiltiirleri, ed. Sami Zubaida, Richard Tapper,
transl. U. Tansel (Istanbul, 2000): 215-32.
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conversation, and this shows that a direct link existed between the two activi-
tes.

Coffee 1s at the center of the Ottoman culture of beverages. This stimulant
was originally considered ‘disgusting’ by religious scholars. But given the habit-
forming properties and the popularity of coffee, the consumption of this bev-
erage had a powerful impact upon Ottoman lifestyles. Soon after coffee entered
Ottoman daily life, aficionados met to combine the enjoyment of coffee with that
of conversaton. Beginning in the middle of the sixteenth century, coffeehouses
opened in Istanbul and soon became the places where the magic beverage
united habitués in friendly conversation.”

Alone among all the beverages consumed in the Islamic world, coffee en-
tered daily life as a drink suitable for mystics. Hasan al-Shadhili, the founder of
the dervish order bearing his name, supposedly had discovered coffee. The
story goes that it was his disciples who brought the plant from the Abyssinian
highlands to the Yemen, and so from the very beginning, mystical symbolism
was associated with coffee consumption and a spiritual leader became the hero
of a legend centred upon coffee.8 Certainly, the disapproval of religious schol-
ars hampered the diffusion of coffee, but this beverage, when driven out of the
schools of law and religion, found itself a new space in the dervish convents.
Without any exaggeration, this was the place where coffee became a beverage
whose consumption was surrounded by elaborate rituals of bienséance. In the
long sessions of reciting prayers and the names of God, as well as during the
religious conversations essendal to dervish life, it was necessary to keep the
spirit awake; and it is well known that coffee was consumed by adepts of mysti-
cism for just this purpose. But most importantly, in the context of the dervish
convent, coffee acquired mystical properties. Special ceremonies surrounded its

7 For a general discussion, compare Ekrem Isin, ,More than a Beverage: A Social
History of Coffee and Coffechouses,” in: Coffee: Pleasures Hidden in a Bean (Istanbul,
2001): 19-43.

8  There are three variant versions concerning the manner in which Shadhili dervishes
discovered coffee as a beverage. The first emphasizes the role of the order’s
founder Hasan ‘Ali al-Shadhili; compare Mouradgea d’Ohsson, Tablean général de
IEmpire othoman (Istanbul, 1824), vol. 4: 76. In the second version, related by Katib
Gelebi, the main figure is ‘Ali b ‘Omar al-Shadhili: Katib Celebi, Cihdn-niima
(Istanbul, 1145 [1732-33]): 534-36. The third and ultimate version has Abu Bekir b
‘Ali as its central figure. Compate Ralph Hattox, Kabve ve Kabvebaneler: Bir Toplumsal
Leecegin Yakndog'daki Kikenlert, transl. N. Elhiiseyni (Astanbul, 1996): 18.
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consumption, and the service of preparing coffee became an established office
in many dervish convents, a step on the ladder of mystical training.?

In Islamic mysticism, the notion of ‘training’ involves both the concepts of
‘service’ and ‘conversation’. Since the consumpton of coffee is germane to
both of these, coffee came to fulfill a significant functon in dervish culture.
Certainly the practice of mystical conversaton was much older than coffee
drinking, but these conversatdons became much more effective when accom-
panied by the consumption of coffee. To put it differenty, mystical conver-
sation was centered around the sheik and thus could not avoid a tendency to-
wards monolog. Since drinking coffee during such events encouraged participa-
tion, the social impact was enhanced accordingly.

However, as we have seen, from the mid-sixteenth century on, coffee
drinking was no longer limited to dervish circles. In the coffeehouses, coffee
drinkers created their own spaces, and these institutions brought a totally new
dimension to urban life for ordinary men. For in the coffechouse, such ordinary
townsmen were able to experience the opportunities that only a life attuned to
the outside world was able to provide. Within Istanbul, it is perhaps not sur-
prising that these outposts of the extrovert life were concentrated in Tahtakale,
the area of the Ottoman capital most open to the outside world.10 In the six-
teenth century, most Istanbullus accustomed and attached to their houses and

9 While the ceremonies linked to coffec drinking vary slightly from one dervish lodge
to another, they are all linked to the devotional recital known as the g&zr. At the be-
ginning of the latter, the sura known as the Fatiha, or else the Yasin, is recited four
times, and then a hundred ritual prayers are performed in honor of the Prophet
Muhammad. There follows a recitation of ‘al-Kawi’, one of the names of God,
which is repeated 116 times. During this recital, the dervishes, who have formed a
circle, pass around the coffee cup and drink from it. ‘Al-Kaw1’ is preferred among
all the names of God, because the value of the letters composing this word, when
converted into figures according to the principle of ebeed as explicated in Ottoman
dictonaries, amounts to 116, which is also the numerical value of the word kahveh
when spelled in Arabic characters. Compare, Hafiz Huseyin Ayvansarayl, Mecmun'd-i
Tevdrih, ed. F.C. Derin, Vahit Cabuk (Istanbul, 1985): 18. Among the Bektashis, the
room in which the mystical ritual is executed, called meydan, contains 12 sheepskins,
post, on which the dignitaries of the lodge sit during the ceremony. One of them
bears the name of Shaykh Shadhili and is occupied by the person responsible for
serving coffee. Compare Bedri Noyan, Bektagilik Alevilik Nedir (2" ed., Ankara,
1987): 239.

10 Pecevi Ibrahim, Tarib-i Pegevi (Istanbul, 1281 [1864/65)): 1, 363-64; Karagelebizade
Abdiilaziz, Ravgiti’l-Ebrar (Istanbul, 1248 [1832-33]): 434.
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town quarters found Tahtakale rather disquieting. Here was a dark world where
adventurous seamen stayed for a while, but also European traders of dubious
reputations in their own countries, false noblemen who made a living by ques-
tionable means, and foreign travellers who had succumbed to the charms of the
Orient. From the late sixteenth century on, janissaries in the process of be-
coming artisans also began to enter this world.

And to this welter of human beings and civilizations we must add the asso-
ciations of professional entertainers. Most of these people, who served the
Istanbullus’ need for amusement, were Sinti and Roma. During the summer
season, Tahtakale was full of acrobats, tightrope walkers, and people who per-
formed the strangest tricks with wild animals, and these outsiders all contrib-
uted to the semi-obscure history of this part of Istanbul. Thus Tahtakale, by
virtue of its socio-cultural structure wide open to the outside world, was a tem-
porary home to a lively crowd of marginals, and in this cultural environment,
the first coffeehouses were able to establish themselves as parts of Istanbul’s
daily life.11

Thus the coffee culture, which played a liberating role in the lives of many
men, produced the coffeehouses as its own particular spaces, and this phe-
nomenon can be regarded as the first breach in the closed circle of daily life in
Istanbul’s houses and town quarters. It may be useful to say a few words about
life in these traditional quarters, small-scale units that dominated the lives of
ordinary urbanites before the appearance of the ‘escape hatch’ provided by the
coffeehouse. By the middle of the sixteenth century, the Istanbul town quarter
had emerged from its formative period. The crucial elements constituting the
quarter included several spaces already sanctioned by tradition, namely the
house, which offered families a sheltered world; an area of shops and markets
(¢arsz) where a living could be made; and the mosque or dervish convent, where
religious needs were fulfilled. Ordinary men lived out their lives within these
three basic types of spaces. Activities taking place in the house, garyz, mosque, or
dervish convent, all demanded that the denizens of these spaces develop a
powerful sense of duty. In the introverted world of the town quarter, which,
figuratively speaking, community mores had surrounded by high walls, this
feeling of duty reigned supreme over the subconscious of the inhabitants well
into the late sixteenth century. But with the opening of the coffeehouses, the
male population of Istanbul for the first time began to frequent places not de-
voted to domesticity, work, or religion.

11 On the socio-cultural makeup of Tahtakale in the sixteenth century, see Latifi,
Evsifz Istanbul, ed. N. S. Pekin (Istanbul, 1977): 51-54.
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Thus coffee played a liberating role in the lives of ordinary Istanbullus by per-
mitting them an unprecedented step out of their traditional world. After all, this
step had not been prompted by a feeling of duty, but by the indomitable curi-
osity that human beings feel toward life in its different manifestations. Thus
ordinary men, abandoning themselves to the attraction of the habit of coffee
drinking, came to attend the conversations that took place in the coffechouses.
In consequence, human sociability began to take place in spaces that did not
provide any kind of religious direction.12

As places of conversation, the coffechouses were dominated not so much
by religious rules as by local customs. Here an oral culture ensured the transfer
of knowledge and étiguette. As religious rules became less dominant, the coffee-
house permitted ordinary men to move beyond the unidirectional conditioning
characteristic of monolog and gain the multiple inputs and advantages of
dialog. Conversation which, as we have seen, had in a certain sense created its
own spaces, turned into an open-ended process of acquiring information,
always however respecting its self-imposed rules of polite behavior. In the most
limited sense, information was diffused concerning the life of the town quarter
in which the customers of a given coffechouse happened to live. Local coffee-
houses constituted tribunes for all those who wished to freely discuss the eve-
ryday problems of their town quarters; or at least the tradidons and customs of
such places usually limited the subject of conversation to local affairs. But
much broader perspectives became equally possible, and some conversations
imparted a sense of the broader socio-cultural context of which the townsmen
formed a part.

Rather different were the conversational traditions of janissary coffechouses.
These establishments were special as locales where men subjected to military
discipline, often enough recruited in villages far away from the soldiers’ future
area of service, encountered urban life. At least in the sixteenth century, active
janissaries were supposed to remain single and spend their lives in barracks,
where the men developed a culture quite distinct from that of the townsmen.
However, under the crisis conditions of the seventeenth century, the janissaries
were profoundly affected as an institution. As a result, the rules of the corps,
once carefully observed, were relaxed, and many janissaries began earning a
living outside their barracks. It was now no longer unusual for these military
men to get married, move into town, and struggle to support their families, a
development that entailed transforming soldiers into artisans. One of the en-
terprises favored by such men was that of running coffeehouses, for thus they

12 Ekrem Isin, Everyday Life in Istanbu! (Istanbul, 2001): 64.
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were able to preserve many customs they had adhered to while still on active
duty. In brief, running a coffeechouse made it possible for a shopkeeper to pre-
serve the spirit of the janissary corps.

The janissary coffechouses also diffused the Bektashi order of dervishes
within the town quarters; previously, this order had not had much influence on
urban life, due to its close linkage with janissary discipline. By the seventeenth
century, however, the latter was in full decay, and the mystcal notions of the
Bektashi dervishes and the archaic pride and prowess of the janissaries were
diffused among broader circles of Istanbul townsmen. In this atmosphere, an
insurrectional culture developed under the name of ‘conversations concerning
the state’ (devlet sohbeti). In 1826, when Sultan Mahmud IT brutally abolished the
janissaries following a long history of conflict and rebellion, the coffeehouses
where janissaries and Bektashis used to come together were regarded as centers
of insurrection and closed down.13

Coffeehouse conversations known as devlet sobbeti, directed against the ré-
gimes of Sultans Selim IIT (1789-1807) and Mahmud II (1808-1839), were
doubtless enlivened by the satre and esprzz for which the Bektashis had become
famous. This type of conversation, at times animated by what may be called a
spirit of social nihilism, was directed against the dominant ideology of obedi-
ence to the Ottoman state. After the janissary coffeehouses had been closed
down, a comparable egprit, adapted to the mores of the later nineteenth century,
came to characterize conversations in the coffeehouses frequented by Istanbul’s
firemen, the famed twlumbacis.

Once again the firemen’s coffeehouses formed the foci of a peculiar conver-
sational culture. After all, janissaries and Istanbul firemen possessed certain
common characteristics; in both instances, the men were subject to corps disci-
pline and participated in urban life as outsiders. Among the firemen, certain
specific social types emerged, known as the &abaday: and kiilhanbey, poor and
not adverse to using their fists in any dispute, but bound by their own rather
strict code of honor. Rather than the witty remarks of the Bektashis, so typical
of the old janissary coffechouses, the firemen’s subculture was characterized by
the use of a particular argot. In addition, the culture of the popular singers
(ag2k) imparted a special atmosphere to the firemen’s coffechouses.14 The influ-
ence of these musicians in the places frequented by firemen made music as

13 Sahhiflar Seyhi-zide Seyyid Mehmed Es’ad Efendi, VVak a-niivis Es'ad Efendi Tarib,
ed. Z. Yilmazer (Istanbul, 2000): 640-41.

14 Tahir Alangu, Calgth Kabvehanelerdeki Kiilbanbey Edebiyat: ve Numuneleri (Istanbul,
1943): V.
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important a means of communication as words. Conversaton was
accompanied by song, and in consequence, the relevant coffechouses were
known as sewai kabveleri.15 In these places, ordinary people could listen to their
life histories transformed into song. The conversational tradidons of the
tulumbacs were thereby transformed into a literature in which the particular
truths of a subculture and the reactions of its members to the world around
them found their places. And with the aid of music, this culture of conversation
found its way into the hearts of the participants.

15 Osman Cemal Kaygily, Istanbul’da Semai Kahveleri ve Meydan Sairleri (Istanbul, 1937):
20-21.
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LIFE IN THE MEDRESE

Miibahat Kitikoglu*

We possess a sizable number of sources conveying information about Ottoman
habits, customs, traditions, living conditions, and styles of life. But most of
these reflect the way of living current among the upper classes. They describe
life in the men’s and women’s sections (selamlik, haremlik) of wealthy house-
holds and recount the manner in which the fasting month of Ramadan, festivi-
ties, weddings, and other ceremonial events were experienced in such contexts.
Most of the authors of these writings themselves lived among the well-to-do
members of Ottoman society, and therefore we find in their works relatvely
little information about the lives of even middle-class people. Only when a
pasha lost his exalted position or when war-related difficulties forced an upper-
class family into reduced circumstances did these authors encounter the life-
styles of the middle class.] Even less is known about the particular way of living
of unmarried people, as yet without their own households.

Young men arriving in Istanbul from the provinces to work or study had
first to find somewhere to stay. Those who worked for artisans generally lodged
in the khans of the capital or else in basic accommodations known as bekdr
odalars; comparable habitations for married men were called miiteehhilin odalare.
Non-Muslims lived in buildings known as rumbane, yahudhane, ot frenkbhane; these
structures were rented out room by room. Arrangements of this type are re-
flected in the mid-nineteenth-century official registers known as the temetti
defterleri.2 Young men atriving in the Ottoman capital to study established them-
selves in a medrese, a school for theology and law, provided there was space
available. Undl they found such accommodation, they also were often obliged
to stay in khans.

University of Istanbul. Translated by Suraiya Faroqhi.

1 Cahit Uguk, Bir Imparatorluk Cikerken (Istanbul, 1995).

2 These registers are found in the Bagbakanlik-Osmanlt Argivi in Istanbul (from now:
BBA-OA); for further information, see Miibahat Kitikoglu, “Osmanlt Sosyal ve
Tktisadi Kaynaklarindan Temettii Defterleri,” Belleren LIX /225 (1995): 395-412.
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What do we know about the lives of these young men, who had left their
homes and families to study in Istanbul? We must begin by taking a closer look
at the medrese buildings themselves.

Conditons varied from one medrese to the next. Very often the medreses at-
tached to major foundation complexes (&illiye) offered better sanitary condi-
tions than did the smaller establishments. The vast majority of all medreses were
built of stone and/or brick and possessed but a single floor. Rooms opened
onto a colonnaded passage (revak), which in turn surrounded a courtyard, and
were equipped with fireplaces. Windows were small, probably to prevent loss of
heat. In some instances, there were no windows in the outside walls, and apart
from the door, only a single opening on the side where the colonnade was lo-
cated provided light and air to the cell. Moreover, the windows were closed
with iron gratings, which reduced the supply of light yet further. In front of the
doorways were stands under which wood for the fireplace was stored in winter;
in summer, it was customary to cover them with pieces of cloth or sacking and
sit on top of these structures.3

Buildings with an upper floor were relatively few in number. The mwedreses of
Sultan Ahmed, the Ayasofya, Ca’fer Aga, Mirzeban Sultan, Kemankes Kara
Mustafa Paga, Papaszdde Mustafa Celebi, and Dilgerzade Hoca Semsiiddin
Efendi were among the few two-storeyed buildings in existence. In the medrese
of Hadim Hasan Pasa, an upper story accommodated two rooms; in the
Sokollu Mehmed Pasa, Siyavus Pasa, and Kepenekgi Sinan Medreses, the upper
floor held only a single room. Somewhat special was the situation of the Atk
Ali Pasa Medrese: in the middle of the nineteenth century, the front section had
been torn down to make way for the widening of the adjacent street. To com-
pensate for the loss, an upper storey holding four rooms was added at the rear.
The Cedid Hasan Pasa Medrese, in the quarter known as Vezneciler, was the
only scholastic establishment situated entirely on the first floor of a larger
building. Some medreses were located right in the middle of urban housing, usu-
ally because the open space that had originally surrounded them had been built
upon in later periods. As an inevitable result, rooms in these buildings were
dark, dank, and unwholesome.

In the middle of most medrese courtyards stood a water fountain (sadzrvan).
Some small medreses were not connected to any foundation-owned source of
water supply, and the students managed, as best as they could, with water
drawn from a nearby well. Deficiencies in the water supply obviously had a
negative impact on the health of the students. In the course of the nineteenth

3 Abdiilaziz Bey, Osmanls Adet, Merasim ve Tabirlers, Toplum Hayatz (Istanbul, 1995): 76.
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century, water pipes serving medreses were repaired several tmes; as archival
documents show, it was usually the larger schools belonging to important sul-
tanic foundatons such as the Sileymaniye, Fatih, Sultan Ahmed, Sultan Selim,
Nuruosmaniye, Sultan Mustafa, and $ehzade complexes that benefited from
such projects. In addition, we also encounter repair work on wells or even the
digging of new ones; with respect to the foundation complex of Sultan
Mechmed the Conqueror (Fatih), such a project is documented for the 1870s.
Quite obviously, when such repairs were not undertaken in time, life in the
medreses became very difficult, and students must have complained.

As was also customary in private homes, toilets were located outside resi-
dental structures and housed in separate buildings. Among all Istanbul medreses,
the one exception to this rule was the medrese of the Sultana Valide, also known
by the name of Vani Efendi. In 1912, this institution was moved from its origi-
nal location and re-established next to the eighteenth-century foundation of
Zeyneb Sultan in Giilhane, across the street from the Ayasofya. An inspector’s
report from 1914 recorded this state of affairs: “The toilets and the rooms are
located on the same hallway and opposite to one another, and this is the source
of significant nuisances.”*

Laundry- and bathrooms, the former equipped with fireplaces and large
kettles, were normally situated next to the toilets.5 Since there was no sewage
system in the modern sense of the term, individual sewers needed repairs rather
frequently. When these were neglected, the students voiced their dissatisfaction;
the records of the Ministry of Pious Foundations, preserved in the Ottoman
central archives, contain some documentation on repairs. Thus in 1860, the
sewers of the Medrese of the Sultana Valide in the district of Cargamba were
refurbished.6 In 1869 and 1871, it was the turn of the Fatih Medreses.” Simulta-
neously, the sewers of the Seyh Vefa Medrese also were tackled (1870).8 For

4 Mibahat S. Kititkoglu, “Dari’l-hilifet’l-"aliyye Medresesi ve Kurulusu Arefesinde
Istanbul Medreseleri,” Islim Tetkikleri Enstitiisii Dergisi V11, 1-2 (1978): 45.

5 This is apparent from some the medrese lans available in the BBA-OA. Examples
include the Sultan Abdiilhamid Medrese, the school founded by Abdilhalim Efendi
on Otlukcu Yokusu (section PPK, No 542), and also the scholastic establishment
founded by the Seyhiilislam Yahya Efendi (section PPK, No 553).

6 BBA-OA Irade Dahiliye No 29837.

7 BBA-OA, Evkaf Defterleri (from now: EV), No 18486, fol. 6b and No 18884, fol.
27b. ;

8 BBA-OA, EV 18486, fol. 11/1a.
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the year 1871, we know of repairs undertaken in the Nuruosmanive Medrese.?
A report from the year 1914, concerning the Ibrahim Pasa Medrese in the
quarter of Act Musluk, tells us that the laundry- and bathroom, in addition to
the toilets and water fountain, had recently been repaired. However, since the
sewers and water conduits had not been repaired, the result was putrefaction
and a bad smell.10 In the same year, it was also established that the channels for
evacuating surface water from the area around the medrese of Sokollu, known
also by the names of Ismihan Sultan and Ibrahim Hanoglu in the district of
Eytip, were clogged, so that the courtyards were under water when it rained.!1
For the students living there, this must have resulted in an extremely unpleasant
situation.

Like other Istanbul buildings, the medreses suffered from recurring earth-
quakes and fires. In addition, the revenues of many medreses diminished in the
course of the centuries, so that repairs could not be carried out in time and the
buildings seriously deteriorated. Normally, when a wedrese needed repairs, these
were financed out of foundation revenues. But it could happen that the foun-
dation in question did not have the necessary means or that the bureaucratic
formalities could not be completed on dme. Our archival records tell us that, in
some medreses, life became all but intolerable as a result, and in some cases, the
students petitioned the sultan, directly asking that repairs be undertaken as
rapidly as possible. Even in the mid-nineteenth century, quite a few cases of
this kind are on record. In 1842, the students trying to complete their course-
work in the Ca’fer Aga Medrese, next to the Ayasofya, asked for the necessary
repairs to be undertaken.12 In 1844, the students of the Damad-1 Cedid Ibrahim
Paga Medrese had reason to complain.13 For the year 1845, the pedtion of the
students of the Sekbanbast Kara Halil Medrese located in the district of
Karagumrik, survives.14 Conditions also left much to be desired in the Cedid
Mehmed Efendi Medrese, in the Sultanahmet district (1845), while in the year
1847, the students of the Papaszidde Mustafa Celebi Medrese in Koska and the
Siyavus Pasa Medrese near the Stileymaniye complained about the conditions in

9 BBA-OA, EV 18486, fol. 11/1a.
10 Kiitikoglu, “Dari’l-hilafe”: 41.
11 Kitikoglu, “Dari’l-hilafe”: 137.
12 BBA-OA, EV, 10060, fol. 50b.
13 BBA-OA, EV, 10060, fol. 68a.
14 BBA-OA, EV, 10060, fol. 82a.



LIFE IN THE MEDRESE 213

their respective establishments and asked for redress.1> The students of the
Ayasofya Medrese suffered not from the absence of necessary repairs, but from
the wholescale destruction of their school. This building had been torn down in
the carly 1870s in an effort at restructuring the quarter, and the students had
been distributed among other institutions in the city. However, this situation
turned out to be highly disruptive to the lives and studies of the young men
involved and induced them to start official proceedings. In the end, the
Seyhiilislim intervened, and a new building was constructed.16

The inspection report of 1914 tells us that at the beginning of the twentieth
century, due to the increasing number of students, the original layout of many
medreses had badly deteriorated. Temporary buildings had sprung up in the gar-
dens of many institutions, including all medreses belonging to the Stleymaniye
complex.17 Nor was the situation any better in the other establishments.18 In
most cases, these annexes had been put up by the relevant school administra-
tions, but a few were also built by private persons. It would seem that while
living conditions were poor in all too many medreses, the students were not able
to find better alternatives elsewhere.

In the foundation documents (vakfiye) of certain medreses, the founders had
specified how many people could stay in a single room. Often they also deter-

15 BBA-OA, EV, 10060, fol. 82b-83a; Irade Dahiliye. No 7163, Trade Dahiliye 8384.
16 BBA-OA, Irade-MM, 2003.

17 Thus the Second Medrese had 14 such temporary structures, the Third Medrese
three, the Fourth Medrese four, and the First Medrese, the Medical Medrese and
the School for Candidate Teachers two apiece.

18 1n the ‘Black Sea’ Medreses of the Fatih complex, the school known as Bagkursunlu
had eight and its counterpart the Ayakkursunlu Medrese six such temporary struc-
tures. The Dirilhadis of Omer Hulusi Efendi and the Defterdar Ahmed Celebi
Medrese had six temporary buildings each, the First Medrese of Corlulu five, the
Second Medrese of Corluly, the Ki¢lik Ayasofya, and the Molla Girani Medreses
four, the Damad-1 Cedid Ibrahim Pasa, Mu’id Ahmed Efendi, and Defterdar
Ibrahim Efendi Medreses three apiece. Two temporary structures each were re-
corded in the medreses of Hact Besir Aga, Merzifoni KKara Mustafa Pasa, Esad
Efendi, Kazasker Mustafa Efendi, Ma’lilzide, Gevherhan Sultan, Hekimbasi Omer
Efendi, and Nuh Efendi, while the institutions founded by Riistem Pasa, Cedid Ali
Pasa, Amcazide Hiiseyin Pasa, and Rahikizide possessed a single temporary build-
ing each.

The Yahya Efendi Medrese in the quarter of Sakizagact in 1865 possessed an addi-
tional structure built by a certain Ahmed Aga, while Sirozi Ibrahim ‘had financed
temporary housing for the students of the Defterdar Ibrahim Medrese (1871).



214 MUBAHAT KUTUKOGLU

mined which types of young men should be accommodated within the wedreses
established by a given donor. Thus, no married men were admitted to stay in
the Cedid Abdurrahim Efendi Medrese in the Fath quarter, and the rooms in
this institution were intended for single occupancy.l? But the perusal of a 1791-
92 miedrese register demonstrates that by this time, the medreses of Istanbul did
not contain many rooms actually occupied by just one person. In the very
Abdirrahim Efendi Medrese whose founder had been so concerned about
allotting the students of his foundation sufficient space, there was now a young
beginner sharing the room of the two students officially inhabiting each cell.

Nor was this an exceptonal case, for it had become customary to assign
every official occupant of a medrese cell (oda-nigin, biicre-nigin), also known as a
molla, a beginning student (sarf mollast, ¢omeg) as a roommate. However, the oda-
nisin had to accept the boy in question into his room. This situation probably
explains why, so often, young men from the same town or region came to be
roommates. In some cases, when the senior student was already of an advanced
age, the boy staying with him might be his son or nephew. In some instances,
most of the students of a given medrese came from the same area.20

It seems that once established in a medrese cell, the student had the right to
live there for an extended tme. Quite frequently the room of a student re-
mained empty while the latter was on leave to visit his family or engaged in the
traditional three-month tour of Anatolia during which students could earn
some money while exercising their talents as preachers. The register of 1791-92
contains entries stating that the gentleman (¢fendi) inhabiting a given cell was on
leave in the provinces and his room locked. Sometimes another person lived in
the cell until the regular occupant returned. In such cases, our register records
that the official holder of the cell was on leave and the cell occupied by this or
that other person from a specified district.

Medreses contained special accommodation for the miderris, who was respon-
sible for the teaching, and also for his assistant (»#’id). At imes there might be
more than one miderris staying in a given medrese; thus, in 1791-92, the Ayasofya
Medrese was home to four such personages. In some instances we find the
miiderris staying in a newly added building. It might even happen that people
who had been appointed to judgeships still retained their medrese rooms. But
during their absences it was normally permitted for other men to make use of

19 Vakfiye of the Cedid Abdiirrahim Efendi Medrese, Archives of the Vakiflar Genel
Miuduirligi, Ankara, register 639: 383-88.

20 BBA-OA, Kimil Kepeci 6589/1, which contains a count of the residents of many
medreses, provides many examples of this practice.
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the chambers in question. Thus, in 1791-92, the Ebu’l-fazl Mahmud Efendi
Medrese contained three rooms assigned to an absent kadi; they were occupied
by two candidate teachers, known as wiilazin, and a nephew of the judge. In the
same register we also find that some medreses allotted cell space to prayer leaders
(¢éman). This was true of the Medrese for Prophetic Traditions (Dartilhadis),
founded by Ibrahim Paga in the area of Sehzadebagi, and also in the Sehzide
Medrese itself: in the latter, the iman’s cell was inhabited by his legal represen-
tative.21

The young student known as a gimeg went to class in the mornings, while in
the evenings he served the original occupant by lighting his fireplace or brazier,
cooking his food, carrying in water from the fountain or well, and, once it got
dark, lighting the older student’s tu/umba or lamp. It might even be one of the
¢ome’ duties to entertain the guests of his mentor. On the other hand, the
original occupant, being more advanced in his studies, helped the beginner with
his lessons, so that the association benefited both parties. When the chief occu-
pant of the cell was a teacher, he was served by a senior student.22

Larger rooms were inhabited by many more people. In these dormitory-type
accommodations, a number of advanced students lived together with their re-
spective young servitors. In his famous book known as the Tegdksir, Ahmed
Cevdet Paga recounts that one of the students in the medrese where he studied
always prepared one or two dishes of food.23 Many students received bulgur or
cooking oil from home, and that was a great help; since the better-off families
tended to support their sons during their studies, these young men were privi-
leged in comparison with those from more modest backgrounds. Students from
poor families tried to eat in public soup kitchens as much as possible; but the
food served there contained little fat and was not very nourishing.24

Medrese students also received help from the inhabitants of nearby wealthy
houses. During Ramadan, those who did not leave for the provinces were in-
vited one after the other, to these residences. Students were also provided with
trays of baklava and helva, while at the Feast of Sacrifices, they received the meat
of sacrificed animals as a contribution to their subsistence. When departing the
houses to which they had been invited for the festive meal that marks the

21 BBA-OA, Kamil Kepeci 6589/1.
22 Abdiilaziz Bey, Osmanly Tabirleri, vol. 1: 7.
23 Ahmed Cevdet Paga, Tegdkir, ed. Cavit Baysun (Ankara, 1967), vol. 4: 6.

24 Sebilii’r-resad 249 (11 CA 1331): 249. Compare also Necat C;}glayan, “XX. Astin
Baglarinda Medreselerin Durumu Hakkinda Bazi Distinceler” (Istanbul Universitesi
Edebiyat Fakiiltesi, yayinlanmamis Yiiksek Lisans Tezi, 1978): 19.
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breaking of the fast during Ramadan (iffar), the students were also given
presents known by the picturesque name of dis &irase, or ‘rent for the use of the
teeth’, which latter had supposedly had deteriorated while the students chewed
the food offered to them.25

During the period of their studies, religious scholars /# spe could earn some
money by providing certain services both within and outside the medrese. In
quite a few foundaton documents, money was set aside for people who would
say prayers for the souls of the founders or else of the founders’ ancestors.
Thus even Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, as a young man, took the examination required
of those who wished to read prayers in the Hamidiye Medrese. However, it
turned out that the distance from the insttution in Fath, where the future
pasha had found lodgings, was considerable, and the money he received from
his father was sufficient for his needs. Ahmed Cevdet therefore preferred to
turn over both the duty and the pay of a prayer-reader to a doorkeeper (bevvab)
among his acquaintances.20 Those students who knew the Quran by heart, i.e.,
those qualified as hafig, would recite it during Ramadan, while those with good
voices might edify their listeners with the religious hymns that were an orna-
ment of the superogatory prayers (feravib namagy) performed during Ramadan.
All these activities were suitably remunerated. In addition, as we have seen,
during the months of Recep, Saban, and Ramadan, students could preach in
provincial mosques assigned to them by the local authorities and lead su-
perogatory prayers during the nights of Ramadan. Upon their return, they were
rewarded with gifts of clothing, food, and money.27

Jobs within the medrese, the province of the doorkeeper (bevvab) and janitor
(ferrag), also were often undertaken by the students themselves. Whoever per-
formed the relevant duties received, in addition to the regular stipends, the pay
that the founder had assigned to the servants of his or her foundation. It was
the responsibility of the doorkeeper to close the doors of the school at a certain
hour, to keep an eye on the people entering and leaving the premises, and to
ensure that good order was kept within the compound. When irregularities
occurred, the doorkeeper was expected to inform the miiderris.

In the late Ottoman period, we also encounter a wedrese functionary known
as the kemer. Abdiilaziz Bey, to whose work on Ottoman social life we already
have had occasion to refer, writes that the &ewer was chosen from among the
students themselves. It was the job of this functonary to pick up the bread

25 Abdulaziz Bey, Osmani: Tabirleri, vol. 1: 78.
26 Ahmed Cevdet Pasa, Tegdkir, vol. 4: 6.
27 Abdilaziz Bey, Osmanls Tabirlers, vol. 1: 77-79.
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baked in public kitchens for the needs of the scholars and, on Thursdays, to
bring back and distribute the pilar, a saffron-colored rice dish, and the rice
pudding these institutions had assigned to given medreses. Abdiilaziz Bey also
tells us that the &emer sold the bread of those who did not want it to outside
customers and did the same with the shares of students currently on leave.

From all this we may conclude that the lives of the medrese students were
none too pleasant. But in spite all the disadvantages involved, these institutions
did provide students with a roof over their heads. Unavoidably, sometimes
there were undesirable occurrences, some of which were quite unacceptable in
a student milieu. A document discussing such a case survives from the late
eighteenth century. In the Cukur Medrese on Carsamba Street, seven students
brought a woman to the medrese and feasted with her. After an investigation, the
three students considered principally responsible and the woman were given
prison sentences. It was established that the other four were basically honorable
and respectable people whose presence had been fortuitous.28

Moreover the count of 1791-92, which has provided us with so much useful
information, was occasioned by the fact that some non-students had estab-
lished themselves in Istanbul medreses. At the beginning of the register, this
situaton is explained in the following terms: “It has been an ancient rule to
banish from the sultanic capital and its surroundings those people who are
vagrants and ne’er-do-wells, whose backgrounds are unknown and who cannot
provide sureties for their good behavior. But for a lengthy period, this matter
has not been attended to.” Now however, a count was to be undertaken, and
the document states that those who were not students and could not offer any
sureties would not be permitted to stay in the wedreses.

Yet in this particular period, a count of medrese inmates was by no means a
unique event. A further document from the same period informs us that, to
prevent irregularities in khans and unmarried men’s lodgings, as well as in the
medreses themselves, and to ensure that men without jobs and vagrants did not
establish themselves in these communal lodgings, counts were to be undertaken
every six months.29 For this same purpose, all residents were expected to pro-
vide reliable sureties. Those who did not comply were not to be permitted to
stay, and, in accordance with governmental practice going all the way back to
the sixteenth century, would have to return to the towns and villages from
which they had come.

28 BBA-OA, Hatt-1 Hiimiytn (HH) 9828.
29 BBA-OA, HH 19895.
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LIFE IN AN ISTANBUL TEKKE IN THE
EIGHTEENTH AND NINETEENTH CENTURIES
ACCORDING TO A “MENAKIBNAME” OF THE

CERRAHI DERVISHES

Nathalie Clayer*

Dervish lodges, or rekkes as they were usually called, were not only places of
worship, but also housing complexes where people lived and carried out the
routines of everyday life. According to a study by Klaus Kreiser, the number of
men living in dervish lodges in Istanbul around 1820 amounted to at least 1
percent of the adult male population of the Ottoman capital; and the figure had
reached approximately 2.5 percent by about 1868.1 In 1885, an Ottoman set of
statistics counted 1,091 men and 1,184 women living permanently in 260 Istan-
bul zekkes.2 Even if these figures are open to discussion, they at least indicate
that the number of people inhabiting fekkes in a large city such as Istanbul was
not negligible.3 The first part of this paper undertakes a general consideration

*  CNRS, Paris.

1 Klaus Kreiser, “Medresen und Derwischkonvente in Istanbul: quantitative As-
pekte,” in: Economie et Sociétés dans 'Empire ottoman, fin du XVIIIe-début du
XXe siecle, ed. ].-L. Bacqué-Grammont, Paul Dumont (Paris, 1983): 109-27.

2 Nedret Tsli, Thierry Zarcone, “La population des couvents de derviches d’Istanbul a
la fin du XIXe siécle,” Anatolia Moderna — Yeni Anadolu II = Derviches et
cimeti¢res ottomans (Istanbul, Paris, 1991): 209-20.

3 Around 1820, there were 684 men resident in 171 tekkes, while the second source is
dated around 1868 and mentions 1823 residents for 251 tekkes. In 1885, Ottoman
officials counted 1091 men and 1184 women for 260 tekkes. These figures are
difficult to interpret, not only because of the progressively increasing number of
tekkes taken into account, but also due to the fact that the criteria for inclusion have
varied. For example, in the first list, it seems that only dervishes were counted,
while in the second census little boys from the seyhs’ families were also registered,
seec Nathalie Clayer, “Un établissement de derviches stambouliote: le tekke
d’Imrahor,” Anatolia Moderna = Yeni Anadolu VI (Istanbul, Paris, 1996): 57.
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of fekkes as living spaces. The second part presents a case study of one of the
Sufi establishments of the Ottoman capital, namely the Nureddin Mehmed
Cerrahi Tekkesi, focusing on the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. This
account is based on a manuscript written by its last geyh, who officiated when all
dervish orders were closed down in 1925.

Tekkes and their inbabitants

Tekkes are, above all, centers of the religious lives of various Zarikats, or mystical
brotherhoods. Over tme, this life has become increasingly institutionalized, and
material concerns have attained a growing importance. The word fekke has
become a generic term referring to any dervish establishment. In reality, there
have been, and stll are, several types of Sufi ‘lodges’. The spatal structure and
the lives lived within them have varied according to the period considered, the
members’ social rank, and the #arikars to which the lodges in queston have
belonged. Location has also been an important factor; it has never been indif-
ferent whether a lodge was urban or rural, or whether it was situated in the
Balkans, in Istanbul, or in the Arab provinces.

This diversity is, in part, reflected in the variety of terms used to designate
dervish establishments: ribat, hankabh, dergab, zaviye, tekke, asitane, and so on.
Generally speaking, the term ribat tends to refer to establishments from earlier
periods, and asitane to the main fekke at the center of a farikat network. The
word gaviye denotes an ‘ordinary’ lodge, of modest dimensions at least in later
periods. By the term dergah, Ottomans have normally meant an establishment of
some size and social impact, with a tomb attached to it.4 But the different nu-
ances of meaning are not always very clear, and no study has been undertaken
on this subject.

Nevertheless, it is evident that sufism — and its position within society —
evolved in the course of time. Of central importance was the changeover from
the “mobile” sufism of the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries around gawiyes
which were establishments made up of a few cells around the prayer hall of a
mosque, for the accommodation of dervishes and guests, into a more organized
and controlled Ottoman sufism. This latter sufism revolved around zekkes,
which from the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries on accommodated more
stable mystical communities, often on the model of wedreses, and thereafter, in

4 Raymond Lifchez, “The Lodges of Istanbul,” in: The Dervish Lodge: Architecture, Art,
and Sufism in Ottoman Turkey, ed. Raymond Lifchez (Berkeley, Los Angeles): 73-129,
n.b. p. 76.
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the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, followed a rather specific new model.5
This new form of organization was undeniably affected by another significant
trend, namely the widespread introduction of hereditary succession (evladiyes) to
the leadership of the fekkes. As a result, fekke life became closely intertwined
with that of the gey/’s family.

Depending on the farikat, the mystical doctrine also had implications for the
members’ way of life, notably because it led to different concepts of the mystic
in society. In a few farikats, such as the Bektashiyye or the Kalenderiyye, the
principle of renouncing the world (ferk-z diinya) led sheiks and dervishes residing
in sekkes to adopt celibacy. By contrast, most other brotherhoods emphasized
the role of the mystic in society, often according to the principle of “[mental]
seclusion within [a concourse of people]” (halvet der enciiman)6. Finally, it is evi-
dent that regional features, such as an urban or rural setting, also influenced
tekke life.

Despite these developments and the variety of /ekkes resulting from them,
there have been some obvious constants in the spatial structure of Sufi es-
tablishments throughout the Ottoman Empire, particularly when the researcher
focuses, as I do, on Rumelia and Anatolia since the eighteenth century. Thus a
tekke comprises two central spaces: on the one hand, the #irbe or mausoleum,
where the veneration of saints (founders, former geybs, members of the geybs’
families, etc.) takes place, and on the other, the hall for prayers and rituals
(tevhidhane, semabane, or meydan). One can generally identify an “active spatial
relation” between these two structures.” It is notable that, after a fekke has been

5 See Semavi Eyice, “Ilk Osmanli Devrinin Dini-Igtimai Bir Miiessesesi. Zaviyeler ve
Zaviyeli-Camiler,” Iktisat Fakiiltesi Mecnmas: 23/1-2, (Ekim 1962-Subat 1963): 3-80;
AY. Ocak, S. Fardki, “Zaviye,” Islam Abnsiklopedisi 13:468-78; Mustafa Kara, Din,
Hayat, Sanat Agsindan Tekkeler ve Zaviyeler (3 ed. Istanbul, 1990); Nathalie Clayer,
Mystiques, état et société: Les halvetis dans L'aire balkanigne de la fin du X V% siécle a nos jours
(Leiden, 1994): 160-63.

6 See Thierry Zarcone, “Pour ou contre le monde, une approche des sociabilités mysti-
ques musulmanes dans 'Empire ottoman,” in: Vivre dans 'Empire ottoman: Sociabilités
et relations intercommunantaires (XV1e-XXe siécles), ed. Frangois Georgeon, Paul
Dumont (Paris, 1997): 21-29.

7 See M. Baha Tanman, “Settings for the Veneration of Saints,” in: The Dervish Lodge,
Architecture, Art, and Sufisn in Ottoman Turkey: 130-71. In some cases, the tevhidbane is
the prayer hall of a mosque. Sometimes there is no #irbe, this will occur when the
lodge is reduced to a room in a private house, where the dervishes can meet and
perform prayers and rituals.
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destroyed, the first building to be reconstructed has generally been the #irbe, as
the source of the site’s sanctity.8 Following the mausoleum and the hall for
prayers and rituals, the third important room within a dervish establishment is
usually the kitchen (watbab, as evi, mutfak). 1t 1s well known that, in certain or-
ders, such as those of the Mevlevis and Bektashis, this room has also played a
role in the training and initation of new dervishes.? While these two cases are
doubtless the most famous, the kitchen has also occupied a central space in the
lodges of other tarikats, as we shall see in our case study concerning the central
tekke of the Cerrahiyye dervish order, a branch of the Halvetyye. After all, the
provision of food and hospitality has always been a major duty of dervish
communides. Moreover, drinking coffee assumed such a significant position in
tekke life that some such establishments, particularly in the Balkans, incorpo-
rated a special room for the preparation of coffee, known as the kabre ocag.
Tekkes also comprised other rooms in varying numbers: recepton and
meeting halls (wisafir odasi, meydan odasi), cells or chambers for the geyh and det-
vishes (biiceral), and often one or several small spaces, generally without win-
dows, for spiritual seclusion (halvet odasi, halvethane, ¢ilehane). There was also a
residence for the geyf’s family, more or less elaborate according to circum-
stances, and in rural areas one might expect farm buildings. In Rumelia, there
were summer rooms, inhabited from Saint George’s day (or Hizis Day,
Hidrellez, falling on May 6th) on, and winter rooms, inhabited from Saint
Demetrius Day on (or Kasim Day, which falls on November 8th). While, func-
tionally speaking, this arrangement did not vary greatly between fekkes, archi-
tecturally, of course, the differences could be quite pronounced.10 I think that
we can define three circles of inhabitants of dervish establishments, based on
the positions of the people affiliated with a given lodge to the institution with
which they were connected. The “first circle” was formed by the geyh and his
family, if he had any. Where succession to the geyh’s position was hereditary, all
the family members enjoyed the spiritual power (baraka) of the ancestors and
thus acquired a special status. Consequently, intermarriage between geyhs’
families became very common. Then we have a “second circle”, made up of
dervishes living permanently within the fekke, generally without families and
participating directly in the religious life of the farikar. The “third circle” was

See, for example, the case study below. In Albania today we also witness this phe-
nomenon, after the numerous destructions that occurred during the communist pe-
riod.

9  Ayla Algar, “Food in the Life of the Tekke,” in: The Dervish Lodge. ..: 296-303.

10 See, Lifchez, “The Lodges of Istanbul,”: 73-129.
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made up of persons — dervishes, muhibs, the brotherhoods’ sympathizers,
and/or others — residing temporarily in dervish lodges. In rural areas, for
example, it was not uncommon for mubibs or dervishes living in villages to
spend several nights in their seyh’s tekke in the nearby market town, where they
came to trade or deal with the authorities. On these occasions, they slept in
certain rooms of the selamlik and in reception rooms set aside for this very
purpose.ll Nevertheless, the people who spent day and night in their fekkes
were not the only ones to determine what went on in these establishments. In
fact, many people living outside the dervish lodge participated in its life, and
thus one can identify a “fourth circle”, comprising married dervishes,
candidates for admission to the order (#uhibs), and sympathizers, who regulatly
frequented the fekkes, as we shall see in the following case study.

Investigating the details of the /ekkes’ inner lives during the Ottoman period
is more difficult, due to the limits of the available sources. Of course, acts of
foundation (vakfiyyes) provide some information; these documents specify the
localities in which the relevant lodge and its revenue-producing properties were
situated and also contain brief descriptions enumerating the different types of
rooms as well as the names of the religious staff, often with data concerning the
latters’ functions, salaries, and incomes.12 Travelers” descriptions also provide
valuable bits of information, especially about architecture and the enactment of
ritual ceremonies. Furthermore, surviving edifices constitute historical evidence
in themselves. From another perspective, the observation of zk#kes that are still
active today can be useful, as long as one allows for the inevitable changes that
have occurred in the course of time. But the most revealing sources about the
wortld of the fekkes are doubtless the texts written by fzrikat members them-
selves: books of legends (menakibnimes), collections of miscellaneous texts
owned by different seybs (mecmuas), and diaties of people associated with a given
tekke 13

In the present paper, I shall use the work written by the last seyh of one of
the most prestigious dervish lodges of the Ottoman capital, namely the zekke of
Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi. The author held office at the time when the der-

11 Clayer, Mystiques, état et société: 349.

12 As an example, see the description obtained, thanks to the fabrir defteri of 953/1546,
of the Imrahor Tekkesi in Yedikule: Clayer, “Un établissement de derviches
stambouliote...,”: 40.

13 See, for example, the study by Carter V. Findley concerning the memoirs of Asct
Dede Halil Ibrahim: “Social dimensions of the Dervish Life, as seen in the memoirs
of Asct Dede Halil Ibrahim,” Economit et sociétés dans 'Empire ottoman: 131-43.
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vish orders were closed down in 1925, and his book is tted Envar-c Hagret-i
Nureddin Cerrabi (The Lights of His Excellency Nureddin Cerrahi). Written in
the mid-twenteth century, it has not been published. It is thanks to the present
seyh that T could obtain a copy of the typescript, which constitutes a transcrip-
tion, in Latin characters, of the original manuscript, appar ently now lost. 14

Although presented by its author as a mwenakibndme, the book is not really
what is commonly understood by this term, namely a collecton of saints’ leg-
ends and miracles. It is more like a collection of biographies (tabakaf) covering
the rekke’s seyhs and their deputies (balifes), accompanied by an introduction
explaining the farikat rules. The interest of the work lies in the fact that its au-
thor, Seyh Ibrahim Fahreddin Sevki, has used several kinds of sources: older
menakibndames, seyhs’ spiritual genealogies (se/szlendmes), documents confirming the
right of a given dervish to spread the teachings of his order (icagetnimes), oral
tradition, but also zakfiyyes, imperial orders, and other documents once kept in
the archives of the Nureddin Cerrahi lodge but not at present available to re-
searchers, if indeed they survive. With the help of this rich material, it is possi-
ble to describe some features of life in an Istanbul fekke during the eighteenth
and nineteenth centuries.

A case study: the Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi Tekkesi in Istanbul

The #ekke of Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi was founded in 1703 through the con-
version of a house in the Karagiimrik quarter, near the Edirne Gate, in old
Istanbul. Between 1761 and 1774 and, after an interrupton of about thirty
years, from 1805 untl the closure of all dervish establishments in 1925, it re-
mained in the hands of the same family, that of Seyh Yahya Moravi. The zekke
became the asitine, the main and central establishment of the network of a
newly created Halvetiyye branch, namely the Cerrahiyye, which spread mainly
in the Ottoman capital and in Morea.15 In the second half of the nineteenth
century, it had turned into one of the largest Zekkes in Istanbul. According to
Klaus Kreiser’s study, with 22 male inhabitants around 1868, it belonged to the
small minority of zekkes, no more than 8 percent in all, with more than 20 resi-

14 1 am greatly in Seyh Sefer’s debt for having given me access to the typescript. 1
thank him respectfully for this kindness and for making me welcome in the tekke.

15 About the Cerrahiyye, cf. Senay Yola, Schejch Nureddin Mebmed Cerrahi und sein Orden,
1721-1925 (Berlin, 1982). Concerning more particularly its expansion in the Balkans,
see Clayer, Mystigues, état et société: 256-59 and index.
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dent dervishes (bicrenisins).16 In 1885-86, 13 men and 14 women were living in
this establishment.17 Apart from its size, the Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi
Tekkesi was also a religious center of considerable reputation, richly endowed
by the sultans.

Ibrahim Fahreddin’s work provides data on various aspects of life in this
tekke. We will divide them into three categories: beginning with buildings, mate-
rial objects, and food; continuing with a discussion of the inhabitants; and fi-
nally considering the everyday life of the lodge. Whatever material information
Ibrahim Fahreddin’s book contains is linked, in most cases, to the religious
endowments (vaksfS) or other pious donations accruing to the establishment.
The donors were mainly seyhs of the fekke, influential persons of the Ottoman
administration, sultans, or members of the imperial family. It was, to a great
extent, through »saksfs that the buildings were regularly constructed, repaired,
restored, and improved. In 1180/1766-67, the sadragam Muhsinzade Mehmed
Pasa, who was a hbalife of Seyh Yahya Moravi, had a new building constructed
“in the old style” (targ-s atik iizgre).18 Sixteen years later, the fekke was destroyed
during a major fire that ravaged the entire area of Balat. The geyh, his family, and
his dervishes, that is to say all the inhabitants of the lodge, had to move to an-
other Cerrahi fekke, finding a home in the Sertarikzade Tekkesi, in the Nisanc
quarter. But this establishment soon went up in flames as well, and so another
move became necessaty, this time to the house of the fekkes imam, near the
Kariye Camii. There geyhs and dervishes lived and performed their religious
duties for approximately one year, until donations from farikat members had
made possible the reconstruction of the firbe, of a kiosk (kigk) in front of it for
the performance of the order’s rituals, and of a room for the dervishes. This
was only a temporary solution, and in 1199-1200/1784-86, the Galata
Voyvodasi, an influential member of the Ottoman administration, ordered the
construction of a tevhidhane and cells (biiceral).19

In the early nineteenth century, the zekke began-to enjoy the Sultan’s favor as
well. As a result, the lodge was renovated and embellished approximately every
twenty years. In 1233/1817-18, Mahmud II issued an order (irade) for the re-
construction of the tirbe, the tevhidhane, and the biicerat, as well as the building of
an imperial pew or gallery (mabfil-i hiimayun). The Sultan himself was present at

16 See Kreiser, “Medresen und Derwischkonvente...”: 116; Bagbakanlik Arsivi, Kamil
Kepeci Evkaf No 6290/1, fols. 174-75.

17 According to the Ottoman statistics mentioned supra, in footnote No 2.
18 Envar-1 Hagret-1 Nureddin Cerrabi, vol. 11: 88.
19" Envar, vol. 11: 114-116.
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the inauguraton, which took place in the same year, during the holy night
known as Berat gecesi20 On a later visit, in 1251/1835-36, Mahmud II ordered
the restoration of the selam/ik and the construction of a new harem dairesi on the
site of an adjacent house.2! Sultan Abdilmecid followed the example of his
predecessor. In 1274/1857-58, he issued an Zrade ordering extensive repairs to
the tevhidhane and part of the harens dairesi, while the biicerat were demolished and
completely rebuilt.22 New repairs were underway in 1300/1882-83, while,
mainly thanks to a gift from Sultan Abdilhamid II, a new roof was built over
the tirbe and the fevbidbane in 1311/1893-94. At this same time, the external
walls also underwent extensive repairs and were painted and decorated; in addi-
tion, the biicerat were also restored and repainted. The same sultan ordered the
demolition of the old barem dairesi and its complete reconstruction; this project
also involved the provision of new furnishings (mwefrusal), and modernization
extended to the bicerat as well. All these transformations occupied the space of
two years.23

It was also often through vaksfs that the 7ekke was able to undertake minor
repairs, light candles and oil lamps in the #irbe and tevbidbane, install water pipes,
repair or replace the courtyard’s sadirvan, and pay for various embellishments.
For example, Seyh Ibrahim Efendi (d. 1193/1779) donated a house of his own,
located near the Balat Gate, to a pious foundation with the following purposes:
the replacement of the headdresses (fa)) and the turbans on the tombs of
Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi and Seyh Veliyiiddin as well as those on the donor’s
own future grave whenever these ornaments would begin to disintegrate with
age; the placing of candles every evening at the head of the first-mentioned two
tombs and an oil lamp in front of Seyh Ibrahim’s own grave; the payment to
the guardian of the mausoleum (#irbedar) of four argin (about 2.7 m.) of cloth
annually to make himself a vest (hrka); and the undertaking of minor repairs
within the zekke24 In 1246/1830-31, the geyh of the time installed new water
pipes made of lead and covered with bricks and mortar, which brought water
from Karaglimriik to the zekke, while a woman dervish from the community
had a large marble sadirvan, made from a single block, set up in the courtyard.25

20 Envar, vol. 11: 196.
21 Envar, vol. 11: 212.
22 Envar, vol. 11: 273.
23 Emvar, vol. I1: 274.
24 Envar, vol. 11: 110.
25 Envar, vol. 11: 211.
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Some years later, thanks to the donation of an gyan from Ko6stendil in today’s
Bulgaria, who was a farkat member, further embellishments were made. These
included marble borders framing the tombs, in addition to wrought iron railings
and gratings, some of them decorated with gold stars.26 The mother of Sultan
Abdilmecid, Bezm-1 Alem Sultan, had coverings made for the sarcophagi, and
presented two huge candlestick-shaped chandeliers, made in France, as well as
other candlesticks for the #irbe. A fixed annual quantity of candles and oil for
the lamps was included in this gift.27 In 1323/1905-06, following the sale of the
goods of a deceased dervish, in accordance with the lattet’s will, new iron water
pipes were laid from Karagiimrik to the zekke.28,

It was again through religious endowments that certain quantities of food
were provided to the kitchen. The food consumed far exceeded the amount
needed by those living in the fekke, or to be exact, of the first “three circles” of
its inhabitants. In fact, as in every Zekke, meals were constantly offered to tarikat
members or sympathizers living outside, as well as to visitors and the poor.
Thus, for example, Seyh Yahya Moravi gave the establishment 50 &7/ (1,825 kg)
of rice and the same quantity of wheat annually, in the form of a wks29 In
1224/1809-10, Sultan Mahmud II assigned the sekke 6 kzyye (7.8 kg) of mutton
daily. In the following years, he issued two other sultanic commands (fermans)
granting 2 £zl (73 kg) of salt daily and 50 £/ of rice, as well as 50 kile [1825 kg]
of wheat and 50 4/ [1825 kg] of batley annually.30 The wife of the aforemen-
toned ayan of Kostendil donated a garden and a mill in the shape of a pious
foundation to provide food for the fekke’s fikara and olive oil for the lamps lit
in the Zirbe every night.31 Someone else endowed the rekke with eight double
flat breads (¢t fodla) daily from the foundation of Sultan Bayezid II (Beyazit
Imaret).32

26 Envar, vol. 11: 216.

27 Envar, vol. 11: 219-20.

28 Envar, vol. IT: 124-26.

29 Envar, vol. IT: 88. Scyh Yahya possessed several rural holdings (¢f#/iks) in Morea; his
son Seyh Abdiissekur, when he succeded to his father at the head of the fekke, gave
as a vaksf 30 ¢iftliks belonging to him in Morea, in order to provide food to the
tekke’s fukara (Envar, vol. I1: 106).

30 Envar, vol. IT: 195-96.

31 Linvar, vol. I1: 273-74.

32 IEnvar, vol. II: 309.
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It was also through an endowment of 2,000 volumes, the generous gift of Seyh
Yahya Moravi, that the rek&e’s library was enriched; however the books were
later destroyed in the fire of Balat.33 Other repairs, decoratons, and provisions
were not financed by way of wksfs, but through smaller donations from
dervishes, people having received a first initiation (wurids), or sympathizers,
especially on the occasion of visits to the #irbe. Part of the fekke’s mural orna-
mentation consisted of calligraphic designs on wooden boards (lvhas), created
by tarikat members, seyhs or dervishes proficient in this art.34

The last detail given by Ibrahim Fahreddin in connection with the material
life of the rekke concerns the lodge’s brazier-based heating system. Although
the story is a legend (menkabe) glorifying Seyh Veliyiiddin, the halife who suc-
ceeded Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi as head of the fekke, the scenario is credible,
apart from the miraculous ending. It was winter, so the story goes; a dervish
had lit a fire in a brazier (mangal) and placed it in the middle of the geyh’s room
(seyh hiicresi) where Seyh Veliyiddin was sitting. The latter, observing that the
charcoal (kdmiir) was not well lit, emptied the brazier into the skirt of his hzrka
and picked out the smoldering pieces of charcoal from the embers with his
hand.35

Ibrahim Fahreddin’s book also provides information about the fekke’s in-
habitants. The “inner circle” consisted of the geyh and his family. In the first
years of the establishment’s history, before the geyl’s succession became
hereditary, whenever the latter resigned, he and his family also vacated the
lodging, which was turned over to the new head of the fekke. When a geyh had
died, the same thing was expected of his widow and children.36 But in 1805, the
tekke fell definitively into the hands of Seyh Yahya’s family, whose members
lived in the establishment until 1925. Thus the fekke became the theater of the
births, lives, weddings, and deaths of members of the sheikly family, and their
last resting places were also in the zekke compound.37

Ibrahim Fahreddin describes above all the deaths and burial ceremonies as
in the case of two postnisins. One of them had died while in spiritual seclusion,

33 Envar, vol. II: 88.

34 See, for example, Envar, vol. II: 304.

35 Envar, vol. II: 1.

36 See Envar, vol. II: 71.

37 When a child was born, the seyh used to note the time of its birth in his collction of
texts (mecmua) (Envar, vol. II: 239). Wedding ceremonies also seem to have taken

place in the fekke, our source referring to the third marriage of Seyh Abduilaziz
Zihni (Envar, vol. I : 235).
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that is in the halvethane, and the other while participating in the 438 The
funerals and related ceremonies held within the establishment will not be de-
scribed in detail here; a few words must suffice. After having been washed
(gasd), the corpse was placed in the sevhidhane. Prayers and the gikir were recited,
then the body was transported to the Mosque of Fatih for a ritual prayer
(namag). While the funeral itself took place in the fekke, the corpses of the geybs,
and also those of their wives and children, including those who had died young,
were buried not in the cemetery, but in the #irbe itself. This was followed by
forty days of prayers and rituals.

The family quarters, known as the barem dairesi, were directed by a woman,
generally the geyh’s wife.39 After the deaths of Seyh Abdiilaziz Zihni’s first two
spouses, his sister helped manage this part of the éompound.40 The family’s
adult women had a special role to play within the ze4&e. This was not confined
to the smooth running of the baremlik, but appears to have extended to life in
the selamlik as well: the reception of farikat members, guests, and the poor was
part of the senior women’s responsiblities. When Seyh Muhammed Rizaeddin
married a young girl of thirteen, the four adult women living in the establish-
ment trained her to perform the fukara valideligi, the service of being “mother to
the poor and the dervishes”.41 What exactly was a fukara validesi ot valide bact
expected to do? Ibrahim Fahreddin’s work unfortunately does not give us any
details on that subject.

The “second circle” of fekke denizens was largely made up of resident der-
vishes. A few such persons resided in the Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi Tekkesi,
permanently or for long periods of time. They performed special duties or ser-
vices (higmed) in a very precise and regular manner, according to the fixed rules
that governed both the religious and everyday lives of the group. There were
thirteen other offices or duties besides that of the postnisin, held by the seyh him-
self. In addition to the sertarik or seyh’s deputy, there was the ag responsible for
the kitchen, a duty which generally fell to one of the gey/’s sons or to one of

38 Envar, vol. II: 123, 167.

39 Apparently it was not very common for the seybs of the #ekke to have more than one
wife at the same time. Seyh Abdulaziz Zihni (d. 1270 [1854]) had three wives, but
successively. His elder son, Seyh Yahya Galib (d. 1315 [1897-98]), had two wives,
but the second was much younger than the first one, and the two marriages were
twenty years apart. His younger son, Muhammed Rizaeddin (d. 1331 [1913]), had
only one wife.

40 Envar, vol. 11: 235.

41 Envar, vol. I1: 319-20.
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those most senior in the service of the /arikatd2 Together with the postuisin,
these two dignitaries formed the digler meydan:, charged with responding to the
tekke’s spiritual needs. The gakirbag: or head of the chanters during the gikirs,
the /mam or prayer leader, the meydanc or censer bearer during the ceremonices,
and the #irbedar or guardian of the mausoleum, together with the first-men-
doned three dignitaries, made up the yediler meydan: dealing with the /zekke’s
administration. They were assisted by the &apuen, in charge of opening and
closing the doors; the asadar, or bearer of a ceremonial staff; the &abve nakibi,
reponsible for the coffee service; the pagare, who attended to the shopping; the
¢irqder, responsible for lighting the candles; the feras, or sweeper; and the sak/,
responsible for the distribution of water. All these people, together with the
seven aforementoned officers, construted the ondortler meydanz, the members of
this extended council settled questions concerning farikat members.43

It seems that these fourteen offices or dutes were performed cither by
celibate dervishes living in the fekke or — probably in most instances — by
married men who, while not spending the nights in the lodge, served the
establishment throughout the day, thus comprising the “fourth circle” defined
above.44 Ibrahim Fahreddin gives a few examples of bachelors, for instance
Seyh Ahmed Hayreddin, son of a Rifa’l geyh from Bosnia, who performed
several services in the fekke, rising to the rank of meydanc. Though he was
offered the directon of another establishment, he refused in order to stay in the
tekke, where he died in 1286/1869-70.45 Another case is that of a certain Seyh
Ibrahim Efendi, who, officiating as a &abve nakibi, then as a meydancs, did not

42 Eunvar, vol. I: 77. Sce also the description of the role of an a5z in another fekke “as a
manager of the dervish meeting hall”, according to the memoirs analyzed by
Findley, “Social dimensions of the Dervish Life...”: 133-34.

43 Envar, vol. I: 74. There is also a kwklar nmeydan, assembly of the forty, which
consisted of the fourteen office-holders (bigmetnigin) just mentioned, and in addition,
26 other farikat members, that is to say dervishes frequenting the sekke. This
assembly dealt with important affairs (umur-n miihimme) concerning the establish-
ment and the community.

44 Maybe some of them who had work to do in the outside world were present on

certain days only, or else merely in the mornings and evenings. Thus As¢t Dede
Halil Ibrahim, who was as in a fekke and “accomplished his duties by coming to
the dergdh every morning, before reporting to his bureau, and by returning after the
end of his workday and remaining until midnight” (Findley, “Social dimensions of
the Dervish Life...”: 134).

45 Envar, vol. 11: 285.
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leave the fekke until his death in 1312/1894-95.46 On the other hand, the
author explains how Seyh Mustafa Naci Efendi, son of the Suyolcubast Ali Aga,
who became a bigmetnigin, lived in the establishment until his marriage, when he
moved into a house of his own. However, Mustafa Naci continued to perform
his duties in the fekke every day, from the early morning prayer (subab) until the
night prayer two hours after sunset (yatsz).47 Furthermore, it is worth noting
that the typescript contains no evidence of married dervishes living
permanently within the confines of the /ekke, apart from members of the geyl’s
family.

A special position among the resident dervishes was held by the seyh’s sons.
When still quite young, they were entrusted with various services.48 Ibrahim
Fahreddin himself participated in the ritual ceremony (mukabele) for the first
time at the age of six. When he was eleven years old, he officiated as &ahve
nakibi; then, at the age of fourteen, having become a dervish, he was promoted
to the office of ¢zrager, and a short while later, he was made deputy age. At the
age of fifteen, he became #irbedar, and four years later, already nominated halife,
he acceded to the office of ag.49 His elder brother had been meydanc, tiirbedar,
pazarc, and finally agez. 50 This last duty, as we have seen, was generally reserved
for the geyh’s sons.

The “third circle” of fekke inhabitants, as defined above, also included tem-
porary residents. Ibrahim Fahreddin cites the case of Muhammed Feridiiddin,
son of a Halveti seyh from Uskiip/Skopje (in Macedonia), who came to the
Ottoman capital to pursue his studies. This young provincial lodged in the
Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi Tekkesi, probably through some “dervish
connections”. He stayed there for a few years, during which time he studied
religious sciences in Fatih, while participating in both the ceremonial and

46 Envar, vol. II: 291. A third case of a bachelor who inhabited the Ze&4e until his death
is given in Envar, vol. IT: 327-28.

47 See Ewvar, vol. I1: 247-48.

48 This did not prevent the boys from following courses given outside, either in reli-
gious schools or by independent masters. Sometimes they were accompanied by a
dervish of the fekke. For explanations concerning this point, I am extremely grateful
to Dilek Desaive, as well as for the corrections that she has graciously made to the
text of this paper.

49 Envar, vol. I1: 339 {f.

50 Emvar, vol. 1I: 323. The list held by this dervish as given by Ibrahim Fahreddin
seems to be in the reverse order, since the service of the meydanct was higher in the
spiritual hierarchy than the others mentioned here.
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everyday lives of the zekke. Thus he became balife before returning to his home
country to spread the zarikat.51 In fact, this young man was positoned between
the second and third circles of 7ekke denizens. Ibrahim Fahreddin’s work is not
detailed enough to inform us about those outside visitors who stayed for
shorter periods of time, but such temporary residents certainly existed.

As for the “fourth circle”, that of married dervishes, »ubib, and sympathiz-
ers, who regularly frequented the fekkes, 1 have already mentioned the signifi-
cance of the married dervishes who, though living outside the fekke walls, could
play a central role in the lives of the institutions which they frequented. Ibrahim
Fahreddin’s book also mentions others who regularly visited the ze£ke, but does
not detail them individually.

The everyday lives of all these people living within and around the zekke was
punctuated by prayers and ritual ceremonies. There were three high points, one
in the morning and two in the evening, when the power of the mystical experi-
ence was made visible to all attending. Every morning, one hour before the first
prayer (sabah), the seyh descended from the harem dairesi into the tekfke, calling his
followers to prayer and shouting “Ya Hu”. Then he sat on his sheepskin (pos)
in the meydan odas:, waiting for the dervishes to perform their ablutions. At that
time, the kapucn dede ritually opened the rekke’s main gate, first the right wing,
then the left one, while reciting prayers; this was done to permit those dervishes
living in town to enter. The morning ritwal (sabab wsilii) took place in the
tevhidhane.52 Similarly, the akgam usilii began half an hour before the evening
prayer (akgam). Between this evening ceremonial and the call to prayer itself, the
tiirbedar and the @rage: dede lit the candles in the #irbe, while reciting prayers.53
After the akgam prayer, the meydanct dede shouted “Ya Hu”: this was the signal to
go to eat; meanwhile, the ferras dede laid out the sofra in the dining room.

Then followed the ritual handwashing that preceded any meal: the ferras be-
gan by pouring water onto the hands of the man standing to the right of the
postnigin, and then moved along the line, always to the right; thus the postnisin
himself was the last to be served. Thereafter, all those assembled sat down. The
dervishes were not permitted to take food from the copper dish in the center of
the serving tray (sofra) before the geyh and other persons of rank had begun their

51 See Enwvar, vol. I1: 333,

52 Envar, vol. I: 87-91. As we are here concerned with daily life, I shall not describe the
dervishes’ religious ceremonies, generally consisting of the recitation of the prayers
specific to the order (vird), the required prayers (namag) themselves, and finally the
zikir. For more information, see for example Envar, vol. I: 87-90.

53 Envar, vol. 1: 91-92.
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meal. While eating, the dervishes and guests did not look at one anothers’ faces,
and it was forbidden to gnaw bones. When one of the men was drinking water,
the others had to remove their hands from the dish and wait for him to finish.
When meat was eaten, water was not drunk, because the Prophet is said to have
forbidden the simultancous consumption of these two substances. At the end
of the meal, prayers were recited, and hands were once again washed, but this
time the ferras began with the postnisin. The day finally drew to a close with the
ceremony known as the yatsz usilii, which took place after the last nighttime
prayer (yats).>4

Monday was a special day for the Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi Tekkesi. After
the morning rituals (sabah usilii), the higmetnisins carried out their dutes. At
noon, a meal was served to the dervishes and other persons present. The geyh,
sitting on a sheepskin in the geyh odasz, received the guests and dervishes and
spoke to them. Beside him sat the sertarik, the gakirbag, the agp, and the imam,
while the kapucn dede stood by the door. If there was a crowd present, the
serfarik, the zakirbass, and the age had separate rooms in which they too could
receive guests. Then came the time of the noon prayer (9g/e namagz), but before
that, the geyh retired to the harem dairesi to perform his ritual ablutions. Finally,
between this prayer and the next one (tkind: namagi), the gikir ceremony took
place.55 Of course, there were also special observances during the month of
Ramadan and on sacred nights such as the Berat and Kadir geceler:.

Apart from these highly charged religious moments, Ibrahim Fahreddin’s
book gives little information about the inner life of the zekke. We know of the
existence of muystical initiation and training, meetings for spiritual discussion
(sohbet meclisleri), sessions at which coffee was drunk, and the like. Presumably
on these occasions, and in the everyday life of the zkke as well, there was a
certain code of conduct that the inhabitants of the “four circles” had to observe
as part of the ddab, the customs and observances of their particular tarikat.
These included kneeling, remaining relatively silent in the presence of the seyh,
and other marks of respect.56

54 Envar, vol. 1. 92-93.
55 Envar, vol. I: 94-95.
56 Envar, vol. I: 32, 45.
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Concluding observations

Rather than drawing conclusions from this particular case study alone, 1 shall
offer some more general remarks. As far as the functional structure of the
Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi Tekkesi is concerned, our written source shows that
the typical setup, in which the tirbe and fevbidhane held a central position, was
replicated in this zekke as well. On the other hand, the author did not menton
the kitchen (af eri) at all, except in a certain miracle story (wenkabe), according to
which one of the zekke’s geybs did the cooking himself.57 Yet it appears that the
posidon of the agg, or head of the kitchen, was one of the most important in
the hierarchical spiritual organization of the fekke community and was incum-
bent on one of the geyl’s sons or at least one of the senior dervishes. Around
the mausoleum, meeting room, and kitchen, which shared in the holiness of the
religious observances taking place within them, were located the usual compo-
nents of well-appointed Ottoman houses: the selamiik, along with several hiicerat,
and the baremlik, about whose spatal sctup we have no information at all.

The regular embellishment, renovadon, and even reconstructdon of the
Nureddin Cerrahi Tekkesi indicated the support and devotion of influental
people, including sultans, to the farikat, its saints and its geybs. In this context,
the status of the fekke as an asitane, that is to say the main establishment of the
Cerrahiyye network, also mattered. Due to this special role, the fekke’s life in-
volved a great number of people residing both inside and outside the estab-
lishment. Devotional life was governed by a strict spiritual hierarchy, a clear-cut
allocation of duties (higmei), and a code of conduct to be followed at specific
times, such as during meals, spiritual conversatdons, meetings, and even while
just circulating within the buildings of the zekke.

The establishment required fourteen men to perform the services that se-
cured its proper functoning. As we have seen, some of these people, headed by
the geyh, stayed in the fekke night and day. Others were present only during
daytime, from sabah until yats: prayers, while yet others devoted only part of the
day to the affairs of the dervishes. Ibrahim Fahreddin specified that not enough
people were available to perform all the ritual services in smaller fekkes (zaviyes)
of the Cerrahiyye. In such places, the number of higmetniging was reduced to
five: a postnigin who also perfomed the duties of sertarik, agi, imam, tirbedar, and
pazare, a gakirbast, a meydanc: who was also the ferras, a kapuen who at the same

57 Envar, vol. 11: 5.
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time served as the asadar and as the sdkz, and finally a kabve nakibi58 According
to the available documentation, there were six hicrenigins in the Nureddin
Mchmed Cerrahi Tekkesi around 1820, and 22 male inhabitants, including men
and boys belonging to the gey)’s family, around 1868, The Ottoman statistics of
1885-86 show the #ekke to have had 13 male and 14 female residents. 59

If we assume that, except for members of the geyh’s family, no married der-
vishes lived in the fekke, these latter figures call for some discussion. For after
all, they allow us to pose and answer an important question: was the ekke pri-
marily a place for an “open” religious community, with members living both
inside and outside the establishment? Or was it rather the living quarters of a
family, namely that of the geyh? As we have learned from the account of Seyh
Ibrahim Fahreddin, it was doubtless both things at the same time. And this was
the peculiarity of the fekke as an institution, which resembled neither a monas-
tery or medrese, nor a family mansion. This does not mean, however, that some
dervish establishments, inhabited by a considerable number of bachelors in
addition to a sheikly family, cannot be compared to monasteries or medreses
from one point of view, or to simple family dwellings when regarded from
another. The amalgamated structure of the Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi Tekkesi
permitted the coexistence of both types of life. On the one hand, we find a
“composite” religious community, made up of those serving full time or part
time, according to their means and inclinations. On the other hand, we are
confronted with the presence of a family possessing a special status in this
community.

58 Envar, vol. 1: 78. Ibrahim Fahreddin does not mention the @rgg service, certainly by
mistake. :
59 See the references given in footnotes 1, 2 and 16.
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PASTIRMACI YOKUSU NO: 7, BALAT-ISTANBUL
THE STORY OF A MANSION DURING THE
NINETEENTH AND TWENTIETH CENTURIES*

Emre Yalcin**

For about sixteen hundred years, Istanbul was an often glorious capital, first to
the late Roman, then to the Byzantine, and finally to the Ottoman Empire, and
even today, this role is not really at an end. For Istanbul has reasserted itself as
the economic and cultural capital of present-day Turkey, leaving to Ankara a
centrality strictly confined to no more than the political sector. Yet in its urban
structure, the evidence of this rich and varied past, both remote and faitly re-
cent, remains quite limited. Monumental buildings such as mosques and to a
lesser degree churches and sultanic palacés do exist, but they reflect only the
public life of the city. Unfortunately, surprisingly few examples of Ottoman
residences survive, with the admittedly rather special buildings of the Topkapt
Saray1 practically our only examples from the period before 1700.1

Thus the batriers to our understanding of domestic life in Istanbul are for-
midable, as we have to rely largely on extremely fragmentary written evidence.2
The oldest surviving house in the city is a summer residence on the Bosphorus
coast, K6prila Yalisy, built in ca. 1699. In spite of the attention it has drawn,
both because of its relative antiquity and its beauty and elegance, today it is

* T am grateful to my ancestors who lived in this house for their eagerness to safe-
guard the historical evidence they had themselves produced. I can never thank them
enough for the memories they had inherited from their own parents and grandpar-

ents and took the trouble to share with me.
k%

National Geographic Turkey.

1 Compare the article by Stéphane Yérasimos in the present volume.

2 For a study of the early eighteenth-century habitat of Yenikdy, to the north of
Istanbul on the shores of the Bosphorus, see Tilay Artan, “Architecture as a Thea-
tre of Life: Profile of the Eighteenth-Century Bosphorus” (Massachusetts Institute
of Technology, Ph.D. thesis, 1988).
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ready to collapse from sheer neglect.3 Like other surviving eighteenth and
nineteenth-century buildings, the Koprili Yalist was built as the residence of
viziers. There are no such early examples in the intramural city, where the his-
torical building stock typically belongs to the late nineteenth century.4 For great
fires frequently damaged large parts of the city, and from the mid-1800s on, in
the aftermath of such disasters, entire districts were rebuilt according to new
street plans. Given the accumulation of these restructuring projects, intra-muros
Istanbul consists of Ottoman (and sometimes Byzantine) monumental struc-
tures, set in an urban plan designed entirely in the nineteenth and twentieth
centuties.d

. 1. The house in 1934, soon after the repairs

3 TFor published information, compare Godfrey Goodwin, A History of Ottoman
Architecture (repr. New York, 1992): 364-65.

4 Tiilay Artan, “The Kadirga Palace Shrouded by the Mists of Time,” Turrica XX V1
(1994): 55-124, attempts the reconstruction of the history of what was probably the
palace of the Sokollu family.

5 Zeynep Celik, The Remaking of Istanbul: Portrait of an Ottoman City in the Nine-
teenth Century (Seattle, London, 1986): 49-81.
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The subject of this article, a large wooden house — or rather a small mansion,
located on the street known as Pastirmact Yokusu no: 7 in Istanbul’s inner city
district of Balat — is one of the rare surviving examples of early-nineteenth-
century residences in Istanbul. Regrettably, the date of its original construction
is not known. However, as a rare piece of good fortune, the inhabitants of the
building and its spatial organisation are very well documented from the mid-
nineteenth century on, because the house has belonged to the same family, my
own family to be exact, ever since the late 1860s (see ill. 1 above and plate D in
the appendix).

Location

Balat is one of the few relatively well-preserved historical districts of intramural
Istanbul. It was a Jewish quarter from Byzantne times to the 1950s, when the
Jews of Istanbul left their centuries-old districts, either for Israel or else for
better-off neighbourhoods within the city itself. Although Balat was a predomi-
nantly Jewish quarter, it was not a ghetto and contained rather a mixed popula-
tion: in addition to the Jews, at one or another stage of Balat’s history, Armeni-
ans, Greeks, the Turkish-speaking Orthodox known as Karamanlis, Bulgarians,
Sinti, and Roma, as well as Turks inhabited this place. The residential buildings
still standing today are major testimonies to this former ethnic mixity, for some
of them bear religious symbols indicating the allegiance of a former owner. But
in other respects, most of the streets of Balat are fairly uniform, being lined
with rows of brick houses of fairly regular size and shape. These dwellings be-
long to the late nineteenth century and were most likely constructed after the
great Balat fire of 1866. Today the district is for the most part a low-income
neighbourhood, perhaps best known through some stories by the writer
Fiiruzan, and inhabited only by Turks, Sinti, and Roma.6 For by the 1960s,
most of the other ethnic groups had abandoned Balat.

The house on Pastirmaci Yokusgu is not one of these typical later nineteenth-
century brick buildings, but rather a wooden mansion. It is situated on a steep
slope connecting modest neighbourhoods in the lower part of Balat to wealth-
ier areas atop Molla Agki hill. Pastirmact Yokusu, the slope of the manufactur-
ers of the dried and spiced beef known as pastzrma, was also known to the local

6 Fiiruzan, Kugatma (Ankara, 1972).
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Jews as “Las Escaleras de la Kasturiya — The Steps of the Kasturiya (syna-
gogue)”.”

The dense and poverty-stricken population of the low-lying zone mostly
lived in simple brick houses and even less comfortable apartment buildings
called Yabudibane or ‘Jewish blocks’. The higher plateau of Molla Aski was
occupied by grand mansions in large gardens. Housing conditions on the slope
were somewhere in between these two extremes. The houses on the Yokus
were much better than those of the Balat shoreland, but quite modest com-
pated to those of the Molla Aski neighbourhood. None of these grand man-
sions of the nineteenth century survives today, except for a small portion of the
Misirldar (Egyptians’) mansion built of brick and stone. Several modern streets
pass through the grounds of another once-opulent mansion, today no longer in
existence that was owned by a Greek family named Palds. This palatal struc-
ture was so enormous that it gave rise to the expression in the colloquial speech
of the area: “to visit Palds’ toilets is to go on a veritable outing”.8 While less
sumptuous, the house we will discuss here in some detail and to which the local
authorities assigned the number 7, used to be the largest one on the Pastirmact
Yokusu. The neighbouring houses were not as large, nor did they boast such
impressive gardens.

Physical characteristics

The roughly rectangular piece of land on which the house is situated lies on a
terrace formed behind a Roman wall bearing decorative patterns similar to
those found on the remnants of the city walls by the Golden Horn. The Roman
wall, whose height varies from four to six meters, marks the southern boundary
of the garden. Its northern limit is marked by another terrace wall of indetermi-
nate origin, whose height varies from two to six meters. Behind this latter
structure is a road, which bends at the north-eastern corner of the house and
runs parallel to the Roman wall.9 House and garden taken together cover a

7 Marie-Christine Varol, “Balat, un faubourg juif d’Istanbul” (Istanbul, 1991). The
author mentions the name of our street, but is not sure of location. For general
background information compare also the journalistic account by Jak Deleon, Balat
ve Cevresi: Bir Semt Monografisi (Istanbul, 1991). The author was born in Balat, and in
his book, refers to childhood memories.

Varol, “Balat, un faubourg juif d’Istanbul,”: 12.

9 On the Byzantine structures in this area, compare Wolfgang Miiller-Wiener, Bild-
lexikon ur Geschichte Istanbuls, Byzantion, Konstantinupolis: Istanbul bis gum Beginn des 17.
Jabrbunderts (Ttbingen, 1977).
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surface of about 890 square meters, with the house occupying the north-eastern
corner of the land.

The dwelling itself consists of a massive building with three storeys and an
extension consisting only of a ground floor. Apart from this extension, the
house consists of about 90 square meters of habitable surface. There is a cistern
on the southeastern corner. One of the two wells used to be located in the
western part of the garden, while the other, stll in existence, stands just in front
of the main entrance of the harem section (see ill. 2). This latter well was
equipped with a manual pump. There were also two small houses for the
servants, one located just over the street across from the garden gate and the
other on the southwestern corner of the property.

111 2: The well and its manual pump in front of the harem entrance, in the 1950s

Early nineteenth-century origins

After Tafilbos Paga, the security chief of Istanbul, Istanbul Mubafizs, decided in
the mid-nineteenth century to acquire a mansion, he bought two neighbouring
houses on Pastirmact Yokusu, Balat. As we have seen, these were located on a
terrace forming part of the slope overlooking the Golden Horn. The new
owner had these houses reconstructed and reorganised, unfortunately leaving
little evidence of the shape and size of these earlier buildings. In the course of
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the nwendeth century, the garden was excavated several times in order to install
sewers and channels for the disposal of wastewater. No stone foundations were
found anywhere else in the garden, so it is reasonable to conclude that the pre-
ceding buildings occupied roughly the same area as the existing dwelling.

These simple excavations, though undertaken without any claim to ar-
cheological methods, do reveal some other pieces of evidence concerning the
past of the house and its nearby surroundings. Faulty earthenware (sce plate 1)
and tobacco pipes of the same material (see plate K) indicate the existence of a
kiln, either on the property itself or somewhere nearby. These items were found
on the north-eastern corner of the garden, where terrace walls collapsed in the
1894 earthquake and again in the 1940s. It was grear fun for those who were
children at the latter time to dig in the debris of the collapsed wall to find pipes
of different shapes and sizes.

Tafilbos Pasa had ordered a modestly sized mansion. Yet both the sewer
and sanitary water systems installed in this dwelling were probably better than
those of most contemporary residences.10 Sewers, locally named black chan-
nels, &ara kanal, and constructed of stone slabs, stll function with some later
reinforcements and addidons. With time, a continuous flow of dirty water has
blackened the slabs and thus justfied the name ‘black channels’. These begin
from toilets on the upper floor and descend to the ground floor and then
through the garden, joining the main sewer under the Yokus.

At least from the mid-nineteenth century on, the house had potable water,
tapped from the ancient urban water system, Kirkcesme Sulart.!! The system
was constructed in the sixteenth century, gathering water from the Belgrade
Forest and conveying it in pipes to the north of the city. It fed numerous public
fountains in intramural Istanbul as well as palaces and grand mansions.!2 The
availability of a domestic water supply indicates the privileged position of the
owner of the house, since, in Istanbul, potable piped water in a domestic setting

10 Hasan Z. Sarikaya, Veysel Eroglu, Attila Alray, “The History of Sewage Services in
Istanbul,” in: Blickwechsel: Beitrige zur Geschichte der Wasserversorgung nnd Abwasserent-
sorgung in Berlin und Istanbul, ed. Noyan Dingkal, Sharooz Mohajeri (Berlin, 2001):
139-52.

11 Kazim Cecen, Mimar Sinan ve Kirkgesme Tesisleri (Istanbul, 1988).

2 On the defects of these water channels around 1900 and the health problems result-
ing from this water, compare Arslan Terzioglu, “Die Trinkwasserqualitit in Istanbul
nach Untersuchungen von Prof. Georg Deycke und Assistenzarzt Reschad (Riza),”
in: Blickwechsel: 89-98.



THE STORY OF A MANSION 243

was quite exceptional until the late nineteenth century.!3 The mansion in Balat
received its water through an uncovered channel attached to the main under-
ground gallery traversing the area. This latter conduit came from the north,
passed through the land belonging to the Egyptians’ mansion, then under the
Yokus itself, and finally entered the house itself from the north-eastern corner.
The room where the water supply entered the Paga’s dwelling was called ‘the
water t0om’, su# odass, where one could always hear the gurgling sounds pro-
duced in the pipes. From this chamber, water was distributed through three

L. 3 A picture taken in the taglik of the
harem section in the early years of the 20th
century, showing ‘Maltese’ stone pavement
and mural ornaments

terra cotta pipes (see plate H). One of
them fed the kitchen and the bath
(hamam), while a fountain and a pool
in the selamlik section were connected
to the second one. The last pipe
mainly supplied a cistern and the
garden, filling a grotto (see plate E)
and another pool (see plate F). There
were no taps or other arrangements
to control the water, which meant
that the flow was continuous. Well
water was used only for cleaning
purposes, never for drinking or
cooking.

Although its infrastructure was
thus very elaborate and modern, the
house itself looked quite ordinary.
There were no ornaments on its
facade and only a few on the inner
walls. The only evidence of these
latter decorations is a photograph
taken in the eatly twentieth century
(see ill. 3). However, some orna-
mentation was provided by marble
fountains (see plate G) and niches
scattered throughout the house; they
will concern us at a later stage of this
study. In spite of an overall sobriety,

13 See Ugur Tanyeli’s paper in the present volume.
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the mansion was stll remarkable in the quarter, and to the neighbours it must
have looked like the crystal kiosk of Turkish fairy tales.14 The Pasa most
probably had benefited from the importation of relatively cheap glass panes
from Europe: in every room, sets of windows lit up every possible wall.

The selamiife

As a member of the Ottoman political establishment was expected to do,
Tafilbos Pasa maintained a house consisting of two sections. While the harem
was inhabited by women, children, and martied men; the selamhik accommo-
dated bachelor members of the household as well as male visitors. Grand man-
sions of the time used to have two different buildings for the barens and selanilik,
yet in the Pagsa’s case, for unknown reasons, the two sections were situated
under the same roof (see plate A for the ground floor plan).15

Male visitors to the Pasa’s residence entered the selamiik through a spacious and
impressive paved entrance hall (ta52£) with a pool, a sizeable fireplace, and a
marble fountain ornamented with a star and crescent (see plate A). The ground
was paved with the yellowish ‘Maltese’ stone common in Istanbul during that
period. In short, visitors of the security chief of the capital encountered a set-
tng that symbolised the power of the owner. On cold winter days, a fire must
have blazed in the fireplace, and in all seasons, the hall was filled with the tin-
kling sound of the fountain, a rare luxury. Visitors who stayed a while were di-
rected to either the middle or the upper floor. Although no direct evidence
survives, the room on the eastern corner of the upper floor appears the most
likely place for receiving important guests. It has windows on three sides, af-
fording a singulatly beautiful view of the Yokus, the Golden Horn, Galata, and
even the Topkap1 Palace (see plates A - C for floor plans).

The middle and upper floors each contain two rooms, a toilet, and a small
sofa, the latter term denoting the hall providing access to the rooms proper.16
All chambers overlook the garden, and the view is almost the same in each
case. Rooms adjacent to the harem section of the building are larger than their
counterparts fronting the road, due to the irregularity of the land (See plates A -
C) The larger rooms have walk-in closets, known as y#kliks. On the upper

14 On sirga kégk, compare Wolfgang Eberhard, Pertev Naili Boratav, Typen tirkischer
Volksmarchen (Wiesbaden, 1953): 215-16.

15 On the plans of Istanbul ‘great houses’ of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
compare Sedad Hakki Eldem, Tiirk Evi Plan Tipleri (2™ ed. Istanbul, 1968): 158-89.

16 Compare the article by Stéphane Yérasimos in the present volume.
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floor, the fagade of the yiikliik is ornamented with niches capped by decorative
arches. This feature, as we have seen, is almost the only ornament in this part
of the house, except for the marble fountains located in the toilets and kitchen,
and thus serves to emphasise the status of this floor as the piano nobile. Apart
from their practical purpose as storage areas, yikliks also served to protect
family privacy; for these closets also hid the doors that provided access to the
harem section.

The harem

The section inhabited by the owner and his family is larger than the selamiik,
containing a more extensive entrance hall disunguished by a small arcade. Al-
though its walls were once ornamented with a painted design (see ill. 3), unlike
its opposite number in the selamhk, the tashk of the harem is quite plain.
However, one of the most attractive features of the house used to be located in
this space, namely a revolving cupboard, or dinmedolap (see plate A for its loca-
tion). It was designed for the passage of food and beverages from the harem to
the selamiik and the return of used dishes to the harem, while at the same time
preventing physical or visual contact between the men and women involved in
this service. A small narrow cupboard had been fixed on a revolving axis, while
both sides of the apparatus were concealed by doors. Whoever operated this
appliance loaded it from one side, turned it around, then closed the door and
knocked to draw the attention of household members on the other side of the
harem-selamlzke divide. And as anyone can guess, it was also a great source of fun
for the youngsters, who used it as a miniature merry-go-round.

The second notable feature of the harem tasiik was — and is — a gigantic un-
derground earthenware jar. This item is located to the west of the entrance
door. While its original purpose is not clear, it was most likely intended as a
drinking-water tank; the older inhabitants of the house knew well that it was
employed for this purpose after the 1870s. It was especially useful in the sum-
mertime for keeping water cool.

Functioning as an entrance hall, the barem taghk also affords passage to the
upper floors and service sections; the ground floor extension to the main
building is also entered only through this hall. To the west of the sas/k, there is
a small sofz, in addition to a room and a toilet. This section is separated from
the remainder of the house by a door; a century ago, it was reserved for the use
of servants and domestic slaves. For until the eatly 1900s, the service required
by the Pasa, his family, and his guests was provided by numerous female slaves,
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ot halayik, as their owners used to call them (see plate A).17 Adjacent to the
room reserved for domestc slaves was also a small gusiilhane, or bath closcet.

Furthermore, the small sofe provides gave access to the extension located to
the west of the house. As indicated by the poor quality of the construction and
the lack of foundatons, Tafilbos Pasa probably had this building constructed
with materials left over from some other project, more or less as an after-
thought. In addition to three storage rooms, a bath and a huge kitchen, this
section contained a second sofz, which formed the hub of this part of the house.
A gigantc arched fireplace was embedded in the northern terrace wall and the
room boasted another marble fountain. A sedir, or built-in platform for sittng
on, was located in front of the windows, affording a fine view of the garden.

Although we have no evidence concerning the manner in which this section
was used in the Pasa’s time, it was probably accessible both to halayik and to
members of the family. Here people could rest after taking a bath in the hamam,
and here they may have enjoyed a snack or beverage after bathing, or at any
other tme. This secondary sofz was most probably a space where domestic
slaves could be comfortable and socialize when no member of the family was
present. In additon, various tasks connected with cooking and serving meals
were also performed here.

At the same tme, it was the sofz’s major function to provide access to other
rooms, in this case the bath and a large kitchen. The bath was the only part of
the house built of bricks, albeit with a wooden ceiling. This was a tiny chamber,
measuring only 1.5 square meters. However, it housed one of the most elabo-
rate marble furnishings of the entire dwelling, a basin (&#ma) with an unusually
curved baroque decoration. By contrast, the dimensions of the kitchen, at 24
square meters, were rather impressive. There was a large chimney embedded in
the northern terrace wall, resembling that of the adjacent sofa. Water for the
bath next door also was heated in this kitchen. As we have seen, potable water
was piped into the house, with a special channel feeding a fountain set into the
southern wall of the kitchen. As an important service space, the latrer was
adorned with two sizable windows and a gate opening into the garden. One of
the two supporting pillars featured a bold stamp with the name ‘Consrantin-
ople’ on it, probably indicating the destination of the timber when the material
was still in transport. We do not know how cooking was done and with what

17 On slavery in the late Ottoman Empire, compare Hakan Erdem, Savery in the Otto-
man Empire and its Demise, 1800-71909 (Houndsmills, 1996); Ehud Toledano, Slavery
and Abolition in the Ottoman Middle East (Seattle, London, 1998).
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kind of equipment, because the kitchen was abandoned when the household
could no longer afford domestic slaves.

As in the selamhk, the middle and upper floors of the harem section were ot-
ganised in an identcal fashion. A sgfa in the eastern part was emphasised by
means of a @kma (see ill. 1 and plate D), a kind of covered balcony entered
through an arcade. To the north of the sofs, adjacent to the northern terrace
wall, we find the staircase leading to the upper floor. Two rooms were located
to the west of the sofa, a smaller one on the southern side of the building and
another, rather larger one to the north.18 The northern room was used for
storage purposes and called sandik odast, or chest-room. A sabnisin or small bal-
cony had been installed next to the southern windows, while a sedir ran along
the western wall. Sedirs also formed part of the other two rooms, this time along
the southern wall, which features windows overlooking the garden and the
cityscape.

Sanitary installations on these floors included small toilets squeezed in be-
tween the staircase and the larger rooms. These were equipped with marble
fountains fed by refillable water tanks. The fountain on the upper floor is a
good example of late Ottoman baroque, adorned with the characteristic sag and
leaf design (sce plate E).19 Toilets are in the Turkish style, with a hole
connected to the sewer system, a small channel for draining and a raised plat-
form to stand on. They are carved from single marble blocks.

On the upper floor, spadal organisation is very similar, the major difference
being in the northern room. As already noted, this is more spacious than its
counterpart, because the northern supporting wall is set back by more than one
meter. Apart from an ordinary gusiilbane or bathroom closet, there was a second
small built-in chamber directly next to it, which served the same purpose, the
floor being raised and covered with galvanised metal plates. As this room was
not connected to the pipes supplying the house, cold and hot water had to be
carried here by hand. The used water drained into the adjacent toilet.

The garden

We have very little evidence of the organisation and usage of the large garden.
All we know is that there were several fruit trees, rosebushes, and boxwoods,
making the grounds into what was probably a typical but modest example of

18 Sce Eldem, Tiirk Evi Plan Tipleri, passim for numerous examples of this arrangement.
19 On the sag as a decorative modf, see Esin Atd, The Age of Sultan Siileynan the Magnifi-
cent (Washington, New York, 1987): 57-72.
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contemporary Ottoman gardens. Water was an important decorative element, a
small grotto and a pool jet filling the garden with gurgling sounds. The most
elaborate element was doubtless a rodoskdri pavement, i.c., Mediterranean-style
pebble mosaics of the kind that can sull be admired in the old town of Rho-
des.20 Since they were fixed in mud without any use of cement, they gradually
decomposed and totally disappeared by the 1930s. The garden always housed a
few pets and, in remote corners, even some poultry. Throughout the often
difficult 1920s, the owners also kept a couple of goats, while dogs and cats were
always part of the household.

Changes in usage and spatial arrangenents

Over tme, the usage of these spaces and even their organisation gradually
changed. When my family bought the house from the Paga around 1860, they
maintained the original usage of the available space without much alteration.
But we do not know when the room on the ground floor of the Jarens section
came to be reserved for domestic slaves. Originally there had been a separate
house for servants located across the street, but the Pasa preferred to sell this to
someone else. It is not even clear whether there were any domestic slaves in the
house during Tafilbos Paga’s time, although it is very probable, given the cus-
toms of that period.

The first major change occurred after the great earthquake of 1894. A part
of the northern terrace wall collapsed and the water channel immediately dried
up. The family spent some weeks in the garden under tents made of rugs and
carpets. When the time for rebuilding came, the owners of the property were
able to reclaim their water right by means of a sultanic decree that had come to
them along with the house. Shortly after the earthquake, a new water system
was established, this time consisting of an underground channel following a
course different from that of its predecessor. As a result, the water supply no
longer entered the house through the old water room, and without the sounds
of gurgling in the pipes, this formerly interesting chamber turned into quite an
ordinary space. When the family had a new baby in 1905, they moreover filled
in the pool in the entrance hall of the selamlik, to protect him from falling in
and drowning.

Most probably, the fireplace was blocked at about the same time, as a new
heating device, a stove, also was installed in the early twentieth century, chang-
ing the spatial organisation of the entire dwelling. Since fireplaces are not very

20 These pebble mosaics still decorate the Old Town of Rhodes.
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efficient heaters, the inhabitants up to this time had warmed themselves with
the aid of charcoal grills, mangal, which, however, were effective only when one
sat very close to them. But with stoves, the members of the household were
introduced to the comfort of being able to heat entire rooms, and as a result,
the sofa of the upper floor was converted into a living room by installing a new
separator made of wood and glass. Now the family could gather in this spacious
and warm place even on cold winter days, wheteas before the introduction of
the stove it had been just a drafty hallway.

Other new inventions were soon to gain entry as well. In the early 1920s,
the radio gave its name to this newly created living space, which was now
known as the radyo odas: or radio room. A member of the family, Hiisnii Bey,
who worked in the customs house, soon had the opportunity to become famil-
iar with the radio, and he immediately acquired one (see ill. 4). It was installed
in this living room, now com-
fortably heated by a stove, and
attracted visitors from all over
Balat.

Hisni Bey, who was not
only a radio enthusiast but also
an aficionado of new technolo-
gies and inventions in general,
owned a camera even as a
young boy. He probably had
inherited it from his step-
grandfather. He converted a
gusiilhane into a dark room,
which he used from the late
1910s to the 1950s, when he
left his equipment to his son.
The dark room was filled with
tanks, bottles full  of
developers, boxes of both
undeveloped and developed
glass negatives and later on,
undeveloped photographic
paper.

Just before the introduction
of the radio, the southern
room on the upper floor was

1. 4: Hiisnii Yalpn and bis radio in the late
1920s, in the radio odass, formerly the sofa of the
third floor of the harem
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redesigned as a place for a newly arrived bride to receive her guests. In the
fashion of the day, it featured red curtains, red sedir covers, a French-style chest
of drawers, six rattan-bottomed chairs, three tipods for holding ashtrays, and,
on the floor, a European machine-woven rug. But a new and spacious living
room was soon created in the sofa turned radyo odass, where guests could be
received, and when, in subsequent years, children arrived who needed their own
rooms, this parlour was converted into a bedroom by the early 1930s.

Our house underwent a majot spate of repairs in 1934, These were badly
needed, since the structure had become quite dilapidated in the intervening
eighty years. The method of repair employed was called &dfes tamiri, ‘carcass
repair’, of a type that was commonly used on Ottoman houses. Beginning with
the facade, the wooden boards forming the walls were stripped away, including
the inner coverings, leaving only the bare carcass standing. Then the broken or
rotten parts of the carcass were replaced with new timbers, and after that, the
boards forming the fagade and the inner walls were once again put into place
(see 1ll. 5).

PR SO S N i P i PR e e

11L. 5: 7934 repairs in the front of the selamlik entrance

Both the spatial organisation and the fagade were considerably altered during
this &afes tamiri. Hisnl Bey, as we have seen, favoured a more modern way of
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living. In consequence, he removed all the built-in sedirs, despite great resistance
from the elderly members of the family. As a compromise, Hisnt Bey ordered
a couple of kerevets, or movable sedirs, which could take the place of the former
arrangements whenever somebody required them. In addition to adding to the
Western-style furniture, which had already been arriving piecemeal in earlier
decades, Hisni Bey also took the opportunity provided by the Aafes tamiri to
remove the wooden lattices from the Jarew windows, which, in a bygone age,
had hidden the women from view (sce ill. 6).

The sofz on the middle floor of
the harem was converted into a
room exactly similar to the
uppet floor sofa. One of the four
windows on its southern fagade
was eliminated, and the remain-
der reconstructed. A similar al-
teration took place in the east-
ernmost room on the middle
floor of the selamik, which was
redesigned with two windows
instead of the original three (see
ill. 1). As for the upper sofz of
the harem, the only window on
its northern wall overlooking the
street was condemned. Other
characteristic features of the old
house disappeared from the
ground floor, including the
closet in which the halayzk had
previously washed  (gusiilbane).
However, under the thin plaster
walls constructed at this time,

1. 6: Fagade of the house bgfore. the 1934 the closet doorway remains in-
repairs. In the background to the right, see the tact. Yet at least from the pre-
entrance to the harem. The room formerly sent author’s viewpoint, the

reserved for the halayik is situated to the left,

; P ; greatest loss in the house was the
and the wooden lattices are still in the windows.

revolving cupboard so beloved
by the children, which was replaced by an ordinary door.

Patts of the northern supporting wall, which was in terrible shape, were also
provided with stronger supports. Both fireplaces in the extension building were
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filled in and then disappeared in a new thick supporting wall. Since the old
fireplaces and water heating system thus remained behind the new layer of sup-
porting walls, a new fireplace and hot water tank were installed. The sofz of the
extension was reorganised to form a small kitchen, since, with the disappear-
ance of the balayik in the first decade of the twentieth century, it had lost its
former funcdons and, in addidon, meals were now being prepared on a less
lavish scale. This former sofa became a living and dining room where the mem-
bers of the family spent most of their time from the 1920s to the early 1960s,
when, as we will see, most of them moved to other parts of the city.

The most striking innovation after the repairs of the early 1930s was the in-
stallation of electricity. Gasoline lamps, formerly in daily use, were relegated to
the storeroom as emergency equipment for blackouts. Nor was the decorative
potental ignored: a single bulb turned the garden into a safer and more pleasant
place at night, and the family began to spend longer hours outdoors. Hisnii
Bey installed the jet of the garden pool and had the round parapet surrounded
with coloured bulbs. Electrical wiring passed through metal pipes and porcelain
switches, which continue to functon to the present day. Electricity was mainly
used for illumination, although it also eliminated the need for the great clumsy
batteries that had previously powered the radio. Electrical tools such as irons,
mixers, and refrigerators did not put in an appearance undl much later in the
day.

The last major twentieth-century addition to the house was the installation
of city-supplied water in the early 1940s. The ancient water system was abol-
ished and replaced by what was known as Terkos suyu, after one of the sources
from which the modern city now procured its water supply. Terkos water ar-
rived by way of pipes with pebbles in them. It was a challenge for the family to
get accustomed to faucets instead of free-flowing water, not to mention that the
novelty had to be paid for.21 However, it was appreciated, because for the first
time, it became possible to install running water in the toilets of the middle and
upper floors.

Undl the early 1960s, there were no major changes in the manner in which
the rooms were used. But then a large part of the family decided to move to the
modern districts now favoured by the better-off members of Istanbul’s popula-
tion. As a result, the house was divided between two family members who were
willing to remain, with the title deeds issued in the latters’ names only. Left to

21 On the history of Istanbul’s water supply, compare Kizim Gegen, Halkalz Sular:
(Istanbul, 1991); Unal Ozis, “Ein Einblick in die historischen Wasserversorgungs-
anlagen Istanbuls,” in: Blickwechsel: 73-88.
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themselves, the new owners in their turn introduced some radical changes in
the spatial organisation of the old dwelling. Although it is now equipped with
more contemporary facilities, the old house still stands, with most of its original
attributes intact.

Conclusions

Descriptive as it is, the present paper is intended as a case study exemplifying
broadly-based changes that transcend by far the Yalcin family and its domicile.
For while the transformation of domestic living habits that has been briefly
described here occurred at a greater or lesser speed, these developments are, for
the most part, poorly documented in most families of Istanbul’s upper and
middle classes. Written evidence is hard to come by, and in the Turkish context,
an interest in oral history came quite late, so that in many instances, potential
informants had died long before anybody had had the idea of questioning
them.22

As for the buildings themselves, their survival rate has also been low. Given
fires, turnover in population, and particulatly real estate speculation in a city
that today houses more than ten million inhabitants, it is rare that a house has
remained standing for over a century and a half without burning down or else
collapsing from neglect because co-owning family members could not agree
upon repairs. When it came to the protection of the old housing stock, at least
some of the Yalcins were well in advance of their time.

In addition, the house on Pasturmact Yokusu is special because Hiisnii Bey
was a devotee of photography and so strongly believed in documenting the
changes he made to the family home. As a result, we know when various mod-
ern conveniences were installed and what changes to the building substance
they necessitated. Perhaps even more valuable is the indirect documentation
that this dwelling provides and that members of the Yalgin family have pre-
served of changes in household structure and interpersonal relations. Particu-
larly remarkable is the existence of domestic slaves long after the official aboli-
tion of the slave trade. But just as relevant in this context is Hiisnii Bey’s deci-
sions to do away with the latdcework hiding the windows of the family dwell-
ing, build a smaller kitchen, or allow visitors to listen to his radio on the third
floor of the former harem.

22 At present, however, oral history finally is coming into its own; compare the ‘do-it-
yourself manual by Esra Danacioglu, Gegmigin Ileri: Yanibagmzdaki Tarib icin bir
Kilavug (Istanbul, 2001).
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REPRESENTING FRANCE IN THE EIGHTEENTH-
CENTURY OTTOMAN EMPIRE
A WEALTHY FRENCH DWELLING IN THE
PELOPONNESUS, 1770

Suraiya Iaroghi*

FFor a long time, a certain opprobrium was attached to people who crossed the
boundaries between cultures, particularly if the men and women involved could
not claim to be great scholars or religious figures, from whom certain allow-
ances might be made. Even people who travelled abroad at length were ex-
pected to use their experiences in such a way as to uldmately establish a firmer
‘rootedness’ in their home cultures. This attitude certainly was shared by both
Ottomans and Frenchmen. To take just two eighteenth-century examples, as far
as the Ottomans were concerned, ‘infidel” subjects of the Sultan were expected
to avoid appearing in any way similar to Muslims, and dress differently from
them.l On the other hand, a French ambassador who, in the years around
1700, donned Ottoman apparel, came in for a good deal of criticism from
among his own compatriots and fellow diplomats.2

Ludwig Maximilians University, Munich.

I Compare the bmyuruldn dated (1170 [1756-57]) and published in Ahmed Refik,
Onikinci Asr-+ Hicri'de Istanbul Hayatr (Istanbul, repr. 1988): 182-83. This text forbids
Christians and Jews to dress like Muslims, and especially to wear luxurious clothing;
they are supposed to abstain from wearing angora fabrics and coloured woollen
cloth, with red/scarlet pantaloons (¢agsr) singled out for special disapproval. Other
forbidden vestimentary pleasures include Indian shawls, a major luxury in those
days, and among furs, erminc and otter. Morcover the newly fashionable high fur
caps (kalpak) are to be reduced to their traditional height; this is considered the
responsibility of the manufacturers. Furthermore this text limits the proper clothing
of non-Muslims to blue and dark purple (#0r) woolens, along with short kajpaks.

2 Jean Louis Dusson, Marquis de Bonnac, Ménoire bistorigue sur / *"Ambassade de France a
Constantingple... publié avec un précis de ses négotiations d la Porte Ottomans, cd. Charles
Schefer (Paris, 1894): 55.
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To be sure, such attrudes did not prevent the formaton of, for instance,
Franco-Izmirlis as early as the eighteenth century. But the cultural ‘border
crossings’ in which these people engaged, at least if they laid claim to high so-
cial status within the French community, remained quite limited and even timid.
This 1s remarkable, as the men — and occasional women — concerned often
spent decades, if not their whole lives, on the Aegean seaboard. Or else some
of these long-term visitors to the Ottoman Empire may have chosen to not
discuss their Ottoman contacts in writing, because they either assumed their
readers might be uninterested, or, who knows, even scandalized.3

Such attitudes thus existed even before the nadonal state fully came into its
own, after 1789. But nadonalism obviously exacerbated exclusiveness and a
concomitant emphasis on ‘ethnic purity’. The fact that many European states
possessed colonies ‘in the East’ moreover acted powerfully in the same direc-
ton. Phantasies of belonging to a ‘master race’ apparently were threatened by
members of the colonizing nations who chose to ‘go native’, even though
dressing in ‘foreign, exotic’ garb was a favourite pastime among European
tourists of the Victorian age visiting the Middle East. In the same context, one
might view the misgivings with which ‘Eurasians’ often were regarded, down to
the 1950s and beyond, to whom the stigmata of ‘uprootedness’ and in conse-
quence, ‘unreliability’ were quite often attached.

Only in recent years has there been a partial change of attitude. In many
European societies, at least within certain categories of business, higher educa-
tion or the arts, social milieus have developed where ‘rootedness’ is less impoz-
tant than it used to be. In such contexts, people will admit that cultural ‘border
crossing’, bilingualism included, may have some positive aspects. Among other
factors, citizens of states belonging to the European Community now have the
possibility of choosing their country of residence within the borders of the EC.
This situation has resulted, at least among the better-off and better-educated, in
an enlargement of the boundaries of the territory whose inhabitants may be
considered part of the ‘in-group’. Moreover, the large number of such ‘border
crossers’ in real life, and their achievements in literature, the cinema and many
other fields of culture, have alerted observers to the fact that one can function
successfully in one culture while retaining links to another.

3 Thus for example Sonia Anderson, An English Consul in Turkey : Paul Rycant at
Smyrna 1667-1678 (Oxford, 1989) provides a full discussion of the scholarly consul,
famous for his history of the Ottoman Empire, and the English community of
Izmir. But in spite of Rycaut’s interest in Ottoman history, Anderson only has been
able to find very little evidence on his Ottoman contacts.
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Domestic interiors and the question of ‘border crossing’.

‘L’habit ne fait pas le moine’, as the French adage has it. But these words of
wisdom have not always been adhered to, or else the frock coats of Sultan
Mahmud II’s officials would not have caused any particular scandal, and the
ottomanizing robes of a French ambassador would not have aroused much
comment either.4 Nor does the mere fact of redecorating one’s home involve a
change of identity. Thus the ‘oriental corner’ favoured in certain Victorian
dwellings certainly did not make its owners into Middle Easterners, but simply
showed that the possessors of such goods were able to afford the latest fash-
ions, or perhaps even travel to the Ottoman Empire. Moreover simple esthetic
enjoyment must have had a part to play as well.

Yet in the eighteenth century, French upper-class dwellings exhibited chat-
acteristic furniture ‘a la frangaise’, which was moreover widely copied through-
out continental Europe.5 Even the rage for Ottoman and Iranian carpets, so
marked in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, among the wealthiest
French families of the eighteenth century was given up in favour of the prod-
ucts of the Savonnerie or at least, Aubusson manufactures.6 Thus it would ap-
pear of significance if a well-to-do eighteenth-century Frenchman residing in
Izmir, Crete or the Peloponnesus decided to adopt Ottoman items, particularly
in the rooms where he received ‘company’. I would also contend that this ges-
ture, if performed around 1770, is more meaningful than if an analogous acqui-
sition and display of Ottoman goods had taken place around 1600, or else in
the Victorian age. In any case, the present paper makes use of this hypothesis.

4 On the change in official garb, compare Fatma Mige Go6gek, Rise of the Bourgeoisie:
Demise of Empire : Ottoman Westernigation and Social Change (Oxford, New York, 19906):
67.

5 About a century later, collecting eighteenth-century French furniture and painting
was a highly respected activity even for wealthy people of non-French origins; see
for example the magnificent Musée Nessim Camondo in Paris. The Camondo fam-
ily had immigrated from Istanbul only in 1869: Nora Seni, Sophie Le Tarnec, Les
Camondo ou l'éclipse d'une fortune (Atles, 1997): 207££.

6  Elisabeth Floret, Martine Mathias, “Der franzdsische Teppich : Ankniipfung an eine
alte Tradition (1850-1995),” in: Teppiche, Tradition und Kunst in Orient und Okzident,
ed., Yves Mikaeloff et al. (Cologne, 1997): 232-53.
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The crossing of Ottoman-European boundaries: recent secondary literature.

As we have seen, concerns of the last two decades or so have led us to valorize
certain cultural milieus which by dint of their liminal status, previously had been
devalued as ‘derivative’, ‘inauthendc’ or, in a strictly natonalist perspective,
even ‘treasonable’. Where historians are concerned, in part this mutation can be
linked with the decline, though by no means the demise, of the nationalist
paradigm in historiography.” While in the older literature, the acclimatization of
Frenchmen and Italians in the Ottoman milieu was deplored bur rarely studied,
we now possess the work of Robert Ilbert on late nineteenth and early twent-
eth-century Alexandria, which pays special attention to the cosmopolitan
culture generated in a colonial port city.8 Even more recently, Marie Carmen
Smyrnelis has examined the linkages between Ottoman Christians and French
residents of Izmir.? A similar problématque informs some of the work of
Meropi Anastassiadou, whose concern has been with the upper-class sociability
of Muslims, Jews and Greeks in Hamidian and “Young Turk’ Salonica, and who
has included resident Europeans into this cosmopolitan tableau.10

While these studies concern the eighteenth and more particularly the nine-
teenth century, another recent work has shown that this process of acclimatiza-
tion was at work in the seventeenth century as well.11 In fact, in the perspective
of quite a few Asianist historians, the seventeenth century really constituted a
period in which such accommodations were rather frequent. For in spite of a
good deal of chauvinistic blustering, English and French merchants active in
Asian ports often were uneasily aware of their own marginality in the vast and
sophisticated wotld of, for instance, the Indo-Pakistani-Bangladeshi subconu-

7 For a discussion of the Turkish case, sce Halil Berktay, “Der Aufstieg und die ge-
genwirtige Krise der nationalistischen Geschichtsschreibung in der Tiirkei,” Periplus
1(1991), 102-25.

8 Robert llbert, Alexcandrie 1830-1930: Histoire d’une communanté citadine, 2 vols. (Cairo,
1996).

9 Marie Carmen Smyrnelis, “Les Européens ct leur implantation dans I'espace urbain
de Smyrne (1750-1850),” in: Les étrangers dans la ville, ed. Jacques Bottin, Donatella
Calabi (Paris, 1999): 65-76. Her book on the same subject is forthcoming,

10

Meropi Anastassiadou, “Les inventaires aprés déces de Salonique a la fin du XIX¢
siécle: source pour I'étude d’une société au seuil de la modernisation,” Twrvica XXV
(1993), 97-136; cadem, Salonigue, 1830-1912: Une Ville Ottomane a l'dge des Réfornses
(Leiden, 1997).

11 Daniel Goffman, Britons in the Ottoman Empire 1642-1660 (Scattle, London, 1998).
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nent.12 Tr was only from about 1750 onwards that such traders were so success-
ful that they could begin to imagine themselves as forming part of some kind of
conquering empire.

Zeroing in on the Peloponnesus

From our present point of view, Daniel Goffman’s work on the Britons fight-
ing out the English civil wars of the mid-seventeenth century on Ottoman soil
is moreover of special importance. For Goffman shows a degree of interest in
the Peloponnesus, the Ottoman province of Mora, which Europeans often
called Morea. Goffman’s rescarches have unearthed a British subject, named
Henry Hyde, who purchased a wywodalik in the Peloponnesus. This office al-
lowed Hyde, on a local level, to collect dues on behalf of an absent Ottoman
governor.13 The Englishman also purchased a bacdarlik, that is a permit to col-
lect (marker) taxes. Thus a personage officiating as an English consul during the
1630s and 1640s, and an ardent partisan of Charles I into the bargain, however
temporarily had become part of the Ottoman tax collecting apparatus. Goff-
man rightly has pointed out that this peculiar cumulation of offices was only
possible in a province which for the Ottoman central administration, was com-
paratively marginal. At the same dme, Mora was located on the Ottoman-Ve-
netian border, in so far as the island of Zante (Zakynthos constituted a Ve-
netan possession. The raisins and currants (istafidya in Greco-Ottoman) pro-
duced both in Zante and the Peloponnesus were much in demand among six-
teenth- and seventeenth-century British consumers.14

During the later seventeenth and early eighteenth centuries, it even seemed
for a while that this marginal province might be lost to the Ottoman Empire.
After the final conquest of Crete by the Ottomans (1669), in 1684, the Serenis-
sima attempted to compensate for the loss by entering the war of the Holy
League (1683-1699), which had begun with the failed Ottoman siege of Vienna.
Mora was occupied by Venetian troops, and an administration speedily set up.

12 John E. Willis Jr., “European Consumption and Asian Production in the Seven-
teenth and Eighteenth Centuries,” in: Consumption and the World of Goods, ed., John
Brewer, Roy Porter (London, New York, 1993): 155.

13 Goffman, Britons: 52. For a short description of the duties of a wyvoda, see the rele-
vant article in Mehmet Zeki Pakalin, Osmanls Tarib Deyimleri ve Terimleri Sozliigh, 2nd
ed. (Istanbul, 1971).

14 Maria Fusaro, Uva Passa : Una Guerra Commerciale tra Venegia e I'lnghilterra, 1540-
1640, preface by Giovanni Levi (Venice, 1996).
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However, in 1715, the Ottomans reconquered the peninsula, this reconquest
being internatonally recognized by the treaty of Pasarofga/Passarowitz in
1718.15 The Ottoman authorities decided to regard the province as freshly con-
quered, and establish new administrative structures instead of restoring the old.

By this time, Mora’s position in international commerce had changed; it was
now olives, rather than istafidya, which made the peninsula interesting to Euro-
pean merchants, in addition to the ubiquitous grain trade. In the later seven-
teenth and throughout the eighteenth century, Marseille had developed into a
major producer of soap. As Languedoc and Provengal olive oils were popular
as foodstuffs in southern France, Marseille manufacturers largely used Ottoman
olives as raw materials.10 Apart from the Crete and Tunis, the Peloponnesus
constituted a favourite source of supply.17 This demand for olives explains why
around 1770, there were small groups of French traders to be found in most
Peloponnesian ports.

This commercial situation forms the backdrop for the events which occa-
sioned the documents we will utilize in the present study. As is well known, in
1770, during the Russo-Ottoman war of 1768-1774, a Russian fleet entered the
Mediterranean, inflicted a major defeat on the Ottoman navy near Cesme and
landed a small expeditionary corps on the Peloponnesus. This, in the context of
the war as a whole, rather marginal action sparked an uprising of the Greeks
living on the peninsula, nominally commanded by Fedor Orlov, which uld-

15 On the manner in which this Ottoman reconquest played itself out in Ana-
bolu/Nauplia, compare Nejat Géyiing, “XVIIL. Yiizylda Tiirk Idaresinde Nauplia
(Anabolu) ve Yapilary,” in: Ismail Hakk: Usungargil’ya Armagan (Ankara, 1976): 461-
85 and Christoph Neumann, “Anaboli Reconquered”, as yet unpublished.

16 Patrick Boulanger, Marseille, marché international de I'buile d’olive : un produit et des hommnres
1725-1825, preface by Marcel Courdurié (probably Marseille, 1996).

17 Molly Greene, A Shared World: Christians and Muslims in the Early Modern Mediterranean

(Princeton NJ, 2000): 118-20, 134-39 has pointed out that after the Ottoman con-
quest, olives replaced wine as the principal export commodity produced on the is-
land of Crete. This occurred even though the Ottoman administration discouraged
the production of olives, and would have preferred grain. Compare also Daniel
Sabatier, “Les relations commerciales entre Marseille ct la Créte dans la premicre
moitié du XVIIe siecle,” in: Dossiers sur le commierce frangais en Méditeranée orientale an
XVTle siécle, ed. Jean-Pierre Filippini et al. (Paris, 1976): 151-234.
Boubaker Sadok, La Régence de Tunis an XV1le siécle: ses relations commerciales avec les
ports de I'Europe méditerranéenne, Marseille et Livourne (Zaghuan, 1987): 116-17
demonstrates that in the seventeenth century, Tunis exported olive oil to both
Marseille and the central Ottoman lands.
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mately was repressed by the Grand Vizier Muhsinzide Mehmed Paga with con-
siderable bloodshed.18 On the day-to-day events of the war, as they appeared to
a rather bewildered French consul ‘on the ground’, we are informed by an in-
structive diary in which Consul Lemaire has entered both his own experiences
and those bits of more or less reliable information relayed to him.19 It was the
consul’s aim to collect all French merchants on a ship and take them out of the
war zone, partly for their own safety, and pardy in all likelihood also to avoid
possible complications linked to the neutrality of the French king.20

However there were cases in which this rescue action failed, in one instance
because a French merchant was so shocked as to be incapable of movement.
The diarist tells us that all he could do was to Jeave a couple of men to guard
the unfortunate trader.2! For as local rumour had it, from the Venetian island
of Zante, which should have been neutral territory, robbers/pirates were
expected who saw the events as a unhoped-for opportunity ‘to make a killing’.
Robberies committed by the inhabitants of Mane, the feared Maniotes, added
to the confusion. What with acts of war on the one hand, and the attacks of
freebooters on the other, quite a few of the French merchants present in the
ports of the Peloponnesus at the time of the conflict suffered a total or neat-
total loss of their property.

18 John C. Alexander, Brigandage and Public Order in the Morea 1685-1806 (Athens, 1985);
Yuzo Nagata, Mubsin-gide Mebmed Paga ve Ayénlik Mitessesesi (Tokyo, 1982). However
the Albanian irregulars who made up most of the Ottoman contingent soon es-
caped the control of their commanders, demanding years of alleged back pay. At
first they looted the towns, and later they demanded, and received, tax farms in lieu
of pay: In 1779, another Ottoman campaign was needed in order to dislodge them
(Alexander, Brigandage: 51-58).

19 Archives of the Chambre de Commerce of Marseille (from now CCM), file ] 1637,
‘Suite du Journal de L’Expédition des Russes’ (within files, pages are not num-
bered). The author is the consul Lemaire, who died shortly after these events. Ob-
viously, the diary must have had a section which preceded the one referred to here,
but I have not been able to locate it.

I am grateful to Dr. Patrick Boulanger and his staff, especially Dr. Durand, for their
help in using these materials.

20 Not that things always worked out as planncd. Thus CCM J 1639 informs us that
the French ships carrying the merchants away from the danger zone only received
permission to depart under stringent conditions. The Ottoman fortress commander
of Coron required that they remain within view of the port as long as the Russian
siege continued. '

21 CCM ] 1637, ‘Suite du Journal de L’Expédition des Russes’.
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The lure of compensations and the genesis of an inventory

To allow these merchants at least a partal compensaton, the French govern-
ment decreed that the traders concerned should submit itemized lists of their
possessions, which would form the basis for compensation payments. These
were to be financed by a temporary surcharge to be added onto the dues nor-
mally paid by French merchants active in the Levant. As the Marseille Chamber
of Commerce formed the body which both represented the interests of these
traders and ensured the latters’ subordinaton to the requirements of royal
policy, these proceedings fell within the jurisdiction of the Chamber. It was
thus to this body that the merchants who had been active in the Peloponnesus
in 1770 submitted their claims.22

In principle, only ‘legitimate’ possessions, such as trade goods, money, let-
ters of exchange and personal possessions were to be taken into account; by
contrast, French merchants were not supposed to own real property, and there-
fore could not claim compensation if it had been lost.23 However in real life,
petitioners did not always abide by this rule. Requests for compensatdon men-
tion quite a few possessions which were not officially permitted, even if the
Chamber of Commerce accountants later disregarded these items. But there
was some reason for the ‘broad’ interpretation of French official injunctions by
the merchants concerned. As the Ottoman authorities were known to have
extended a good deal of tolerance to French residents in Izmir, Ankara and
elsewhere, it is not too surprising that in an outlying province such as Mora,
Frenchmen should have acquired houses, and this fact should have been ig-
nored by local Ottoman officials.

In this context, a French resident of the Peloponnesian port of Coron, quite
possibly the consul himself, presented an inventory of his dwelling in order to
document his losses.24 Of course after over two hundred years, we cannot

22 On the role of this body, compare Louis Bergasse, Gaston Rambert, Histoire du
Commerce de Marseille, vol. IV, De 1599 4 1660, De 1660 a 1789 (Paris, 1954): 74-87.

23 This rule presumably was linked to the fact that at least according to seventeenth-
century Ottoman governmental practice, a foreign resident who married a member
of the (Christian) subject population, or acquired real property, was to be deemed a
non-Muslim subject of the Sultan (gimmi). Compare Suraiya Faroghi, “The Venetian
Presence in the Ottoman Empire,” reprint in: The Ottoman Empire and the World
Economy, ed. Huri Tslamoglu Inan (Paris, Cambridge, 1987): 311-44.

CCM ] 1639. In order to not increase the number of footnotes, already appreciable,
references to this text will not be repeated on the following pages.

24
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determine whether this source is wholly reliable. When compensation is at
issue, property owners have good subjective reasons for exaggerating the value
of their possessions. However the Chamber of Commerce had clear standards
as to the value of the furniture ‘typically’ to be found in a merchant’s house,
these items being valued at 1000 piasters (3urug) per enterprise.25 Moreover the
decisions of the Chamber’s agents concerning the value of the goods to be
reimbursed survive in quite a few instances, and this allows us to assess these
officials’ criteria for reliability in reporting,

But perhaps reliability is a secondary issue. For it is our concern to examine
how a long-term French resident accommodated himself and his family to the
Ottoman environment. Conversely, we are interested in the manner in which
consuls and traders asserted their identities as Frenchmen by the domestic

While obviously not a probate inventory, the text in question docs possess some af-
finitics to this latter source, compiled, in a varicty of cultures, after the property
owner’s death and prior to the division of the inheritance. For a comparative treat-
ment of such texts on an international scale, see Probate Inventories: A New Source for
the Study of Wealth, Material Culture and Agricultural Development, ed. Ad van der
Woude, Anton Schuurman (Wageningen, 1980). However the study of Ottoman in-
ventories has since progressed appreciably, see Colette Establet, Jean Paul Pasqual,
Fanilles et fortunes a Damas: 450 foyers damascains en 1700 (Damascus, 1994) and by the
same authors, Ultime voyage pour la Mecque : fes inventaires aprés décés de pélerins morts a
Damas vers 1700 (Damascus, 1998). For a study of inventories whose subjects lived
closer by, or at least on the territory of modern Greece, see Christoph Neumann,
“Arm und Reich in Qaraferye,” Der Islam 73 (1996): 259-312.

25 What is meant are presumably the prastres isolottes, minted in 1719 but long since

disappeared from the market by 1770, due to the declining value of the Ottoman
gurug. It is not casy to specify the equivalent in /Jwres, presumably the /ivres tournois
which cqually figured as a money of account among French traders, and which pos-
sessed the virtue of remaining stable over much of the eighteenth century. See
Edhem Eldem, French Trade in Istanbul in the Eighteenth Century (Leiden, 1999): 156-
01.
From 1724 to 1789, the metallic rate (relative value of two monetary units in terms
of silver content) of the /vre against the para remained stable. But from Eldem’s
graph (Fig. 6.8) it is not possible to determine the exact figure, which seems to have
lain between 11 and 12; and then there is the question of the exchange rate between
prastres isolottes and para. To simplify matters, we may refer to a primary source from
1780 quoted by Eldem (p. 164), which claims that 100 pzastres are equivalent to 225
livres.
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goods they brought into the country, often at considerable expense. In such a
context, semi-imagined goods may be as instructive as the real artcle.

Living as a wealthy Frenchman in the Peloponnesus of 1770

The French consuls apart, one of the central figures of our discussion is Jean
Sauvaire, a merchant resident in Coron. Sauvaire had owned a house which he
himself inhabited, but as he had been advised that real property was not to be
compensated for, he furnished no particulars on this account. However rather
full information on the complex of buildings which housed the French consu-
late in Coron, of which Sauvaire also was the owner, rather makes up for this
omission.20

Jean Sauvaire claimed to have acquired the buildings on account of debts
owed to him, and for a considerable period of time, he had been renting it to
the French consuls. The petitioner stated that Messieurs D’Amiral, Magy and
Lemaire, all three at one time or another, French consuls of Morea, had used
this complex as their official residence. Supposedly it was Consul D’Amiral

26 Unfortunately the inventory does not state whether it pertains to the consular resi-
dence, or else to the house of the Sauvaire family. As an argument in favor of the
first possibility, we may regard the value of the furniture, as well as the dining room
and kitchen utensils, namely 15,043 Zvres. For as we have seen, a standard merchant
dwelling was supposed to contain only 1000 piasters worth of possessions. Morcover
there are very few references to trade goods.

In additon, the person in whose name the inventory has been compiled explains
that he has made certain alterations to the building, which could however casily be
removed. The author explains that he had planned to ask his successor to reimburse
him, or else he had intended to remove the materials in question and sell them
elsewhere. This remark equally points in the direction of the consul, as the succes-
sor of Sauvaire Sr. should have been his son, present in Coron at the time, and not
some hypothetical and anonymous personage. But the most weighty reason for as-
signing the inventory to the consul himself lies in the handwriting: it is identical to
that of another list signed by Consul Lemaire in Marseille in November 1770,
though not to that of Lemaire himself. At the very least, the clean copy of our in-
ventory was penned by a scribe known to the consul.

On the other hand, items such as ‘4 Turkish guintaux of soap from La Canée [Ot-
toman Hanya/Crete], received a month ago’ and 300 strings of mother-of-pearl
beads’ do seem rather more appropriate to a merchant than to a consul. Moreover it
is troubling that the inventory says nothing about the decorations of the church,
which as we have seen, existed in the consular compound. Yet it is hard to imagine
that they all had been salvaged.
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who originally had asked Sauvaire to acquire the house, and several consuls had
discouraged the petitioner every time he expressed the intention of selling it. At
the same time, the consuls had asked for various additions, and the owner had
complied with their requests. As a result, in 1770, the complex was considered a
most valuable property.

Apart from the lodgings occupied by the consul and his family, the building
complex comprised a second dwelling for the translator or drogman, another
for the janissaries guarding the consulate, and a church along with its sacristy. A
separate appartment was destined for the priest serving as almoner to the con-
sulate, and there also was a room, or else a separate structure, serving as a
lockup. Four storerooms also formed part of the complex, in addition to a
garden.27

Moreover we possess a rather thorough inventory of goods found in a
wealthy French dwelling, probably identical with the one whose rooms have
just been listed. Among the details furnished, the fabrics employed in uphol-
stering furniture are especially noteworthy; unfortunately, there are no details
concerning colours of these materials, which added so much to the appearance
of eighteenth-century rooms. Moreover, if items such as bedding have been
salvaged at the time the household took flight, the inventory will state that the
loss concerns only the frame and the ironwork associated with it (fers 4 la duch-
esse).

However there is no clear indication as to the manner in which our inven-
tory has been prepared. In his petition Jean Sauvaire states that his son, sdll
young and inexperienced, has been responsible for making the firm’s original
claim for damages — the author seems to have felt that Sauvaire Jr. had under-

27 A list of the persons comprising the consular household, that is the inhabitants of
the complex described above, is found in CCM file J 1636. The list concerns the
embarkation of the French colony on March 29th, 1770; its members remained on
board ship until May 27th. Jean Sauvaire was not present, but was represented by
his son. Sauvaire Sr. must have travelled and presumably returned to France on his
own, because his wife, mother or mother-in-law, as well as his daughters all were
still living in Morea at the ime of the Russian invasion.

Apart from the consul and his wife, the consular appartments were inhabited by his
aides and servitors. As senior servants there were a lady’s maid, a cook and a butler,
in addition to two ‘ordinary’ servants. With the exception of the cook and possibly
the lady’s maid, all these people were Greeks. As to the consul’s aides, the chief
scribe or chancelier was a single man, without family or servants, and the same ap-
plied to the chaplain. However the drogman was accompanied by his own servant.
In addition there were two janissaries, which brings the total up to thirteen persons.



266 SURAIYA FAROQHI

stated the losses. In some sectuions, the text seems to reflect the voice of the
owner (‘tapisseric de toile peinte en paysage que je gardois en caisse’); but
whether that means that our inventory was penned by the dhancelier in the
consul’s name, or else by someone associated with the Sauvaire family, ulu-
mately must remain doubtful, as there is no signature. Neither do we know who
was responsible for the valuations of the items found in the house. Even more
frustrating is the fact that we are not told which pieces of furniture were placed
in which room.28

Let us begin with the items which indicate that the presumed consular
domicile belonged into the category ‘French dwelling inhabited by a well-to-do
household’.29 Among the most valuable items recorded were the pictures, three
lazge and five medium-sized ones. The owner was obviously proud of them, for
he describes some pictures as being of artistic quality (de main de maitre), quite
apart from the ‘very handsome’ gilt frames.30 However he does not tell us who
their creators might have been, which was typical also of contemporary French
notaries inventorizing the possessions of deceased persons. Nor does the
compiler of the inventory menton the subjects depicted, while Parisian notaries
often did record this informaton, especially in the case of the more valuable
pictures.3! In addition the owner of the furnishings in question had assembled
a small collection of rarities kept in a chest of drawers made of the wood of the
walnut tree; for the most part, these pieces seem to have been seashells.32

28 As it turned out, all the trouble taken in itemizing the losses in houschold goods
was futdle. According to CCM ] 1636, Consul Lemaire, along with his colleague in
Patras, was accorded a standard indemnity of 2000 pzasters, twice that granted to an
ordinary merchant. And that was all...

On the mutation of Parisian dwellings in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries,

and the rather dramatic increase in the number of items to be found in well-to-do

homes after 1750, see Annik Pardailhé-Galabrun, La Naissance de L'intime : 3000 foyers
parisiens XV 1e-X 1/ 1lle siécles (Paris, 1988). On the meanings possibly attached to the
furniture which evolved during this period, see Daniel Roche, Histoire des choses

banales : naissance de la consommation XV 1le-XIXe siccle (Paris, 1997).

30" Pardailhé-Galabrun, La naissance de l'intime: 376-89 cxplains that notaries only sought
expert information on artists when they were confronted with important collec-
dons. It was frequent enough that Parisian notaries valued the frame more highly
than the picture.

31 Ibid.: 385ff.

32 On the history of such collections compare Krzysztof Pomian, Collectionnenrs, Ama-
teurs et Curiensc : Paris-Venise: XV 1e-X 1V 1Ile Stécle (Paris, 1987).
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Much more modest in value were the framed maps (valued 36 /wres) which
probably decorated the less visible sections of the house.

For festive occasions, there were wall hangings of cotton or linen (tapisserie
de toile peinte) with landscape motifs, and a further tapisserie de siamoise, a term
which could denote a silk-cotton or else a cotton-linen mixture.33 A sizeable
library must have formed part of the household furnishings as well; the owner
had been able to save some of it, but the books lost were still valued at 1200
livres, more than any other item apart from the pictures.34

Another prestige possession were the beds, one of them described as very
large and decorated with siamoise; if we are in fact concerned with the consular
dwelling, presumably it had been used by the consul and his wife. Even though
the bedding partly had been salvaged, the lost parts still were deemed to be
worth 250 Zvres. A second bed, decorated with zndienne fine was valued some-
what less (200 Zvres).35 Two large mirrors with chandeliers, an English pendu-
lum clock and a profusion of sofas, canapés and chairs also figured among the
prestige furniture of the presumed consul’s dwelling.36 There were 19 over-

33 As previously noted, these items normally were kept in boxes, and thus must have
been displayed on special occasions only. This reticence is remarkable, as Pardailhé-
Galabrun, Foyers Parisiens: 368-76 tells us that fapisseries were universal among Pari-
sians of the period, with even poor people owning a piece or two.

On the meanings of siamoise compare the list compiled by Pardailhé-Galabrun, Foy-
ers Parisiens: 479-80. Apparently the name was due to the introduction of this fabric
to Parisians by an embassy from Siam (Thailand) to Louis XIV.

34 According to Pardailhé-Galabrun, La naissance de l'intime: 403-19, the ownership of
large libraries formed patt of the social identity of royal officials, often ennobled at
a more or less recent date. These men possessed legal training, but their book pur-
chases, partcularly in the eighteenth century, also included history and belles /fettres.
To a lesser degree, churchmen also owned libraries, albeit of a more ‘traditional’, re-
ligious character. Apparently, merchants were not great purchasers of books.

On books and libraries during this period sce also Pierre Goubert, Daniel Roche,
Les Frangais et I'Ancien Régime : Culture et société (Paris, 1984): 236-40.

35 We are left to wonder whether these beds were in the reception rooms, as had been
common enough in ‘great houses’ of the seventeenth century. Or else they may
have been relegated to the more private sections of the building, as became normal
in the eighteenth century.

36 Mirrors, both movable and cemented into the walls, formed an all but indispensible
decoration of Parisian houses in the ecighteenth century, due to their ability to
lighten rooms and make them appear larger. One commentator even complained
that this fashion made it more difficult for painters to earn a living; Pardailhé-
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stuffed chairs with the bent legs known as pied de biche (456 /livres), 12 plain
chairs made of the wood of the walnut tree (72 /fres), and eight dozen chairs
called de Marseille which given the modicity of their price, must have been for
emergency seatng only (96 Zvres).

Apart from the clock, one further luxury item had been imported from
England, namely a table, whose original price had amounted to 10 Louis [d’or].
This piece of furniture could be enlarged according to need, and was expen-
sively decorated with bronze; it largely was reserved for games. The material
employed was American wood, and given the relatively high cost of the table
(240 /ivres), the wood was probably exotic and precious. Quite a few pieces were
decorated with inlays of wood (warqueterie), also a common feature of wealthy
French dwellings of the period. Twelve cupboards/wardrobes were needed to
hold the minor articles belonging to the household, which also boasted six
chests of drawers (commode) which were becoming fashionable in just this pe-
riod.37

However if we look closely, the pronouncedly French character of the re-
cepton rooms was toned down by certain Ottoman pieces. Among the first
items mentioned in the inventory we find twelve large curtains made of Zndienne
fine du Levant. This fabric must be identcal with the Indian cotton prints imi-
tated in the area of Aleppo and Ayntab (Gaziantep), whose manufacture flour-
ished down to the same Russo-Ottoman war which occasioned the destruction

Galabrun, La Naissance de lintime: 390-93. Chandeliers were considered an item of
high luxury (Ibid., p. 346).

On the other hand, pendulum clocks, often set on the mantleshelf, had become
ubiquitous in Parisian drawing rooms (Ibid., p. 396). A disgruntled observer even
complained that they made him depressive, as the clock served as a constant re-
minder of life’s passing away... Thermometer and barometer were already em-
ployed for predicting the weather, and were becoming more widespread in Parisian
homes; they also were present in the presumed consular household.

The frequent reception of large groups of visitors, and the multitude of chairs
needed to seat them, are also typical of seventeenth- and eighteenth-century affluent
Parisian homes. Parlour games were a common pastime, and our inventory men-
tions a set of trictrac and a set of chess picces.

37 With an increasing number of material possessions, these items of furniture in the
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries gradually supplanted the chests, in which it
was more difficult to keep order. Even the dwellings of the working poor might
contain one or two cupboards/wardrobes: Pardailhé-Galabrun, La naissance de
Vintime: 319.
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of the dwelling under discussion.38 This fabric also was used in covering furni-
ture. A large canapé ‘in the French style’ was decorated with this particular
material; perhaps it matched the curtains. Toward the end of our furniture list,
we also find ‘two Turkish carpets’. Yet the relatively low value placed on them
(60 /ivres) and their very situation at the list’s end, make the reader wonder
whether these items were in fact placed in the reception rooms.

Serving drinks, preparing food??

Plates, cups and similar items formed part of the second section of our list,
which was headed ‘ustensiles’. For an observer looking back from the early
twenty-first century, it is not always easy to determine why certain items were
classed in the first section, namely ‘Meubles, hardes et autres effets’ and others
relegated to the second one. Obviously the dominant criterium was not material
value, as for instance the chess set, mentioned in the first part of the inventory,
was estimated at a mere 12 /ivres, while sixty pieces of English crystal (flacons,
drinking cups etc.), mentioned in the second section, were valued at the hefty
sum of 200 Zvres. We may assume that most of the items mentioned under the
heading ‘ustensiles’ were kept in the kitchen and storehouse, rather than in the
reception rooms, but we have no way of being sure.40

It is perhaps worth noting that the cups and plates used both for everyday
meals and for the entertainment of visitors were not of porcelain, but of good-
quality fayence. Even though by the 1760s, true porcelain was being produced
in Europe, and moreover Chinese porcelain manufactured to western tastes
was imported in sizeable quantides, only a few items mentioned in our inven-
tory were made of this material. These pieces were singled out, either by a de-

38 Katsumi Fukasawa, Toilerie et commerce du Levant d’Alep & Marseille (Paris, 1987).

39 Our inventory contains a third and relatively brief section named ‘provisions’, which
includes the Cretan soap we already have had occasion to mention, but also such
luxuries as wine from Cyprus and fruits preserved in alcohol. However in the pre-
sent context, we will only be concerned with the receptacles holding food and
drinks, and not with the latters’ contents.

40 A full set of fine fayence, peint en émail, including several large pieces and worth 600
livres, figured among the ‘ustensiles’. Such a valuable piece often would have been
kept in the rooms reserved for company. This means that at the very least, there
should have been exceptions to the rule that ‘ustensiles’ belonged into the service
section of the house. We also learn that a small water fountain of copper expressly
was meant ‘for the chamber’; however the chaise pereé or toilet chair, incidentally
decorated with inlaid wood, is mentioned among the furniture of the first section.
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tailed description or else by some laudatory remark.4! There was a porcelain
mustard container embellished with silver, and more surprisingly, a high-quality
shaving basin along with some plates. One wonders whether some of the fay-
ence was not of Ottoman manufacture, as both Kiitahya and Istanbul pos-
sessed actve workshops during the period under discussion.+2

Clearly located in the kitchen were the copper pots and pans, of which the
houschold possessed a variety of types, including frying pans, casseroles and a
special pan to be placed under the roasting spit in order to catch the juices. Of
course the presence of this latter item meant that the kitchen was equipped
with such spits, one of them recently delivered by a French merchant. Four
large copper kettles were valued at 300 Zres, they served for doing the laundry
‘and other needs’, possibly to heat water for shaving the men of the household.
Copper was also used for lanterns; one of them was particularly large and in the
‘Turkish style’, as opposed to two others in the French mode. Ottoman cus-
toms must have been responsible for the adoption of a water jug with a thin
spout 4 /la turgue, made of tinned copper and equipped with a matching plate.
Possibly the three braziers, which served to heat rooms in winter, also were
really Ottoman mangals. That the household consumed coffee, as evidenced by
the existence of several coffee pots, in the seventeenth century would have
constituted an Ottoman impact as well. But by the 1760s, with the café des iles
produced in the Caribbean appearing on the Ottoman market in quantity, this
was no longer the case.43

While chocolate-drinking, another typical habit of eighteenth-century Euro-
pean polite society, was not unknown in the (presumed) consular household,
much more money was expended upon wine. From Marseille, the head of the
household received quanttes of Bordeaux wine in dark-coloured ‘black’ bot-
tles. This wine also served to entertain visiting royal officials, presumably there
were some hard-drinking naval men among them. By the early spring of 1770,
1200 such bottles had accumulated, which the owner, as a careful householder,
had packed into cases in readiness for transporting them back to France; for

41 Louis Dermigny, La Chine et l'occident: Le commerce ¢ Canton an XV 1Ie si¢cle 1719-1833
(Paris, 1964), vol. 2: 573. For a sampling of French porcelain from the second half
of the eighteenth century see Albert Soboul, La Civilisation et la Révolution Frangaise
(Paris, 1970), vol. 1: ill. 208-16; ill. 215 shows a mustard ontainer.

42 Professor Filiz Yenisehirlioglu currently is excavating the Istanbul quarter where the
fayence manufactory was located in the cightcenth century.

43 André Raymond, Artisans et commercants an Caire, an XVIII siéele (Damascus, 1973-
74), vol. 1: 156.
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they were worth a tidy 360 Zres. In addition, there were 80 large wine-bottles,
known by the picturesque term of dame-jeannes, and 18 vats, circled with iron
hoops and valued at 450 /Zwres, meant for wine as well.44 And it is probably not
unrealistic to assume that two vats filled with vinegar, also mentioned in the
inventory, originally had contained wine which had spoilt during the long jour-
ney.

Networks of sociability

As we have seen, the large number of seats, and the well-provided kitchen and
cellar, indicate that the head of the houschold whose possessions are recorded
in the inventory must have done a good deal of entertaining. Quite obviously,
French visitors were foremost in his mind; as we have seen, officials in the
service of the King were to be served Bordeaux wine in quantity. Moreover if,
as is probable, we are in fact dealing with the consul’s dwelling, there were
other Frenchmen who regulatly came to the house. For the members of the
French nation, that is the fully established merchants trading in the Morea, time
and again were called to the consul’s residence to listen to governmental deci-
sions, and also to those for which that official himself took responsibility.4>
The members of the nation also voted on certain matters, particularly of a
financial nature, and presumably, sometimes the evening ended on a convivial
note. However given the small size of the nation in Coron, these meetings
should not have involved crowds of people.

How Ottoman visitors were entertained is much less obvious. Probably they
sat down on the sofas and were offered coffee, but the household did not keep
a supply of local sweets or dried fruits especially for these guests. Yet such
visitors are not a figment of the modern historian’s imagination; for in the con-
fused years with which we are dealing, influential Frenchmen tried to be on
good terms with local fortress commanders, and many Marseille traders en-
gaged in business relations with these important local figures. Admittedly, some

44 Our houscholder seems to have placed particular importance on the construction
and packaging materials he had imported from abroad. Thus he claims to have
brought planks from France and Venice, along with the small supports serving to
hold up a wooden floor ‘as they are not to be found around here’. He also had im-
ported wooden covers set with glass to close his windows, and had kept the chests
in which his paintings had arrived, to be reused in the event of his return. A large
supply of cords was intended for the same purpose.

45 TFor an example compare the protocol in CCM ] 1635. See also Paul Masson, His-
toire du commerce frangais dans le Levant an X1/Tle siécle (Paris, 1911): 139-84.
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of these officers may have preferred to receive French visitors in their own
fortresses, without ever returning the foreigners’ calls. But there were also the
local Christan notables, known as the kocabagss, with whom close reladons were
maintained; these were to become politcally relevant once the wars of the
revolutionary and Napoleonic periods had engulfed the Mediterranean. From
this social milieu, there must have been quite a few visitors to the French resi-
dence.46 But it does appear that preparing the houschold for Morean guests
involved less care and expense than catering for Frenchmen.

Conclusion

Thus our inventory reflects the life of a male, almost aggressively dominant
householder, who associated all but exclusively with other males. It is rather
remarkable that Consul Lemaire, the probable author of our inventory, speaks
of himself as making all the relevant decisions in the household; what was left
for his wife to do, apart from bearing children, is anybody’s guess.#7 The
household head imported such disparate items as paintngs and building
materials to embellish his dwelling, and made elaborate preparations to take
back his property once his term of office was completed. He also accumulated
cordage and cases against his return to France. Is it too speculative to assume
that our author was concerned with his creature comforts and also with
presenting an impressive fagade, a magnificence appropriate to his office as the
representative of the King of France in Morea, but also, that he was a lonely
and rather tight-fisted man?

It has become obvious that the dwelling reflected in the inventory was ar-
ranged according to current upper-class standards in French eighteenth-century
housing; yet there was one notable difference. Our inventory makes no men-
don at all of objects of a religious character. No statuette of the Virgin Mary, no
rosary, no book of hours, no crucifix or any other indicaton that this was a
Catholic household. Of course this omission may have been due to fortuitous
factors. Rosaries and religious books may have been carried by members of the

46 Alexander, Brigandage: 60 has commented on the increased English presence in
Morea during the wars of the late eighteenth century. On the interest of Ottoman

non-Muslims in western consumer goods compare GOgek, Rise of the Bourgeoisie: 97-
108.

47 A child’s pram did in fact form part of the inventory, but no child is mentioned

among the passengers who escaped from Coron. Maybe the Lemaires’ baby had
died at a very young age.
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houschold when they left Morea, and thus been salvaged; and the paintings,
which the inventory’s author was so anxious to take back with him, may have
been at least partly religious in character. All this is valid, and yet, with the
French Revolution less than twenty years away, one does wonder what (the
presumed) Consul Lemaire’s world view may have been.

Another notable feature involves the fact that this dwelling was designed, at
considerable expense, to form a bit of France ‘away from home’. The author of
our inventory diligently notes the items which had been received from French
merchants, while local traders and craftsmen, who furnished kettles, baskets,
lanterns, fabrics and rugs are never mentoned by name. And yet, in a round-
about fashion, Ottoman ‘material culture’ had begun to penetrate this fortress
of French culture.
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DWELLINGS IN SIXTEENTH-CENTUKRY
ISTANBUL

Stéphane Yérasimos*

Orttoman  archival documents furnish numerous descriptions of Istanbul
houses, which, even though they are not very detailed, do permit us to for-
mulate hypotheses concerning the habitat of the Ottoman capital during the
sixteenth century. The major primary sources uscful for such an undertaking
are three registers of pious foundations (saksf) covering those sections of the
city contained within the Byzantine walls and compiled in 1546, 1580, and
1596.1 In addition, useful informaton is provided by the foundation docu-
ments (vakfiyye) establishing the great mosque and school complex of Mehmed
the Conqueror, the detailed account books of the foundation of the Aya Sofya
mosque, and a sizable number of sales documents and attestations of private
property (biicced) surviving in a variety of archives.2 However, the 2,821 dwell-

University of Paris VIII.

1 The first of these registers was published by Omer Lutfi Barkan, Ekrem Hakki
Ayverdi, Istanbul Vakiflar: Tabrir Defteri, 953 (1546) Taribli (Istanbul, 1970). The sec-
ond is found in the Bagbakanhk Arsivi-Osmanlt Arsivi (BBA-OA), section Tapu
Tahrir (TT) Nr 670, 1140 pp., while the third is in the Tapu ve Kadastro Genel
Miudurligl in Ankara: Nrs 542 and 543, 1236 pp. Of this latter volume, only refer-
ences to the first four administrative districts (#abiye) could be consulted. The re-
mainder of the volume contains 276 sakfiyyes concerning buildings constructed be-
tween 1580 and 1596. This section should contain information concerning 250 to
300 further dwellings.

Three of Mchmed the Conqueror’s foundation documents have been published:
“Zwei Stiftungsurkunden des Sultans Mchmed II Fatih,” ed. Tahsin Oz, Istanbuler
Mitteilungen, 4 (1935); idem ed. Fatib Mebmet IT vakfiyeleri (Ankara, 1938); Fatih Twareti
IVakfi, ed. Osman Nuri Ergin (Istanbul, 1945). In addition, abridged versions are
found in the BBA-OA, Ali Emiri, Nr 63.

Concerning the foundation of Aya Sofya, two account books are relevant for our
purposes: BBA-OA, Maliyeden Midevver (MM) 19 (1489) and Atatirk Kiitiipha-
nesi, Istanbul, ms. Muallim Cevdet O 64.

N
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ings more or less briefly described in the three foundation registers of the
middle and later sixteenth century seem to provide a large enough sample for a
typology to become feasible.3 Since the sample is quite regularly distributed
over the 230 odd town quarters making up the intra muros portion of ‘Greater
Istanbul’, a high degree of representativity is in fact achieved.4 Our sample
contains habitatons of varying sizes, from the very large down to minuscule
one-room dwellings. Furthermore, as a comparison with the numerous sales
documents concerning private propertes today in the Topkap1 Palace archives
amply demonstrates, there was no partcular difference between foundation-
owned dwellings and those belonging to individuals. Given the manner in
which many dwellings were first owned privately and then handed over to a
pious foundation, this is in fact what the researcher would expect, and the op-
posite would have been more remarkable.

The reader might assume that houses belonging to Islamic pious founda-
tions had always been built for members of the Muslim population. But this is
not necessarily true: when studying the property-related documentation pre-
served in the archives of the Topkap: Palace, quite a few houses were found
that their Christian or Jewish owners had sold to a high palace dignitary, who
later turned over this real estate to the pious foundation he had established.5
These houses, which formerly had belonged to non-Muslims, could be small or

3 We will, however, also include descriptions of Istanbul houses derived from other
sources whenever they round out the information at hand.

4 The number of Istanbul quarters (maballes) fluctuated in the course of the sixteenth
century. The register of 1546 contains formal entries for 219 such units; by 1580,
ten further quarters had been added. In some instances, buildings were located in a
‘quarter’ for which there is no official entry in the register. It has been assumed that
‘quarters’ not thus recorded were in reality simply place names or else sub-quarters,
that is part of a formally established quarter.

The foundation registers do not mention any non-Muslim quarters. Yet the poll-tax
(cigye) registers of 1540 and 1544 record about thirty Greek mahalles (BBA-OA, TT
210 and 240). Moreover, a register of Istanbul Jews was compiled in 1595-97: BBA-
OA, MM 14393, in which there are about ten Jewish quarters. Compare Stéphane
Yérasimos, “La communauté juive d’ Istanbul a la fin du XVle siecle,” Turica
XXVII (1995): 101-30.

5 Thus Mehmed Aga, Chief White Eunuch, bought houses from Christians after
1583, when the patriarchate had been expelled from the Pammakaristos Church,
now turned into the Fethiye mosque. Until that time, the relevant town quarter had
been known as the mahalle-i Patrik (Topkapt Sarayr Arsivi, from now TSA, Nr E
7948).
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large and fit in perfectly with the sample derived from our three foundation
registers.

Terminology

When attempting to better understand what contemporary documents tell us
about the habitat of sixteenth-century Istanbul, our first problem concerns
terminology. What real-life buildings are hidden behind the concise terms used,
usually without any explanations, in the registers of the sixteenth century?
Matters are not facilitated by the fact that several different terms apparently can
denote the same kind of house or building element. In part, the frequent use of
synonyms is due to the fact that most sixteenth-century foundation documents
(vakfiyye) are written in Arabic, and the same thing applies to hiccets or certifi-
cates of private ownership; but this rule does not prevent the occasional inclu-
sion of Persian or Turkish words. In addition, certain terms can change their
meanings over time and do not denote the same reality in the nineteenth cen-
tury as they did in the sixteenth. Given these conditions, rather than relying on
dictonaries dating for the most part from the years after 1800, we have con-
sulted the list of architectural terms that figures in the appendix of the biogra-
phy of Mimar Mehmed Aga, the architect of the Sultan Ahmed mosque, written
in 1614-15 by Ca’fer Efendi.6 We will thus begin our discussion by introducing
the most salient terms occurring in the sample; these will be grouped, not al-
phabetically as in a glossary, but according to the meanings they convey.

6 |Cafer Efendi], Risile-i Mi'mariyye: An Early-Seventeenth-Century Ottoman Treatise on
Architecture, ed. and transl. Howard Crane (Leiden, 1987).
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Table 1: The house and its rooms

mengi!

denotes the house in its entirety; however, this term is rarely used in
the registers, which prefer instead Jane or the plural form hancha. The

latter terms can also refer to habitable rooms/chambers.

hane, beyt, oda, ev

all these terms refer to habitable rooms/chambers.

hane/ beyt-i siflr,

hane/ beyt-i tahtani

both terms signify ground-floor rooms, there being absolutely no

difference in meaning. The Turkish equivalent yer er/ is rarely used.

hane/ beyt-i nlvi, hane/

beyt-i fevkani

rooms situated on an upper floor. The terms wloi/ siifli and tabtani/

Jevkani are normally coupled.

gurfe room on an upper floor, larger than the ground-floor structure on
which it rests.”
gartak not a synonym for gmfe, for it is often located on the ground floor; a
pavilion with open sides.8
kasr the Arabic equivalent of Turkish gur/ak and Persian K’.r)'\rk..()
-

While a gurfe is always situated on an upper floor, it is by no means an ordinary beys-i
Jfevkani. According to the Risdle-i Mi'madriyye, the gurfe-i ulviyye is the Arabic equivalent
of the Turkish term fevkani ¢artik, with the additional explanation that it is “similar
to a gabuisin” p. 86. According to James U. Redhouse, A Turkish and English Lexicon. ..
(Constantnople, 1890, repr. 1921), the gwmfe 1s “an upper hall or belvedere”. According
to the modern Ottoman Turkish dictionary of Ferit Develliogla, Oswantica-Tiirkge
Aunsiklopedik Lugat (Ankara, 1970); the equivalents of gmfe are “gardak, kigk, balkon,
ctmba”. Since our sources speak of gabnisin as an equivalent of gmrfe, the latter seems to
have been a structure overhanging the street or garden. One might wonder whether a
closed chamber or an open veranda was intended; but since our documents often
mention a gurfe with a fireplace (gurfe gate kanin), and fireplaces are not meant to heat
the outdoors, the texts must be referring to a closed chamber. The term gabuigin, rarcly
employed, seems to be the Persian equivalent of “gmfe”. That the gmfe was a structure
overhanging the street or a court also becomes evident from the frequent references to
gurfes built over a gateway. Toilets might also be constructed in the same fashion, com-
pare Barkan, Ayverdi, Istanbul Vakaflars, p. 174, Nr. 985.

The change of meaning that this term underwent between the seventeenth and
nineteenth centuries becomes apparent when we compare the meanings given in the
Risdle-i mi’midriyye with those recorded by Redhouse. According to the older source,
this term denotes a structure built of stone, while the later one says “open stage
built on the roof of a house, for drying linen, ctc., a trellis, supported on posts.”
Actually, in modern Turkish, a gardak is a trellis, while the Persian word, which liter-
ally means ‘four arches’, originally denoted a solid construction evidently consisting
of four arches, with open sides. In our sample, this term is not very frequent.
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Table 2: Rooms with special characteristics

Diicre

cell, unspecified service space, used to lodge servants or clsce for storage.

sofa

difficult to definc in spitc of its centrality ro Ottoman domestic
architecture, houses of the 18" ard 19 centuries being often described as
‘houses with a sg/.10 Tn the sixteenth century: a covered eypan or veranda,

always accompanied by a sccond room.

tlle, sundnrma,

heayal

porch, gallery.11 “This is the basic term characterizing the other major type

of the traditional Ottoman dwelling, namely the ‘house with fayar. 12

slle-i loca

roofed balcony, cquivalent of hayat. Ioca is derived from the ltalian loggia.

taht el-puy, coll.
labtapns ‘ander

the roof

possibly a storeroom or terrace on top of a house, the cquivalent of

zulle. 13

beyt-1 selimi,

selamilik

room where male visitors are reccived. 1n large two-courtyard dwellings,

this spacc is generally located in the outer vard and over the stables.

mabba’, halvet

private room, cabinet.

divanbane

reception room, this term has been encountered only once.

debliz

hall or passageway.

siillem, nerdiihan

staircase, rarely recorded. Perhaps those thus cnumerated were more

monumental than was customary.

10

13

According to both the Risdle-i mi'mariyye and the registers of Istanbul pious founda-
tons, kasrappears as the Arabic equivalent of gartak.

Redhouse was well aware of the change of meaning this term had undergone: ‘origi-
nally a porch or hall with benches on which to rest, (at present) a hall or an ante-
room”. According to the Risdle-i mi'mdriyye, this term, though of Arabic origin, is the
Turkish equivalent to the Arabic gypan. This latter word is etymologically Persian,
and moreover a synonym of the term gartak, discussed above, and also of the Per-
sian term sayeban, meaning porch. In contemporary Ottoman texts, the courtyards
of the sultanic mosques are also called sofa.

Etymologically, the term gu/le is casily explained. Redhouse defines it as “anything
that shades or protects”. According to the Risdle-i mi'miriyye, the term hiyata, the
Arabic word from which hayat is derived, is equivalent to Turkish &apu dnii ou sagak
altr, both meaning an entrance hall.

Dogan Kuban, The Turkish Hayat House (Istanbul, 1995).

As the Risdle- mi'mariyye tells us; possibly this usage became common because speak-
ers around 1600 assumed an ctymology fabte pus, covered in wood.
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Table 3: Service spaces!4

kenif toilet.

istabl, ahur stable; the two terms used as synonyms. [stablis derived from Latin
stabulum. Mainly found in the city center.

firin baking oven, derived from furuus.

tennur oven.

matbah kitchen.

mahzen storage space of any kind.

anbar granary.

kiler pantry, storage space for foods, from cella.

bodrum basement.

mahtab, muhub, space for storing firewood.

odunluk

serdab room used for cooling water, cistern (?).

Distribution in space

After thus introducing the terminology with which our sources denote do-
mestic spaces, it will be our next task to show how the more important ele-
ments of the Istanbul house were distributed over the geography of the city.
Here we will refer first to the town quarter (waballe) and then to the thirteen
districts (nahiye) into which the sixteenth-century registers of pious foundations
divide Istanbul’s territory. The district of Aya Sofya, the first on the list, occu-
pies a piece of land reaching from the Golden Horn all the way to the Sea of
Marmara, bordered to the east by the walls of the Topkap1 Palace and, toward
the west, extending to the present-day train statdon of Sirkeci. The Babiili hill,
where in later times the Grand Vizier officiated, the Byzantine cistern of

14 Qutside the dwelling proper, the following ancillaries have been encountered:
mubavvata, bavli: courtyard, literally ‘enclosed space’; cineyne, hadika, bagge: garden;
saha: empty piece of land; kerm: vineyard; bir-i ma, su kuyusu: well; sikdye: place for
storing water; hdbiye-i md: water jar; ‘ayn-i ma, bunar, ayagma: source of water, the last-
named coming term from the Greek aghiasma: sacred source; havg: basing mugsel:
space for ablutions.

A few miscellaneous terms that occur in the context of building descriptions: dik-
kdn, hanut: shop: kdrbane: workshop; asiyab, tabune: mill; asiyab-i gendiim: mill for
grinding wheat; asiyab-i feres: horse-driven mill; min el-abgab, nin el-elvah: wooden,
made of planks; ¢atma: half-timbered; beyt-i kdfiri: house dating from Byzantine ti-
mes.
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Binbirdirek and the Kiicik Ayasofya mosque, once the church of St. Sergius
and St. Bacchus, all formed part of this district. To the west there followed
district, bordered to the south by the Divanyolu, while this #ahiye’s eastern limits
lay at the Grand Bazaar and the Yeni Cami; at the end of the sixteenth century,
the latter building was still a construction site. The district of Ali Pasa bordered
the Divanyolu on both sides. To the north, it was adjacent to Mahmud Paga,
while at its southern limit, there was the nahiye of Sultan Bayezid. As a result,
the district of Ali Pasa did not include any stretch of seashore. The fourth nahiye
bore the name of Ibrahim Pasa; it encompassed the space to the north of the
Grand Bazaar and the Old Palace all the way to the Golden Horn, while its
eastern edge touched the Stleymaniye.

While the three last-named districts were quite small, the nabiye of Sultan
Bayezid covered a much larger expanse of territory, extending from the Sea of
Marmara on its southern edge to the street linking the mosque of Sultan
Bayezid to that of Sehzade, this latter thoroughfare constituting the district’s
northern limit. To the west, this #abiye touched what is now Atatiirk Boulevard.
The sixth nahiye, known as Vefa after the mausoleum of a well-known sheik,
encompassed the eastern section of the Zeyrek valley, and thus was bordered to
the east by the Sehzade and Sileymaniye mosques, as well as the locality known
as Unkapani, while the western limit was once again in the area of today’s
Atatlirk Boulevard. To sum it all up, these six districts formed the innermost
section of the city, limited to the west by the rocky spur that reaches from the
modern Atattrk Bridge all the way to the Sea of Marmara. By today’s standards,
these districts all form part of Istanbul’s urban core, administered by the mayor
of Emin6ni.

Beyond these limits, there was the section known as Fatih, whose core was
the great complex of pious foundations instituted by Sultan Mehmed the Con-
queror. It was delimited by the modern Vatan Caddesi to the south and the
Golden Horn to the north. To the west, Fatih bordered on the district of Sultan
Selim, named after the mosque that Siileyman the Magnificent had constructed
in memory of his father, which covered the area also known as Carsamba. The
territory situated between Vatan Caddesi and the Sea of Marmara, immediately
to the west of the modern Atatirk Boulevard, was encompassed by the ninth
district, named after the mosque of Murad Paga, with the tenth, known as
Davud Pasa, immediately adjacent. Finally, the sparsely inhabited region inside
the Byzantine land walls had been divided between the eleventh district of
Koca Mustafa Pasa to the south, Topkap: (Nt XII) in the center, and the thir-
teenth district of Ali Pasa in the north, adjacent to the Golden Horn.



282 STEPHANE YERASIMOS

Some of these districts were quite homogenous, others less so. The first nabiye,
that of Aya Sofya, consisted of the densely populated region close to the
Golden Horn and the more sparsely inhabited areas once covered by the Byz-
antine imperial palace, to the east and south of the Hippodrome. Within the
section close to the Golden Horn were the quarters near the Topkapi Palace
walls, preferred by the well-to-do, and their more popular counterpatts close to
the port. The three districts of Mahmud, Ali, and Ibrahim Paga all formed part
of the city’s core, devoted to commerce and artisan production, while Sultan
Bayezid, on the slopes oriented toward the Sea of Marmara, was much less
active. Like its Aya Sofya counterpart, the district of Fauh contained a varied
populadon: the wealthy lived around Zeyrek, people of middling income could
be found on the shores of the Golden Horn, while the poor inhabited the val-
ley of the rivulet known in antiquity as the Lycus, which today has been cov-
ered over to form Vatan Caddesi. Beyond, there were few concentradons of
populaton, apart from the quarters close to the Golden Horn that formed part
of the XIII™ district.

Within this space, the structural characteristics of the buildings that interest
us here are distributed in the following fashion. On average, the Istanbul house
consisted of 2.57 habitable rooms (beyr-i gurfe), but this mean masks important
differences from one nahiye to the next. In the three districts of Mahmud, Alj,
and Ibrahim Paga, the houses are larger (Ali Pasa: 3.06, Mahmud Pasa: 3.48,
Ibrahim Pasa: 3.92). When we compare the size of urban habirations quarter by
quarter, the highest averages appear in the maballe of Hubyar (4.5 rooms), lo-
cated in the 1Ind district, between the Yenicami and the present-day train station
of Sirkeci, and in Celebioglu (5 rooms), situated right behind the Spice Bazaar.
In these areas, we encounter buildings with 20, 27, or 31 rooms, some of which
must have been veritable palaces. But adjacent to such a structure, there might
well be a modest home of merely one or two rooms. In the other districts
forming part of the urban core and also in Fath, the average dwelling size
approaches the mean value for the city as a whole (Aya Sofya: 2.80, Bayezid:
2.73, Fath: 2.53). Further to the west, the houses become considerably smaller,
with the lowest value in the district named for the Topkap1 gate (Murad Paga:
2.00, Koca Mustafa Paga: 1.85, Topkapt: 1.78).

Upper and lower floors

As the most casual observer will immediately notice, sixteenth-century Istanbul
did not exactly consist of high-rise residential buildings. Just over half the
houses on record (53.09 percent) possessed more than one floor, and only
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twelve structures had three or more. The geographical distribution of two-floor
houses resembled that observed when we plot the number of rooms on the
map of Istanbul. Only when it came to the presence or absence of an upper
storey were the differences between districts even more marked than where the
number of rooms was concerned. While in the three central nahiyes of Mahmud,
Ali, and Ibrahim Pasa, the share of two-floor houses amounted to between 73
and 76 percent, in the nahiye of Topkapt, only 11 percent of all houses pos-
sessed an upper storey. It is certainly meaningful that all the districts we have
defined as forming part of the ‘inner city’ show percentage rates over the aver-
age, while the opposite is true for the ‘outer’ districts.

Courtyards

More than three-quarters of all sixteenth-century Istanbul houses, 77.35 percent
to be precise, conrained at least one courtyard. This constitutes a major differ-
ence from the ‘traditional Istanbul house’, which continued to be built well into
the twentieth century and to which the courtyard was much less central. Thus
the type of house known from extant, mostly late Ottoman buildings must have
emerged after the period studied here. Apparently the elements of a sixteenth-
century Istanbul dwelling were normally grouped around or within a yard, and
as the house grew in size, this led to an increase in the number of courts. Thus
the larger houses possessed two of them, with the exterior courtyard a service
area while its interior counterpart was inhabited by the owner’s family. The
largest dwellings might contain three or even four such yards.

It is instructive to compare the distribution of single and multiple courtyards
within the thirteen urban districts making up the Ottoman capital. A single
nabiye, that of Ibrahim Paga, shows a percentage of courtyards way below the
average (54.27 percent). At first glance, we may surmise that this is due to the
density prevailing in this central urban district. But considerable doubt is cast
on this explanation, since the district of Ali Paga, also central in location, shows
the highest incidence of courtyards in our entire sample, namely 84.85 percent.
On the other hand, the peripheral districts close to the Byzantine land walls
show a percentage slightly lower than average.

From these findings we can derive the hypothesis that the courtyard forms a
characteristic element of the Istanbul dwelling of the sixteenth century. How-
ever, the commercial quarters close to the Golden Horn, where the Italian mer-
chant colonies of Byzantine times were situated before most of them moved to
Galara, belong to a different species. In this area, the courtyard assumes a much
less dominant role. To clarify the implications of this statement, let us take a
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closer look at the quarters on the southern shore of the Golden Horn. Adjacent
to the walls of the Topkapi Sarayi, we find the quarter of Novbethane. This was
inhabited by a populaton that was on the whole comfortably off, but the
quarter was remote from Istanbul’s commercial center and the spaces formerly
occupied by the foreign merchant colonies. Here the number of houses with a
courtyard amounted to 82.3 percent, considerably above the average computed
for the city as a whole. Yet when we move but slightly to the west, to the
quarter of Hace Uveys Pasa (Hoca Pasa), situated on the site of the present-day
Sirkeci train station, only 61.7 percent of all houses possessed a courtyard. In
the quarters of Hubyar and Celebioglu, which we already know contained the
city’s largest dwellings, the percentages were 39.3 and 35.6 percent respectively.
Cleatly enough, money to purchase the necessary land was an indispensible
precondition for constructing a courtyard house, but apparently not all wealthy
people were interested in acquiring houses of this kind.

We must also take into consideraton that Novbethane, Hubyar and Cele-
bioglu lay in the core area of Istanbul’s sixteenth-century Jewish settlement.
Quite often, members of this community lived in collective habitations that the
Ottoman documents called ‘Jewish residences’ (yabudbanes) and which, in He-
brew, are known as hagaka. These buildings were rented for lengthy stretches of
time by a single member of the community, who then sublet individual cham-
bers to resident families. In fact, the 1595-97 register of Istanbul’s Jewish
population, which records the dwelling places of the men listed, shows that
many Jews rented space from the major pious foundations.!> Thus we can
conclude that large old buildings had been acquired by Ottoman dignitaries and
ultmately turned over to the pious foundations they established; the adminis-
trators then transformed the buildings into collective dwelling places to maxi-
mize rental income.

Gardens

Among the almost three thousand Istanbul houses investigated here, 32.68
percent boasted a garden; normally a house with a garden also possessed a
separate courtyard. Unsurprisingly, in the central #abiye of Ibrahim Pasa, a gar-
den was a rare luxury (8.54 percent); and the same applies to the Celebioglu
quarter, where out of 59 dwellings, the inhabitants of only three enjoyed this
advantage. By contrast, in the peripheral district of Koca Mustafa Paga, where

15 Yérasimos, “La communauté juive,”: 125-27.
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vegetable gardens were still numerous in the middle of the twentieth century,
the share of houses with gardens was 56.52 percent.

Service spaces

More than four-fifths of all Istanbul houses were outfitted with latrines (80.79
percent), with normally one latrine to 3.2 habitable rooms. When there were
over 3.2 rooms to a house, additional latrines were constructed. On the other
hand, specialized kitchens were a rarity, mentioned in barely 6 percent of all
cases. A baking oven was found in 25.10 percent of all houses, and in 30.10
percent of all cases, there was a stable. As we have had occasion to note, stables
were not widespread in the peripheral quarters of Topkapi (8.33 percent) and
Koca Mustafa Pasa (16.84 percent), in spite of their semi-rural character. By
contrast, the number of dwellings containing stables amounted to 56 percent in
the centrally located ITI district. After all, horses and camels were expensive.

Miscellaneous spaces

While 32.93 percent of all houses possessed a sofa, the semi-open spaces known
as gulle or hayat were on record in 26.76 percent of all cases; these two types of
structures were by no means mutually exclusive, but rather complemented one
another. Once again, the special character of the central district of Ibrahim Pasa
becomes apparent from the fact that here both sofz and g#/le are particularly rare
(11.06 percent and 16.08 percent respectively). In the peripheral nabiyes, we find
fewer sofas and more gwlles than in the central districts in the city. It is likely that
the gu/le was a less sophisticated kind of gallery than the sofa, appropriate to a
more rural environment.

We have come to think of Ottoman cities in general and Istanbul in par-
ticular as places where merchants and craftsmen rented workspace in khans and
covered markets, while living in separate residential quarters. Given this ten-
dency, it is of interest to note that some exceptions to this rule did exist, for in
7.94 percent of all houses, shops and dwelling places were located in the same
buildings. Once again, the difference between the central and the peripheral
districts was considerable. Houses with one or more shops located on the
ground floor made up 20.10 percent in the case of the Ibrahim Pasa district and
11.90 percent in that of Mahmud Paga. In the peripheral parts of the city, how-
ever, where the total number of shops was probably quite limited, the percent-
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age of homes combined with shops was minimal: 4.89 percent in the Koca
Mustafa Pasa district and no more than 2.78 percent in Topkap1.16

Combining building elements: rooms on upper and lower levels

At first reading, the various structural elements referred to in the foundation
registers seem to have been juxtaposed without any rhyme or reason, a situation
that does not exactly facilitate the task of the urban historian. Yet when we
attempt to order these clements, certain recurring combinations of closed
chambers and semi-open galleries do emerge. In consequence, we are able to
tentatively suggest a few building types.

In certain descriptons, the authors indicate that a given room was located
over another one: quite often there is redundancy, the reader being informed
that an upper room is built on top of a lower one, or else one or two gurfes
overhang the lower part of the house — after all, gurfes are by definidon located
on upper floors. But sometimes the description is more meaningful, for in-
stance when we learn that an upper chamber or a gwfe is located on top of a
stable. As we have already seen, in larger houses this room over the stable may
well turn out to be the selamlik reserved for the recepton of male guests. Larger
stables are sometimes topped by a series of rooms or cells, presumably assigned
to servants. On the other hand, we also have found small dwellings that consist
quite simply of a stable on which is perched the only habitable room.

In other cases, upper-floor chambers have been buit over service spaces
such as storage rooms, latrines, kitchens, or woodsheds, while the gurfe sur-
mounting the entrance gate may have housed the gatekeeper. Other houses
contain ground-floor chambers and sofas over a space known as a serdab, pre-
sumably a souterrain with a basin full of water to cool the habitable rooms
during the summer. Last but not least, in one instance we find ‘an old ¢artak’
surmounted by no less than four rooms, a finding indicating that the gartaks of
this period were not the light structures we associate with this term today.17

In addition, we can guess how certain combinations of rooms were arranged
when we pay careful attention to the repetitions ever present in our texts. Thus

16 Wells were present in 45.94 percent of all dwelling places, but it is difficult to inter-
pret the percentage differences between Istanbul’s districts. Why should the nabiye
of Topkapy, situated in the relatively well-watered valley of the Lycus river, have
possessed the smallest number of wells (33.33 percent) among all urban districts?

17 TT 670, p. 108. This is a house with four courtyards donated by Zahide Hatdn bind
Nasuh, part of which goes back to Byzantine tumes (kdfirz).
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when we read “room on the ground floor, with an overhanging room on top
and another ground-floor chamber, along with an upper room and [adjacent]
gallery”, we are probably not far off the mark in assuming that we are con-
cerned with two separate buildings.18 Other examples of this kind include: “two
ground-floor rooms along with a sofa and a gurfe containing a fireplace, a storage
space for wood and a stable with a gurfe on top, and a lower-level room with a
gallery and sofa, three wells, one baking oven, two latrines, and a courtyard”.19
This dwelling doubtless consisted of three separate structures, in addition to
two latrines in the courtyard. While generally the sequence in which the rooms
have been listed makes it quite feasible to figure out their arrangement ‘on the
ground’, some doubts remain concerning the place where the storeroom for
wood was located. It could have been on the upper floor of the first-men-
tioned structure, next to the gurfe possessing a fireplace, or else adjacent to the
stable, below the second gurfe.

Even more explicit is the expression “lower-level room, with a gurfe and sofa
on top and another lower-level room surmounted by a gurfe”.20 Evidently two
buildings are being described here. Other variants of this type are also docu-
mented: thus a rather elaborate building contained “a large ground-floor room
with a sofa and a small ground-floor chamber, a gurfe and an upper room, with
underneath a pantry, a well, a baking oven, latrines, and a courtyard”.2! Yet
another dwelling, presumably made up of three units, consisted of “a gurfe with
a shop below, a garden, latrines and another gurfe, with a cell on top [and] a
further [third] gmfe with a shop on the ground floor”.22 What emerges from
these descriptions is a type of dwelling spread out over the courtyard: an ex-
treme but by no means rare situation of this kind is reflected in the following
description: “two courtyards, one exterior and one interior; in the interior one,
two ground-floor rooms with a baking oven and latrines and a well used in
common, a garden with fruit-bearing and fruitless trees, a further ground-floor
room, once again with a baking oven and latrines, another small ground-floor
room and separate latrines, yet another large room with a stable, a girfe, a ulle, a

18 Barkan, Ayverdi, Istanbul Vakaflar: : 715, No 415.
19 TT 670, p. 344.
20 TT 670, p. 749.
21 TT 670, p. 873.
22 TT 670, p. 1082.
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sofa, and latrines; in the exterior court, stables, gmrfe, gulle, garden, and la-
trines.”23

The will of Herdemsah Hatun bint Abdirrahman disposes of this house,
situated in the quarter of Ishak Pasa, below the Aya Sofya and adjacent to the
walls of the Imperial Palace. It contains some additional informaton concern-
ing the arrangement of the various rooms. Herdemgah Hatun intended the two
lower houses to go to her daughter Fatma and the latter’s descendants, while
“the room next to the two adjacent chambers”, that is the second-mentioned
item of this kind in the description cited above, was meant to go to the admin-
istrator of a pious foundaton. “The upper room located in the interior court-
yard over the stable”, that is, the gnfe mentoned in the previous description,
was donated to the poor of Medina. “The upper room on top of the stables in
the exterior court”, in other words, the second gnrfe, was to be rented out and,
from the rent received, an akge per day was to be allocated to the imam of the
Ishak Paga quarter, who was asked to pray for the soul of the deceased. Finally,
the income obtained from “the little room on the ground floor, in the interior
courtyard” was to be used to repair two upper rooms. The largest room of this
house, however, does not appear in this will.

Combining stuctural elements on a single level

Here our information is relevant mainly to the manner in which habitable
rooms were situated relative to the sofz and gw//e. Most commonly, we encoun-
ter descriptions of the following kind: “ground-floor room, with a gw/le in
front”, “upper-level chamber with a storeroom for firewood underneath and a
gulle in front”, “two lower-level rooms, with a sofz in front, and two rooms on
the upper floor, [also] with a sgfa”, “room and stable, on top an upper-level
[floor] and and a loft (tahtapuy), further two ground-floor rooms, with a g/l in
front”, or simply “sofas with a gu/le in front”. Such detailed descriptions make it
possible to imagine what lay behind concise formulas such as “gurfe and ulle”
or “sofa and zulle’. Thus we gain a notion of the manner in which galleries
framed ground-floor or upper-level rooms and how sofas lay in front of habit-
able chambers and were themselves preceded by open galleries. Here we are
moving toward the well-known model of the Ottoman house of later centuries,
in which covered spaces open on the sides preceded the habitable rooms
proper and ended in an open gallery.

23 TT 670, p. 63.
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Much more rarely do we find records that tell us something about the manner
in which other sections of the house were spatially related to one another. Thus
some records mention a “ground-floor room, with a baking oven in front” or
“a stable, with a selamlik in front” or “a cell in front of the courtyard gate”.

Intercalated structures

Here we are concerned with building elements situated between other sections
of the same dwelling; almost always the spaces in question are sofas. Expressions
such as the following are quite frequent: “two ground-floor rooms facing one
another, in between two sofas”, “upper-level rooms, with sofz and gwlle berween
them”, or else “two ground-floor rooms, with a sgfz in between”. More elabo-
rate is the following description: “a staircase and large gallery (revak-z agin) with
a large sofa berween two chambers facing one another”24 A comparable
arrangement is reflected in a document that mentions “two cells built face to
face, with a sofz separating them, and a gabnisin at the edge of the sofa” 25

A sofa between two rooms also is called an ¢ypan. Toward the courtyard, the
eyvan can extend in the shape of a gallery (zulle, hayat, or revak) or toward the
street in the form of a balcony (sahnisin); this results in the classic arrangement
of an Ottoman hayat house. Occasionally, we also have found a kitchen located
between two sofas, and this case will form the transition to the next category to
be discussed here, namely the sofas in a lateral position.

For this particular arrangement, we possess numerous examples: “two
ground-floor chambers, a sofz in between and two further sofzs on both sides”,
“two lower-level rooms, each one of them topped by a gurfe with its [own] fire-
place, a sofz between them and [in addition], a sofz on each side”, “two ground-
floor rooms, separated by a sofz and two further sofas on each end, fronted by a
gallery”, “two adjacent chambers, both with adjacent sofas”, “upper-level rooms,
separated by a sofz and with further sofas on both sides, also a great gallery and a
staircase”, “ground-floor rooms, a sofz between them, on top another sofz also
called a gabnisin and [two] sofas to both sides.” From these descriptions we gain
the impression that habitable rooms were often surrounded by galleries open
on one side, an arrangement well known from one of the older surviving Ana-

24 This is a rather unusual house in the quarter of Zeyrek, donated by Ca’fer Celebi,
the father of the Seyhiilislim Sun’ullah Efendi: TT 670, p. 630.

25 TSA, E 7954, documenting the sale of a house to Haydar Cavus (1595).
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tolian houses, the villa (konak) of Cakir Aga in Birgi.26 The sccond-to-last de-
scription cited here suggests an upper tloor whose two chambers were sur-
rounded on three sides by sofas. The latter space ended in a gallery, accessible
from below via a staircase. When analyzing the very last description, with re-
spect to the ground floor, we encounter a situation similar to the one just
referred to; by contrast, the upper floor of the dwelling consisted only of a sofa
overhanging the ground floor to one side.

Toward a typology

These spatal relationships permit us to discern some general characteristics of
sixteenth-century Istanbul housing. As we have already observed, a large
dwelling of this period consists of numerous buildings distributed over one or
more courtyards, while the court or garden fronts of many buildings contain
galleries (hayat).27 Sofas of the eyran type often separate habitable rooms, while
the latter are frequently surrounded by sofus. Service spaces such as the ‘cells’,
but also the room in which male visitors are received (selamilif) are frequently
located over the stables, and it is also probable that, in many instances, latrines
were set apart from the other buildings. As we have noted, there are enough
detailed descriptions for us to also interpret texts that at first glance, do not
seem to tell us very much, such as the bare statement: “two rooms and three
sofas”. In the light of what we have learned, this rather cryptc description
probably denotes two rooms with a sofz in between and further sofzs on each
side. Do these observatons allow us to attempt a typology of sixteenth-century
Istanbul dwelling places?28

26 For details, compare Godfrey Goodwin, A History of Ottonan Architecture (London,
1971): 435-37; Rahmi Hiseyin Unal, Birgi : Taribi Cografyast ve Tiirk Dénemi Amtlar:
(Ankara, 2001): 141-52.

27 See TT 670, p. 288 for a description that records “upper-level rooms, surrounded
by a gulle”.

28 For an earlier study of the habitat of the Bosporus town of Yenikdy in the early
cighteenth century, compare Tilay Artan, “Architecture as a Theatre of Life: Profile
of the Eighteenth-Century Bosporus” (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, un-
publ. Ph.D. thesis, 1988). Concerning other parts of the Ottoman Empire, see
Antoine Abdel Nour, Introduction a Ibistoire urbaine de la Syrie ottomane, X1/ TI-X1/1II
siéele (Beirut, 1982); Suraiya Faroqhi, Men of modest substance : House owners and house
property in seventeenth-century Ankara and Kayseri (Cambridge, 1987); Nelly Hanna,
Habiter an Caire: La maison moyenne et ses habitants anx XVII* et XVIII siecles (Cairo,
1991).
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Two preliminary remarks seem necessary in this context. Here as elsewhere, a
typology only makes sense if we limit ourselves to the houses belonging to men
and women of ‘modest substance’. For the dwellings of the poor have a
tendency to resemble one another the world over, while the really important
houses have so many individual features that they become difficult to classify.
In any case, our documents do not furnish any detailed descriptions of palaces
containing several dozens of rooms.

More important is the second problem. Can one even speak of a single type
of dwelling in Istanbul? The statistical discussion we have attempted in this
paper will have made it clear that to claim the existence of just one type of
dwelling is unsatisfactory, and that it is far better to distinguish between two
separate types, found in different sections of the city. On the one hand, we
have the commercially active districts, located to the north of the former Byz-
antine Mése, known today as Divanyolu and Yeniceriler Caddesi, and to the
south of the Golden Horn. On the other hand, the remaining districts contain a
rather different type of habitadon.

In the commercial section, courtyards, sofas and gulles are comparatively rare;
dwellings are more compact and service spaces such as kitchens and latrines are
typically located on the upper floors. It is impossible to tell whether this type of
habitation is of Byzantine origin or linked to the Latin colonies living in this
area during the Byzantine period and, probably to some extent, even to the end
of the fifteenth century. It seems reasonable to assume, as a hypothesis, that the
houses of this first type were for the most part remnants of the pre-conquest
habitat. For the alternative would be that, during the post-conquest period, a
special type of house was developed just in this area and nowhere else, and that
does not seem a very satisfactory assumption.

Certainly the business district was more densely populated than other parts
of the city, which would have induced people to construct more compact
dwellings; and the presence of the Jewish community was also a factor much
more important here than in other Istanbul districts. But taken by themselves,
these two factors do not appear sufficiently important to account for such a
major difference in the structure of urban housing.

Reconstructing the genesis of the post-conquest habitation

In the other districts of the Ottoman capital, the type that has mainly occupied
us in the present study predominated. Without any doubt, this latter kind of
habitation is typical for the sixteenth-century Ottoman city; and .while there
may well have been a number of subtypes, the documentation with which we
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have to work does not allow us to gain a clear notion of them. Even less are we
able to place these hypothetical subtypes within the city’s geography or make
reasonable assumptions about their origins. Only the increased frequency of
gulles in the peripheral quarters and the correspondingly lower number of sofas
should, as has been noted in a different context, probably be attributed to the
more basic character of the houses built in this semi-rural region.

Thus we can envisage the simplest house as consisting of a lower chamber
accessible through a gallery (bayar, gulle), accompanied by a latrine. We do not
know how such a dwelling was situated on the piece of land it occupied. If no
courtyard 1s mentioned, possibly the gallery was constructed immediately
beyond the wall that closed off the inhabited area; after all, it is difficult to
imagine that an open gallery would have been accessible from the street. Nor
can we tell whether a house of this type could even exist without a courtyard; it
is conceivable that when no such open space is mentioned, this is no more than
an oversight, especially since, in some cases, a well or latrine is mentioned even
though there is no court.

When a sofa or gulle fronts a single-room structure, this means that the built-
up area increases, for the roofs of galleries, however elementary, need to rest on
a second system of supports apart from that provided by the chamber’s outer
walls. Normally no more than two habitable chambers are built on the ground
floor. When the owners need more space, they will begin by constructing sofas
in front of the chambers and then may decide to separate the two rooms by yet
another sofa. Since the central sofa joins the two already existing ones, an ¢yvan is
created, and the final stage is the construction of two further sofzs to the right
and left of the building. Yet larger dwellings can be created by replicating the
same arrangement on the upper floor, or else, if a separate habitation is desired
and there is space in the courtyard, second or third structures of the same type
can be built on the ground level.

Another minimal dwelling may have consisted of a stable or some other
kind of service space, with the habitable chamber located on the top floor. In
this case, differendaton will take place only on the upper storey, where we may
witness the appearance of two rooms, an enlargement of the habitable area by
an upper floor somewhat larger than its ground-floor counterpart, and interpo-
sition of a sofa. In larger dwellings, this whole structure may be defined as a
service space, with cells for storage and the accommodation of servants on the
upper floor, or else a reception room for male visitors. Thus we cannot be sure
that the module just described really constitutes a separate type of habitation, or
whether it should be considered an auxiliary structure for specialized uses.



DWELLINGS IN SIXTEENTH-CENTURY ISTANBUIL 293

The dwelling whose model we have constructed here, with two chambers on
the ground floor, pethaps surmounted by a gmrf, already comes quite close to
the typical Istanbul home of the sixteenth century, which as we have seen, is
made up of an average of 2.57 habitable rooms, in addition to a courtyard, la-
trine, and well. When dealing with dwellings that contain more rooms than this,
we already enter the realm of ‘special cases’. These usually involve the better-off
members of the urban population who may seek to satisfy their particular needs
and wishes in a more spacious environment.

Of special interest are the homes containing more than two chambers on a
single floor. Such dwellings take one of two different shapes; in the first in-
stance we get an arrangement of more than two habitable rooms on both the
lower and upper floors: “three upper-level rooms in addition to a kitchen, and
three lower-level ones [also] with a kitchen”. This arrangement, presumably
rather compact, is characterized by the presence of service spaces on the upper
floor, and, as we have seen, it was typical of pre-conquest houses in the com-
mercial section of the city — we will have occasion to return to this issue later
on. Another type of dwelling contains more than two chambers on the upper
level, while on the ground floor, there are only service spaces and particulaly
stables. This may well be a special amplification of the second ‘minimal’ mod-
ule, which as we have seen consists of a stable and a dwelling on top. Thus we
encounter cases in which three, four, or even five rooms have been built over
the stables, with or without attendant sgfus or gu/les.

But since the upper-floor chambers are merely mentioned without any indi-
cation of their spatial relationship, it is only with some trepidaton that we haz-
ard a guess at the layout of these upper floors. Descriptions such as “stables,
with four chambers and a sofz on top” are not really very helpful for our pur-
poses. Does the author mean to say that these chambers were situated next to
one another and preceded by a sofa?29 Another description does seem to con-
firm this interpretation: “lower chamber, on the top floor three rooms, each
with its own sofz”.30 In the same fashion, the listing “stable, pantry, and loft,

29 The text continues with a reference to latrines and a source of water known as an
ayagmal aghiasma; this house was situated in the quarter of Aya Sofya and probably
went back to Byzantine times.

30 The foundation document explains that the testator assigns “the upper-level room
in the middle of [two other] upper-level rooms to his wife Yasemin Hatun, on con-
dition that she does not remarry, and the ground-floor room to his‘ freedwoman
Hursid...”. We may imagine a central uppet-storey room larger than the two flank-
ing ones, with the result that the sgfz that borders them all is cut into three pieces.



294 STEPHANE YERASIMOS

plus three gnrfe and gulle as well as two sofas” 1s open to a variety of interpreta-
tons. While we can imagine three grfes each situated over a service space, the
locaton of the two sofas and the gallery is by no means clear. Finally the de-
scripdon “five rooms, a g#/le and a sofa on top of five shops all in a row” once
again confirms our hypothesis that chambers were often aligned in rows. While
it is rare to find three or four rooms in a house consisting of a ground tloor
only, this configuration does occasionally occur; however, in these instances,
the descripdon gives so little derail that not even a hypothesis concerning the
layout of the dwelling is possible.

We thus conclude that when there were more than two rooms on the upper
floor, they were typically adjacent to one another and preceeded by a sofa and a
gallery. In certain more elaborate structures, there might be variatons due to
the different dimensions of the rooms in question, so that the semi-open spaces
showed a more sophisticated configuration. However, the cases discussed
above being quite rare, the ‘normal’ way to add on extra rooms involved build-
ing new structures and, if necessary, additional courtyards as well. One reason
for the popularity of this arrangement was doubtless the presence, even in
families of middling income, of numerous domestic slaves, who would be
housed at some distance from their owners. In addition, there was a tendency
to build a separate structure for the reception of male visitors, who also were to
be kept away from the family dwelling; as we have seen, they were quite often
received in a room over the stables, where many of them had doubtless left
their horses or donkeys.

Thus the description “lower-level room, on top a gufe with its fireplace, a
baking oven with a gurfe on top, latrines, a well, and a stable, on the upper floor
a selamhk, a zulle, latrines, and a courtyard” should indicate three separate
structures, to which different functions had been assigned: the family residence,
service and servant housing, and the reception of male visitors. In other in-
stances, the distribution of functions over different buildings was less obvious:
“two lower-level rooms, gurfe, ulle, another ground-floor chamber, an upper-
level room, latrines, and a courtyard”. Was this residence shared by two fami-
lies, or had separate spaces been assigned to the owner’s — hypothetical — two
wives? In other houses, the service rooms probably had expanded at the ex-
pense of the main habitation: “room on the ground floor, with gnfe and two
sofas, between them a kitchen and two cells, with an intercalated sofz, a well, a

This would explain why the description, unlike the one studied previously, mentions
three separate sofas.
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garden, two latrines, and a courtyard”. However, it was not obligatory even for
well-to-do proprietors to build separate structures for the three different func-
tons outlined here; on the contrary, we encounter cases in which the latter had
been scattered, pell-mell, over the available buildings: “two upper-level rooms,
with a well underneath, and [another] upper-storey chamber built on top of a
stable, with [a third] upper chamber over a cistern and latrines”. Whatever the
situation, new structures were typically put up whenever more than two rooms
per floor were needed or desired.

Arranging structures (and functions) in courtyards

A similar rule applies to courtyards. As we have seen, when there are two of
them, they are called ‘interior’ and ‘exterior’, and the first is inhabited by the
owner’s family while the second forms a service space. Sometimes the arrange-
ment 1s very simple: “two chambers, a sofa, a cell, and latrines in the interior
courtyard, and stables with a girfe, a well, and a latrine in the exterior one”. A
moderately well-to-do home is described in the following terms: “two court-
yards, in the interior space, two upper-level and two lower-level rooms, a cell
on the ground floor, latrines, a well, and a baking oven; in the exterior court-
yard an upper-storey room, with a storage space for wood, and a small stable
on the ground floor”.

A more complex case is presented in the following fashion: “two courtyards:
in the outer one, a stable and a cell on the ground floor, in addition to four cells
on the top floot, a sofa, a well, and latrines; in the inner court, two rooms on the
ground floor with an intercalated sofa, a cabinet with a gwrfe over it and another
gurfe along with its gwlle and a sofa in front, a cell on the lower level, an [unde-
fined] space (mahall), a baking oven, a small pavilion, a well, latrines, and a large
garden”. A high incidence of buildings in the outer courtyard must indicate the
presence of numerous servants, while in the inner court, a multiplicity of
buildings includes a pavilion, that is, a structure that served purely recreational
purposes.

Yet there were double-courtyard houses in which the number of specialized
structures was even greater: “two courts: in the outer one, a large stable, eight
cells, a large sofa, another chamber and sofz, a well, a cistern, a place for ablu-
tions, a staircase, a grand gallery with a large sofz between two chambers facing
one another; on the lower level, sgfzs plus another chamber, a cabinet and la-
trines. In the inner court: a two-storied [structure]; on the upper floor, two
upper chambers, a sofz, a kitchen, and latrines, on the lower level, three rooms,
a storage space, a baking oven, a storeroom for wood, a kitchen, a cistern, a
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well, a bammam with its dressing room (camekdn), a gurfe, rooms, gardens, kitch-
ens, and a storeroom in front of the gate”. This description should be inter-
preted as reflecting two sets of buildings situated in the outer courtyard, the
first lodging the servants and the second one set aside for the recepton of
visitors. This must have been the structure adorned with a great staircase, a
large upper-floor gallery, and a sofa-eyvan intercalated between two rooms. On
the other hand, the two-storey building of the interior courtyard consists of two
separate apartments with their respective service spaces, one on cach floor. The
hamman, probably a separate building in the courtyard, must have been shared
by all the inhabitants.3!

More complicated arrangements with three or four courtyards have rarely
been described, and normally in such cases, the registers merely report the
number of rooms involved. However, here is one rare instance in which a four-
courtyard house has been described in detail. 32 The listing runs as follows:
“[four] courtyards; in the first, a garden, a woodshed, three ground-floor
rooms, and a gurfe, a hammam, a pantry, a kitchen, a well, and latrines, in the
second courtyard a sofz, four rooms, a garden, a well, a stable, and a baking
oven; in the third courtyard, four rooms on top of an old gartak, and stables; in
the fourth courtyard, a selamiik, a small stable, a room, a storeroom under the
roof and a chamber dating from the time of the infidels, two gartak, and la-
trines.” In this instance, there does not seem to have been any functional
differentation between the four courtyards. Moreover, we find no trace of the
transition from ‘public’ to ‘private’, which appears to have been constitutive for
residences with two courtyards; to the contrary, the fourth courtyard contains
the selamlik, and thus must have been accessible to visiting males. Thus we can
deduce that these courtyards did not follow one another in sequence and can-
not have corresponded to the pattern familiar from, for instance, the multple
courts of the Topkapi Palace.

Pre-conquest houses and multi-family residences

The twelve dwellings with two storeys in addition to the ground floor may be-
long to the type that is the principal focus of the present study. But some of the
examples located also seem to relate to houses surviving from the Byzantine
period. In the first case, the third floor seems to have formed a mere addition
to the pattern followed on the second floor, with no functional differentiation

31 This is the house of Ca’fer Celebi, compare note 24.

32 The text refers to only three courts, but then proceeds to describe four of them.
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involved: “upper- and lower-level rooms, a gurfe, a stable, [another] gurfe on top,
a baking oven, latrines, and a courtyard”, “lower-level rooms facing one an-
other, with an intercalated sofz, and upper-level rooms with a sofa on top, below
two cells and a kitchen, a baking oven, a garden, and two latrines, a stable with
cells on top, latrines, and a well”. In the peripheral districts, an additional gurfe,
cell, or sofa have simply been superimposed on the structures normally built in
these districts. By contrast, in the central sections of the city, the additional
floor seems to have been better integrated in the overall plan: “a stable, cell,
and kitchen, upper-floor cells, on top [another group of] cells, a well, and la-
trines”, “three upper-level chambers, a gife, four rooms on top of [these] up-
per-level chambers, a stable, another room, a courtyard, and latrines”. Particu-
latly this last-named house, situated next to a church and turned over to a pious
foundation in March 1466, is probably a Byzantne structure.33 Once again, the
layout conforms to the more compact character that we have already observed
in other houses dating from before the Ottoman conquest.

Apart from this particular characteristic, the frequent absence of courtyard,
gulle, and sofa in the districts of the commercial core close to the Golden Horn
allows us to assign some of these structures to the pre-conquest period. Un-
fortunately, the descriptions are often quite rudimentary: “Three upper-level
rooms with a loft, three lower-level rooms, a shop, and two latrines”; “six
rooms on the upper and lower floors, two latrines, a baking oven, a well, and an
attic”; “Twelve upper- and lower-level rooms and two latrines”; “three lower-
and three upper-level rooms, a well, a baking oven, a serdab, a stable, and two
shops”. Other rather superficial enumerations must have reflected buildings of
impressive size: “seventeen chambers on upper and lower floors, twelve shops
or storage spaces, five shops, four kitchens, two baking ovens, six latrines, three
gates, a courtyard, and a garden”. In another case, the presence of service
spaces on each floor makes it seem likely that this building was used as a habi-
tation for several families: “three upper-level rooms, a gartak, a kitchen, two
latrines, a storeroom for wood, two latrines, a fountain, and a small piece of
unused land”. However, these descriptions tell us nothing about the arrange-
ment of the rooms on the upper or lower level, as if the recorders were not
interested in this feature or did not know how to describe it. As a result, it is
not possible to even speculate about building plans.

33 Barkan, Ayverdi, Istanbul VVaksflars: 224, No 1312. The church in question was called
‘Can alict’ (taker of souls) in eatly Ottoman texts. Compare Stéphane Yérasimos, La
fondation de Constantinaple et de Sainte-Sophie dans les traditions turques (Istanbul, Paris, 1990):
115-16.
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There remains another tpe of collective habitation, with all the rooms situated
on the ground floor. Buildings of this kind have occasionally been described:
“fourteen ground-tloor rooms with fourteen galleries and fourteen sofas, a well,
three latrines, a courtyard, and fruit tees”.34 Other descriptions refer to “seven
rooms, a well, and latrines; every room is provided with a courtyard of its own,
as well as a sofz and a u/le” or else “four cells, each with a courtyard, a sofa, and
a gille of its own, latrines, and a well shared [by all the residents]”. Another
such description mentons: “six lower-level cells, cach with its independent sofa,
latrine, and court; one of the cells has a smaller cell attached to 1, [in additon
there is] a well, and, over the gate, a wooden gimfe”. These lodgings may appear
as an early version of the ‘rooms for unmarried men’ (bekdr odalars) that Istanbul
pious foundations were to build at the end of the sixteenth century to house the
numerous immigrants fleeing the troubles and rebellions that were making parts
of Anatolia unlivable at that time.

Construction malterials

On this issue, the registers of pious foundatons do not provide sufficient in-
formation for a coherent discussion. However, a systematic scarch in other
types of sources may well prove helpful in the future. As the annual accounts of
individual pious foundations often include fairly detailed records of repairs to
buildings they own, these registers will provide information concerning the
wood, bricks, and other materials bought for this purpose. Similar information
can be derived from account books kept by the administration of sultanic
finances, where the expenditures for repairing public buildings are listed. Fur-
thermore, orders emanating from the central government and copied into the
Registers of Important Affairs (Mithimme Deflerferi) sometmes refer to the
building materials used by the sultans’ subjects.35

Foundation registers and sales documents, when they do refer to the mate-
rial used to construct the houses described, mention wood alone, but only in
exceptional cases do they say anything at all about this matter. When it is so
rare to find a description saying ‘wooden’, ‘made out of planks’, or ‘half-um-
bered’, the obvious conclusion is that those buildings for which no information
is given were made of some other material. Yet this poses a major problem,

34 This building was acquired by Canfeda Hatun in 1585: TSA, IE 7942/2-11T).

35 Some of the relevant sultanic commands have been published by Ahmed Refik,
Onunen Asr-1 Hicride Istanbul Hayats, 1495-1591) (tepr. Istanbul, 1988): 60, 64-65 and
idem, Onbirinci Asr-+ Hicride Istanbul Hayatr, 1592-1688 (repr. Istanbul, 1988): 22-23.
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because in all other documents, wood appears as 7he basic material used in Is-
tanbul’s residential construction. This contradiction is very difficult to resolve,
particulatrly because surviving drawings from the sixteenth century that can
throw some light upon this matter are not at all numerous. We possess a draw-
ing by Melchior Lorichs and another by Samuel Schweigger, in addition to an
anonymous piece in the Freshfield manuscripe showing the Hippodrome and
the houses in front of Aya Sofya; a panorama by Melchior Lorichs and another
anonymous one in Vienna also survive. These iconographic sources show or
suggest masonry or half-timbered houses, which latter construction consists of
a wooden frame filled with stones and/or earthwork, surmounted by a wooden
roof. The galleries were made of wood, as we can see in the drawing contained
in the Freshfield manuscript. This evidence confirms the impression gained
from the Ottoman registers of pious foundations; masonry or framework
structures were probably the rule in the sixteenth century, with purely wooden
buildings rare enough to be mentioned as such in the documentation. Only in
later centuries does wood seem to have become the only or at least the princi-
pal building material in Istanbul’s residential construction.

Conclusions

Research on the Ottoman house and its origins encounters several obstacles.
To begin with, at least in Istanbul, apart from the Topkap: Palace, there is no
surviving residence older than the eighteenth century. Moreover, research has
been undertaken by historians and architects separately, each group of spe-
cialists concentrating on its own sources and methods and neglecting those of
their counterparts. Last but not least, the ideological assumptions of the dif-
ferent peoples who have formed states on the territory of the former Ottoman
Empire have not facilitated matters, for researchers from different nations have
sought to establish ‘national’ origins for a housing pattern that was manifestly
shared by all of the peoples concerned.

In the present atticle, we have above all attempted to prove that the written
documentation concerning the Istanbul house of the sixteenth century is abun-
dant enough to permit at least the outline of a typology. Obviously, this docu-
mentation is unsatisfactory, insofar as it does not contain any explicit informa-
tion on Byzantne housing patterns. Even so, however, two hypotheses are
possible. First, the Istanbul house of the sixteenth century, as revealed by the
surviving Ottoman documentation, is not the house we encounter from the
cighteenth century on. In other words, we are not dealing with a structure
closed on all four sides, often in immediate proximity to its neighbour, with the
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sofa functioning as a kind of central hall providing access to the rooms. Second,
the sixteenth-century house appears essentally as a courtyard house; in the
yard, several small structures are distributed, which rarely contain more than
two rooms per floor. The chambers are preceded and sometimes even sur-
rounded by semi-open spaces, known as sofz, which often end in a great gallery;
thus we are confronted with a variant of the bayat house, normally considered a
rural type of dwelling.

All this means that the Istanbul house of the sixteenth century does not re-
semble the habitat typical of the Ottoman capital during the later period, whose
history from the eighteenth century on is relatively well known. But neither
does it resemble its Byzantine predecessor, if we compare it with the houses we
have identified as having probably been constructed before the Ottoman con-
quest. We gain the same impression when we compare the result of our re-
search with what is known about the late Byzantine house from other localities,
such as Mystra in the Peloponnesus, where archaeological evidence survives, or
with written evidence from other sources.

We do not know whether this house type was brought to the city by the
people deported (sirgiin) to Istanbul by Mehmed the Conqueror or Bayezid II.
However, we do know that these deportees came from almost all the Empire’s
provinces, from the Balkans as well as from Asia Minor, and that they must
have brought with them different types of habitation. The later development of
the capital’s housing stock was conditioned by two phenomena: from the later
sixteenth century on, the city became more densely settled, and in consequence,
the frequency of fires increased greatly. Though it may appear paradoxical,
these fires meant that light constructions made exclusively of wood became the
norm, for, at frequent intervals, large numbers of people were forced to recon-
struct their homes as rapidly as possible. In addition, there emerged a tendency
to make the habitation more comfortable by integrating most service structures
in the main building and thus facilitate supplying the inhabitants with firewood,
water, or cooked food. Furthermore, once there was no longer a courtyard due
to lack of space, the semi-open sofas and gu/les also were bound to disappear,
since in such close proximity, the privacy of family life was no longer assured.



NORMS OF DOMESTIC COMFORT AND LUXURY
IN OTTOMAN METROPOLISES
SIXTEENTH TO EIGHTEENTH CENTURIES

Ugur Tanyeli*

“Hente wirk? noch vieles als Luxns, was iibermorgen zur Norm wird.”
(Many things we view as luxury today, will be the norm the day after
tomorrow.) Walter Gropins 1

Paradigms based on the concepts of ‘necessity’ and ‘function’ can seldom ex-
plain domestic realities. However, students of Ottoman residential architecture
generally tend to conceptualise their subject matter in terms of a few ‘functions’
that include eating, cooking and sleeping. In particular some Turkish scholars
have been prompted by their idealistic atdtudes to cteate a fictiious Ottoman
house, which is legitimised as being the direct logical outcome of domestic
‘needs’ and ‘functions’. It goes without saying that these ‘needs’ and ‘functions’
are viewed by the scholars in question as being valid throughout the ages, in
other words, as well-nigh immune to historical change.

By contrast, this essay is based on a completely different assumption. It is
my premise that domestic ‘needs’ and ‘functions’ do not in themselves provide
explanations of architectural form. Rather, they themselves are social phenom-
ena which may be explained historically. The concepts of ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’
as developed by a given society inadvertently reveal the confines of the latter’s
domestic life, and the same thing applies to groups embedded within larger
societies. To phrase it differently, concepts of ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’ are con-
stituent parts of the grammar of everyday life; and consequently, domestic
architecture is simply another aspect of this grammatical structure.

In the perspective outlined here, notions of ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’ acquire a
dual role. On the one hand, as has been explained by Thorstein Veblen in his
impressive early analysis, what is considered as ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’ at any

*

Yildiz Technical University, Istanbul.
1 Walter Gropius, Banbausbauten Dessan (Minchen, 1930): 112.
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pardcular time serves as a sign of status and as a means of self-expression for
the members of a class (or group) rich, powerful and well-connected enough to
acquire these signs of wealth and high rank.2 But on the other hand, ‘comfort’
and ‘luxury’ define the mechanism that guides house owners in shaping and
constantly remodelling their dwellings. Transformatons of the domestic space
over time are almost always determined by the expectations shaped by social
standards and concepts linked to ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’. This was also the case
in the Otwoman world. Certain patterns, habits and artefacts of domestic life
initially were perceived by the upper classes as luxurious and extravagant. In the
perspective of these people, such luxuries should have been obrainable merely
by a small minority, namely themselves. However, in the long run these items
were adopted by members of other groups or classes attempting to construct a
better future for themselves and their descendants.

Without any doubt, the present article must be read as a very provisional
draft; it is as yet very far from being the definitive analysis of the roles of ‘com-
fort” and ‘luxury’ in Ottoman society. Moreover, I will not discuss the archi-
tectural grammar of the Ottoman house, but only draw a brief historical pano-
rama of the evolving norms of ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’, which in the long run,
conditioned the architectural history of the Ottoman as well as other housing
traditions.

Istanbul will form the focus of this study. But we will also discuss two other
Ottoman metropolises, namely Edirne and Bursa, because they provide addi-
tional source material on urban dwellings and their contents. In fact on certain
issues, we do not possess any reliable information relevant to the Ottoman
capital itself. When discussing the norms of domestic ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’, we
will focus on two problems. At the first stage, we will try to establish the level
of functional differentiation between the constituent parts of Istanbul houses.
Secondly, we will engage in a qualitatve and quantitative analysis of the mov-
able contents of urban dwelling places, including furniture, kitchenware, table-
ware and household equipment.

Functional differentiation in Ottoman dwellings

It is often assumed that the Ottoman house was characterised by a rather low
level of functional differentation between the spatial components of the indi-
vidual dwelling; however a bit of reflection will show that this claim is no more
than a myth. Architecturally speaking, the Ottoman house is regarded as a

2 Thorstein Veblen, The Theory of the Leisure Class (Boston, 1973).
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constellation of undifferentiated mult-functional rooms, and this characteristic
was supposedly derived from the nomadic past of the Turks. Unfortunately,
despite the limited and generally unsatisfactory results obtained, the problem of
‘origins’ continues to bedevil most scholars in our field. Yet it is generally
known today that throughout the world, houses composed of mono-functional
spatial units are products of modernity.3 A.though dwellings differed according
to the social status of the owner and the urban or rural character of the house
itself, all pre-modern societes produced multi-functional rooms, halls and
courtyards. Or at the very least, spatial differendadon was not the rule bur an
excepton. Therefore the functonal-spatal elasticity of the Ottoman house was
‘normal’ by the standards of the early modern world, and there is no good rea-
son to insist on an explanation linked, in an ethnocentric fashion, to specifically
Turkic traditions. More important is the need to construct a new explanatory
model, based not only on the Turkic or Turkish past, but on the much broader
history of human housing traditions as well. Ottoman domestic culture can only
be understood if in our investigation, we are willing to include the practices and
preferences typical of a broad supra-national tradition.

Which new functions a housing unit will gain, and to what extent spatial dif-
ferendation will occur, depends on the type of ‘comfort’ and Juxury’ expected
by a given society or social group. A collection of documents covering mid-
sixteenth-century pious foundations in Istanbul (wagfs, vaksfs), compiled in
1546, is highly suggestive for our purposes.4 Of the thirteen administrative
districts (nabiyes) that made up Istanbul during that period, I have examined the
first five, which in our register encompass nearly one thousand records of indi-
vidual houses. According to the number of rooms, I have categorized the
housing stock by means of a rank-size analysis.5 As a result T have been able to

3 Thus for example, up to the eighteenth century, there were no houses in France
spatially organised in mono-functional units. See Philippe Aries, L'Enfant et la vie
Sfamiiliale sous I'Ancien Réginre (Paris, 1960). The most important difference between
seventcenth- and eighteenth-century French bozels was the degree of spatial-func-
tional differentiation within their intetiors. See. Georges Vigarello, Temiy ve Kirli:
Ortagag’dan Gitniimiige Viicut Bakimnm Taribiy transl. Z. Z. Tlkgelen (Istanbul, 1996):
151 ff.

4 Omer Litfi Barkan, Ekrem Hakkt Ayverdi, Istanbul Vakiflars Tabrir Defteri: 953
(1546) Taribli (Istanbul, 1970).

5 Ugur Tanyeli, “Klasik Dénem Osmanlt Metropoliinde Konutun ‘Reel’ Tarihi: Bir
Standart Saptama Dencmesi,” in: Prof. Dogan Kuban'a Armagan, ¢d. Zeynep Ahunbay,
D. Mazlum, K. Eytpgiller dstanbul, 1996): 57-71.
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show that the housing stock of the metropolis comprised two main groups,
namely family houses and the collecuve dwellings which the Ottoman docu-
ments call odalar or bitcerat. Without repeating the results of my previous study, 1
will use the same source base in order to study functional specialisation within
Istanbul houses proper. Morcover 1 shall try to give some explanadon for the
patterns encountered.

Terms like gulle, sofa and gurfe, which frequently occur in our register, have
been omitted from my present categorisation, because their precise functions
seem obscure.0 In addition these terms apparently do not signify functonal
specialisation, but denote purely architectural features. However the functional-
spatial units of a house, like kensf (toilet), hamam (bathroom), matbah (kitchen),
kilar (pantry) and ahur (stable), in addition to pieces of equipment such as bir-/
ma (well) and furun (oven) have been taken into consideration. The quantitative
results of the present study, unfortunately, are not completely reliable because
of some ambiguities frequently recurring in the register. Especially the figures
concerning one-room houses are open to debate, for the document often em-
ploys the term hane, which unfortunately for us, possesses several meanings.
Often it appears as an equivalent of the modern Turkish oda (room). But when
reading certain vakyf records, one can easily detect that the Ottoman scribes
may also give this term another meaning, namely ‘a house in its endrety’. There-
fore my numerical analysis of the functonal parts of Istanbul houses of the
mid-sixteenth century should not be viewed as a modern statistical study. But
the present article does provide a rough enumeration of the items found in an
Ottoman dwelling of the ‘classical’ period, that were designed to make the
inhabitants more ‘comfortable’.”

Table 1: Houses with toilets (kenif)

Houses with Toilets (percentage)
1 room 33.5

2 rooms 41.2

3 rooms 53.2

6

Compare the study by Stéphane Yérasimos in the present volume.

This expression was invented by Halil Inalcik, compare The Ottoman Empire: The
Classical Age 1300-1600 (London, 1973). In the present context, the term ‘classical’
refers to the sixteenth and early seventeenth centuries.
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The Istanbul zaksf register of 1546 reveals that toilets were available in a sig-
nificant minority of even the smallest houses, and in a majority of the larger
ones. Nevertheless, the text does not record all vaksf property with the same
precision. Some foundation documents (vakfiyes) were summarised in rather a
cursory manner, with only the essentials of the vaksf property deemed worthy of
record. In order to avoid the misinterpretations that can easily result from this
situation, only houses with a toilet on record have been included in my calcula-
tions. Put differently, we will consider the inclusion of the toilet as indicating
the presence of a detailed record. If the scribe has taken the trouble of regis-
tering this most humble element of any dwelling, we can assume that all the
other items serving the inhabitants’ comfort were also recorded with some
precision. At the very least, we will have included in our discussion only those
foundation documents that have been carefully crafted. According to my esti-
mation, in the mid-sixteenth century, the five districts (#ahiyes) of Istanbul
studied here must have contained 769 foundation-owned houses, of which 321
(41.7 %) are known to have possessed toilets, and all my later calculations are
based on this latter figure alone.

Table 2: Spaces serving special functions

Number of Well Oven Stable Pantry Kitchen Bath

rooms

1 42.9% 19.4% 21,4% 2% 1% None
2 50.4% 30.3% 38.7% 0.8% 1.7% 0.8%
3 51.1% 37.8% 51.1% 4.4% 8.9% 4.4%
4 and larger [ 72.9% 54.2% 45.8% 6.8% 5.1% 1.7%

In general the (estimated) distribution of the various spaces devoted to spe-
cialised functions such as cooking, storage or washing follows a rather logical
curve. The larger the house, the more comfortable it becomes, a reasonable
pattern for societies in all ages. At the same time, these estimations show us
how functional specialisation and the ‘production of comfort’ proceeded in the
mid-sixteenth century Ottoman capital. As we have seen, the toilet was well on
the way towards becoming a normal feature of comfort and hygiene for ordi-
nary inhabitants of Istanbul. As the sizeable number of toilets in one-room
houses indicates, this feature was not a luxury. Even according to a pessimistic
estimation, nearly half of the housing stock had toilets, some large houses even
possessing two. But in actual fact, the ratio must have been even higher, be-
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cause a significant share of the houses disregarded here because of incomplete
documentation must also have had these conveniences.

Of course it is possible to claim that the dwellings recorded in the founda-
ton documents (vakfiyes) did not represent the qualites of the total housing
stock. At first sight, this objection seems reasonable, but I would sull defend
my original hypothesis. After all, quite a few of the houses covered by our
documents were owned by foundations of the kind that the Ottomans called
evlathk vaksf, whose main function it was to sccurely transfer urban property to
the next generation. As this device was used not only by the upper classes, but
by nearly all house owners, it is not unreasonable to assume that foundaton-
owned dwellings more or less resembled the Istanbul housing stock as a whole.

At this point, a vital question arises. Why does mid-sixteenth century Istan-
bul, at least where toilets are concerned, show such a high hygienic standard?
The first explanation must be linked to the cultural preferences of this society,
as Muslims are required to thoroughly cleanse themselves after bodily func-
tions. The second explanation refers to the urban history of Istanbul. Here late
Roman and Byzantine sewage systems never ceased to function, and up to the
nineteenth century, the Ottomans repaired, extended and used the same sys-
tems.8 As a result, building toilets was not difficult, and many property owners
could afford to construct them.9 In the provinces, much simpler solutions of-
ten were adopted. For example even in eatly twenteth-century Zara, a small
town near Sivas in Central Anatolia, men met this physiological need on the
banks of the river KKizihrmak, while women and children used the stables. After
combining human faeces with animal dung, the villagers dried the mixture to
serve as fuel (fegek) for the winter.10

On the other hand, the distribution of bathing facilities evokes a different
situation. Hamams occurred infrequenty; only a very small minority of even the
largest dwellings possessed private baths. Moreover even those mentioned in

8 Unfortunately, there is as yet no detailed study of Istanbul’s sewage system. How-
ever, we know that cesspits and open sewers did not exist in the Ottoman capital of
the ‘classical” period, at least not in its peninsular nucleus. For an introduction see
Hasan Z. Sarikaya, Veysel Eroglu, Attla Altay, “The History of Sewage Scrvices in
Istanbul,” in: Blickwechsel, Beitrdge sur Geschichte der Wasserversorgnng und Abwasserent-
sorgung in Berlin und Istanbnl, ed. Noyan Dingkal, Sharooz Mohajeri (Berlin, 2001):
139-52.

9 Compare the article by Emre Yalgin in the present volume.

10 For the eyewitness account of an Armenian author sec K. Ceyhan, Seferberlik Tiirkii-
leriyle Bijyiidiim (Istanbul, 1996): 12.
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our register probably had no regular access to running water; their owners must
have depended on wells. Thus even though the register calls such facilities
hamam, they cannot be compared to the public baths known from other
sources, but must have resembled those simple installations known in later
periods as_yunmalik, that is, closet-like bathing spaces.

From the mid-sixteenth to the ecarly nineteenth century, Ottoman suyolu
haritalare (water conduit maps) and zevgs defterferi (water distribution registers),
which contain precious information about the water system of Istanbul, reveal
that only the uppermost social stratum could afford publicly supplied running
water. The same documents also indicate a gradual increase in the number of
private users over this period of neatly two centuries. The officials who com-
piled the oldest document of this kind, a water distribution register dated 976/
1568-69 calculated that 81 pipes (/ites) of water were brought to the Istanbul
peninsula by the Kirkgesme system of conduits. However, they assigned only
3.4 percent of this water to private users, no more than nine in number, which
they recorded as haneha-i viigerai izam (houses/households of the greatest
vezirs).1l According to an undated water conduit map that can be attributed to
the second half of the eighteenth century, by this time thirty-nine private
dwellings had come to enjoy access to the Kirkcesme water supply.12 But only
two residences were directly connected to the Damad Ibrahim Pasa aqueduct
which supplied water to Uskiidar in the early eighteenth century, namely the
sultan’s Kavak Palace and the grand vizier’s Serefabad mansion. 13 Even in the
early nineteenth century, access to running water still was a luxury, although by
now, a considerable number of notables felt that they could afford it.14 Perhaps
this was the most expensive of all domestic comforts, because it was accessible
only to those fortunate few who could pay for the extension of the main system
by a new water source (katma) located outside the city boundaries. Ordinary

11 This estimation is based on Kazim Gegen, Mimar Sinan ve Kirkgesme Tesisleri (Istanbul,
1988): 165-69.

12 The map belongs to the Tiirk ve Islam Eserleri Miizesi: No. 3337. My estimate is
based on data derived from Kazim Cegen, Istanbul'un 1V aksf Sularmdan Halkalz Sular:
(Istanbul, 1991): 52.

13 Sce map No. 3336 at the Tiirk ve Islam Eserleri Miizesi, published in Kazim Cegen,
Istanbul’un Vaksf Sularmdan Uskiidar Sular: (Istanbul, 1991): 78-80.

14 For an illuminating example, compare the water conduit shown on map No. 3338
in the Tiitk ve Islam Eserleri Miizesi. It has been published in Sitheyl Unver,
Fatib'in Oglu Bayegid'in Su Yolu Haritast Dolayisiyle 140 Sene Onceki Istanbul (Istanbul,
1945) and Kazim Cegen, Lstanbul’un Vakf Sularindan Halkalr: 65-70.
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people were obliged to rely on well water, and therefore the waksf register re-
cords such a great number of wells (compare Table 2). Undl the late nineteenth
century the well was, without any doubt, one of the main elements of comfort
in any Istanbul house.

A puzzling problem is posed by the high frequency of abur (stables, cow-
sheds). It i1s not likely that these spaces were intended for horses, for in the
classical period horse riding was restricted, and only the members of the gov-
erning class were allowed to mount these animals within the city walls. There-
fore I assume that the abur was not a stable at all, but rather a shed housing a
variety of small domestic animals, and some times even cows. In the large pre-
modern metropolis that was Istanbul, animal breeding must have been com-
mon, as it was in urban environments of this type all over the world. A few
sheep or some domestic fow] probably were raised by many Istanbul families, a
welcome source of food and also of extra cash.

In the mid-sixteenth century, kitchens and pantries were luxuries affordable
for only a wealthy minority, even among three- and four-room houses, the
percentage value remained well under ten. Thus kitchens and pantries can be
regarded as service spaces fit for palaces, totally beyond the reach of ‘men of
modest substance’. Instead, ordinary people seem to have owned baking ovens,
which were situated in the courtyards where the women of the family also pre-
pared and cooked the meals of their menfolk and children.

In her study of seventeenth-century Kayseri and Ankara, Suraiya Faroghi
has also observed that kitchens were in short supply. From her study it appears
that in the eyes of Kayseri townsmen and -women living shortly after 1600, a
kitchen must have been a strange and outlandish luxury. At the end of the same
century, this attitude had changed but imperceptibly, as the share of houses
equipped with a kitchen remained under five percent. Only the number of
pantries grew considerably in the course of the seventeenth century.15

15 Suraiya Faroqhi, Men of Modest Substance: Honse Owners and House Property in Seventeenth-
Century Ankara and Kayseri (Cambridge, 1987): 98, “Table 6. Distribution of kitchens
(matbah), pantries (kzler), ovens (frren), and wells (kuyn)”.
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Table 3: Non-residential spaces and supplementary equipment in seventeenth-century

Ankara and Kayser:.
Locality and time Kitchen(s) Pantry(ics) Oven(s) Well(s)
Ankara, carly 17" century 0.6% 7.6% 5.6% 3.5%
Kayseri, carly 17% century None 7.6% none 13.5%
Ankara, late 17 century 3.5% 19.7% 2.4% 7.6%
Kayseri, late 17t century 1.8% 13.8% none 37.8%

At this point, a comparison between mid-sixteenth century Istanbul and sev-
enteenth-century Ankara and Kayseri is in order. Slightly higher standards of
domestic comfort can be observed in the mid-sixteenth-century Ottoman
capital; this is in no way surprising. In a cultural system in which norms of
‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’ were developed at the centre and copied by provincials
whenever they had the means, Istanbul was an undisputed leader when it came
to matters of consumption and a more elaborate lifestyle.

But, how can we explain the prevalence of dwellings without kitchens?
When discussing the figures for Ankara and Kayseri, Faroghi made the fol-
lowing remarks: “It is rather surprising that the kad: registers contain so few
references to kitchens (...). One may of course assume that the existence of a
kitchen was automatically assumed, and therefore often omitted from the
scribes’ descriptions. At the same dme, this explanation is not very satisfy-
ing”.16 The author then asked herself whether meals were perhaps cooked in
the heated room that our sources normally called abhane. Her doubts about this
solution were well justified, because this architectural feature of central Anato-
lian-Cappadocian vernacular architecture, also known as fogana, toyhane, tofana,
was a sort of main or recepton room, as the etymology of this term suggests.
She thus attempted to steer an intermediate course: “(I)f it is necessary to
choose between two evils, the assumpton that the kadr’s scribes frequently
omitted kitchens from their enumerations does seem to create fewer problems
than a hypothetical combination of kitchen and reception room in seventeenth
century dwellings”.17

I think that there must be a simpler solution to the problem of houses with-
out kitchens. If my assumpdons about the sixteenth-century housing stock of
Istanbul are reasonably adequate, people must have done their cooking in the
courtyards, where their ovens were located. This is still common practice in

16 Thid.: 95.
17 Ibid.: 97.
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remote areas and poor villages. Moreover this assumption also explains why the
eatliest surviving kitchens are separate structures, at best loosely attached to the
houses by means of open galleries and the like, rather than being integral com-
ponents of the principal buildings. I would suggest that kitchens of the late
eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries stll show features going back to their
original positons in the open air. After all even today, kitchens in Turkey are
frequently located as far away as possible from the living and sleeping quarters
of the house.

Norms of comfort are almost always deeply rooted in the collective memory
of each society. To briefly discuss a non-Ottoman example, detailed archeo-
logical research on the Umayyad desert palaces of the seventh and eighth centu-
ries has produced no remnants of kitchens. These Arab aristocrats undoubtedly
lived at what was considered the pinnacle of ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’ current in
their era and region. Yet apparently they did not require special spaces for
cooking. Moreover this tradition continued; in seventeenth and eighteenth-
century Cairo, only the largest residences possessed kitchens, while they were
unknown both in modest dwellings and in the ‘apartment houses’ known as
rab’. Doris Behrens-Abouseif explains this feature by referring to the high cost
of fuel, which induced people to buy cooked food. 18

However, it is an anachronism to construct a pre-modern urban social sys-
tem whose lower and middle-income families lived on cooked meals purchased
in the market. The lack of kitchen facilities does not indicate food preparation
by professionals; to the contrary, it can only be explained by the simplicity of
this process, except where the very wealthiest families were concerned. In pre-
capitalist economies low-income groups had to use their own cost-free labour
instead of paying for the work of professionals, however cheap the latter might
have been. Therefore I would suggest that ‘ordinary’ Ottomans lived in houses
without kitchens, but prepared their own food, in ways that needed to be sim-
ple for this very reason. The kitchen should have started out as a luxury and
only in the nineteenth and twentieth centuries become a norm. In addition, the
evolution of the kitchen in the Ottoman house did not take place everywhere at
the same time; rather, it makes sense to think of extremely varied and regionally
differing ‘kitchen histories’. Thus the historical processes that have resulted in
the kitchens we know today still await proper study.

Unfortunately, I know of no seventeenth- and eighteenth-century counter-
patts of the Istanbul saksf register of 1546. But even if only the published foun-

18 Doris Behrens-Ebouseif, Islamic Architecture of Cairo: An Introduction (Cairo, 1989): 40-
41.
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dation documents (vakfiyes) are taken into consideration, they prove that in
Istanbul, the kitchen emerged as a permanent feature during the eighteenth
century. For example, a vakfiye of Asct Hact Ibrahim Pasa, dated 1708, contains
interesting information about fully equipped Istanbul houses, both large and of
modest size.!? This text contains much quantitative information on foundation-
owned properties. Almost all the houses have been recorded with their exact
cadastral measurements in ells (g/ra), such precision being exceptional in all
cities of the pre-modern period. According to the same document, which
records forty-nine houses, thirteen had a kitchen; and of these latter structures,
three possessed a hamam. The enumerations of another vakfiye, compiled in the
late 1720s, define an even better standard of comfort.20 Of nine Istanbul
houses mentioned in this text, four had a kitchen and two were equipped with a
hamam. These figures doubtless do not allow us to judge the quality of the
eighteenth-century housing stock, but they do give us an idea about the manner
in which standards of ‘comfort’ had changed in the course of the intervening
one and a half centuries.

At this point I cannot refrain from speculating on another aspect of Otto-
man everyday life, namely the actvities which made the kitchen necessary, in
other words, the gastronomic sphere. We may assume that as people’s tastes in
food underwent a far-reaching transformaton during the eighteenth and nine-
teenth centuries, more elaborate ways of preparing meat, grains or vegetables
were devised. As most of these activides were mote easily undertaken indoors,
kitchen-building increasingly gained in popularity. But since the history of Ot-
toman gastronomy is still in its infancy, no more can be said about this matter.

Domestic interiors

The second part of this study is devoted to the movable contents of the Ot-
toman house, as encountered in the three metropolises of Istanbul, Bursa and
Edirne. This is a difficult field, because reliable information on household ob-
jects and equipment is so limited. We have quite a large number of sereke
defterleri (inheritance registers), prepared by judges (kadis) or officials especially
appointed for the purpose (askeri kassam) which record the goods of deceased
Ottoman subjects. But these documents merely list the belongings of the dead

19 M. Minir Aktepe, “Kapudan-1 Derya Moralt Aggt Hact Ibrahim Pasa ve Vakfiye-
leri,” Istanbul Universitesi Edebiyat Fakiiltesi Tarih Enstitiisii Dergisi 6 (1975): 177-203.

20 M. Aktepe, “XVIIL Yiizyil Vezirlerinden Kapdan-1 Derya Kaymak Mustafa Paga’ya
Ait Vakfiyeler,” IVaksflar Dergisi 8 (1969): 15-35.
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man or woman, along with their esumated values. Therefore, when attempting
to envisage what a domestic interior of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries
looked like, the historian has to search for traces of long forgotten artefacts, at
times a truly desperate undertaking. No attempt has been made in the present
article to give a complete picture of Ottoman domestic reality. Rather, we will
limit ourselves to a brief description of the ‘comforts” and ‘luxuries’ to be found
in urban homes, and describe the transformadon which these objects under-
went in the course of two centuries. In terms of household artefacts, what did
the concept of ‘domestic comfort’ mean to an Ottoman city dweller?

In this section, our focus will shift from Istanbul to Bursa and Edirne, for
published inheritance registers are available only for these latter two cities.2!
However at least in the case of domestic artefacts, Bursa and Edirne cannot
have differed too much from Istanbul. In the eighteenth century, Edirne was an
important producer of domestic furnishings, especially the luxurious lacquer
ware known as Edimekdri, and the sophistication of its dwellings (Wohnkultur)
was always highly praised by the Ottoman intelligentsia. Therefore in the classi-
cal era of the Ottoman Empire, Edirne was not regarded as a second rank,
provincial (fasra) place.

Our investigation will begin with the main feature of the Ottoman house,
namely the estrade known in Ottoman Turkish as a sedir. Comfort, in the man-
ner imagined by Ottomans of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, cannot
be conceived without this continuous and slightly raised platform running along
a wall, or indeed along several walls of a room.22 This platform is furnished
with long cushions (minder) and pillows (yastzk). Did such a feature already exist
in sixteenth-century houses?

Apparently this was not the case, for no sixteenth-century estate inventory
published to date contained enough pillows and cushions to furnish a room
with a continuous circumferential or even party circumferential platform. All
published late-fifteenth and sixteenth-century inheritance inventories feature
few minders and yastiks. Some eatly Bursa lists do contain five to ten pillows;
however these items did not come in large sets, but rather were listed as indi-
vidual artefacts. Even an Edirne jeweller who in the year 1604 left an enormous
estate, worth 900,000 akges, seems not to have owned a full set of pillows and

21 Omer Liitfi Barkan, “Edirne Askeri Kassamr’na Ait Tereke Defterleri (1545-1659),”
Belgeler: Tiirk Tarib Belgeleri Dergisi 3/5-6 (1968): 1-479 and Hiiseyin Ozdeger, 7463-
1640 Yillar: Bursa Sebri Tereke Defterleri (Istanbul, 1988).

22 Compate the article by Emre Yalgin in the present volume.
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cushions.23 Therefore, I am inclined to think that in the sixteenth century, these
items were manufactured not in large sets but merely in pairs. The earliest in-
ventory comprising a set of yastzks large enough to adequately furnish a room in
the manner preferred by Ottomans of the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries,
was compiled in the year 1623.24 An inheritance inventory concerning one
Fauma Hatun who died in May 1636 contained 38 jastzés in several sets; this
text can be regarded as the first example of an arrangement that later on was to
become conventional.25 In a list of the year 1639, we find another example of a
fully equipped sedir, with large sets of cushions and yastzks in pairs.26 But these
two cases were exceptional. More modest interiors of the same period still
contained but few yastzks and minders. For example, a Christian fishmonger who
died in September 1636 owned one miinakkas (decorated), one altunly (gilded)
and two welence yastzks, with a total value of only 400 akges.2’7 Though our
information is scanty, heterogeneous and difficult to interpret, we can assume
that the interior organisation of the Ottoman room, which featured quantities
of textles including cushions and pillows, was created only from the seven-
teenth century onwards.

In the inheritance registers, we also find informaton on bedding, which to-
tally contradicts widespread assumptions about this aspect of Ottoman domes-
tic life. No published fifteenth-, sixteenth- and seventeenth-century document
refers to the double mattress (¢iffe disek), consisting of a cotton-filled item laid
out on the floor with a woollen one on top. While this double mattress was
very common in later times, it seems to have been invented only in the eight-
eenth century. Moreover in the 1500s and early 1600s, the number of bed
sheets (¢argeb) and upper sheets attached to quilts (yorgan ¢arsebi) in Bursa and
Edirne households was also quite limited. If the inheritance registers of Edirne
are at all reliable, nobody at this time was rich enough to own even ten of these
items. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, textiles were rather expensive,
so that even townsmen and -women of the upper-middle income groups did
not consume them in large quantities.28

23 Barkan, “Edirne Askeri Kassamr’'na Ait Tereke Defterleri”: 193-206 record No. 29.
24 Tbid.: 421-24 record No. 89.
25 Jhid.: 250-51 record No. 44.
26 Ihid.: 290-92 record No. 55.

27 Ibid.: 257-58 record No. 48. On elence ot velense, a woollen fabric with a nap, com-
pare Hiilya Tezcan, “Topkap: Sarayinda Velense ve Benzeri Dokumalar,” Topkap:
Saray: Yilligr 5 (1995): 223-40.

28 The inheritance registers also list very small numbers of undergarments.
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Records of quilts (yorgan) pose rather a different questdon. Quilts apparently
signified ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’ for all groups and classes of Ottoman society.
Inheritance records are full of such items, often quite precious. A list of ad-
ministradvely determined prices (es'ar defier)) dated 1640 enumerates sixteen
kinds, ranging in value between 160 and 1800 akges.29 Contrary to the present-
day market situaton, according to sixteenth- and seventeenth-century docu-
ments, flat-weave coverings (&7ims) and knotted rugs were almost always
cheaper than quilts. Apparently, the Ottomans of the classical age enjoyed their
‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’ mainly when asleep. Yet such comfort as existed hardly
went beyond the quilt. Thus although mosquito nets should have been very
useful in those days without insectcides, such nets seem to have been quite
rare, the earliest record dating from 1635.30 Even in the mid-seventeenth
century, mosquito nets remained a rarity.

Lighting equipment also was rarely recorded. Inheritance registers suggest
that between the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, at least the upper classes
made a transition from gera¢ (oil lamp) to gemdan (candle). Sull, even for the
wealthy, both items were confined to a minimum, probably by sheer necessity.
One almost never comes across expensive lighting equipment. It was presuma-
bly for this reason that in the second half of the nineteenth century, the Otto-
man upper classes saw extravagant chandeliers as the most striking and sym-
bolic indicators of a ‘westernised” domestic interior. Traditional woebnkultur, by
contrast, had viewed lighting as a need to be met in a most straightforward and
modest way. Therefore, those who wanted to break with tradition began by
adopting elaborate lighting arrangements. But apart from such symbolism, the
growth of literacy made it possible for members of the upper and middle in-
come groups to read for entertainment; and as anybody familiar with night-time
power cuts knows very well, this is not easy to do by the light of a single candle.

In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, the chest (sandif) was the most
ordinary and indispensable item of domestic furniture. Yet like lighting equip-
ment, it was also defined as a basic, modest and inexpensive necessity. Chests
were simply used for storage, and not displayed as part of a ‘chic’ interior. Door
curtains (Rapz perdesi) protecting the inhabitants against cold draughts in winter,
which were to become a very common, inexpensive feature of Edirne and
Istanbul houses during later centuries, began to appear frequently in the regis-
ters of the 1600s. Even though such curtains were not cheap, they were not

29 Yasar Yiicel, 7640 Taribli Es'ar Deflerii Metnin Tiirk Harflerine Cevirisi ve
Degerlendirilmesi (Ankara, 1982): 40-42.

30 Barkan, “Edirne Askeri Kassami’na Ait Tereke Defterleri”: 221-23 record no. 34.
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considered a luxury beyond the reach of the ‘middle classes’, but rather an or-
dinary object of utility. Still, they were always more expensive than even the
most valuable chest of the seventeenth century.

Another item seldom met in the registers and almost defining the upper
boundaries of attainable luxury was the clock. It is illuminating that the two
clocks recorded in the sixteenth- and seventeenth-century Edirne inheritance
registers both belonged to high ranking bureaucrats (Bostancibagt Stleyman
Aga and Bostancibagt Hasan Aga).31 At this tme, the clock probably played
almost no role in domestic daily routine, owing its presence in the two invento-
ries to its function as a status symbol, available only to high officials.32

Following this discussion of the living standards of the urban well-to-do,
which has allowed us to delineate the upper limits of ‘comfort’ and ‘luxury’, it
becomes easier to envisage the minimal standards that prevailed in the dwell-
ings of the lower income groups. An Edirne inheritance record dated 1650
includes a list that exemplifies this minimum standard. In her will Ayise Hatun,
the daughter of Sinan Bey, bequeathed the following possessions to her four
maids (cariyes): “to Meh-cebin: 1 iron-belted chest, 5 plates, 2 trays, 2 cushions,
1 mattress, 1 quilt, 1 pillow, 1 felt covering to be placed in the centre of a room
(orta kegesi), 1 felt covering to be placed at the edge of a room (yan kegesi) and 2
pots; to Ayni’l-hayat: 1 mattress, 1 quilt, 1 cushion, 2 pillows, 1 multd-coloured
kilim, 3 plates, 1 tray, 1 chest and 1 pot; to Payidar: 1 chest, 1 &z, 1 mattress,
1 quilt, 2 plates, 1 tray and 1 pot; to Kalender: 1 quilt, 1 mattress, 1 cushion, 1
kilim, 2 plates, 1 tray and 1 pot.”33 Thus a very short list of possessions permit-
ted a respectable lower-middle class woman an independent life, hopefully in a
small house owned by her husband.

As apparent from these lists, both upper class and modestly placed mem-
bers of Ottoman society owned rather small sets of household objects. Even
people worth hundreds of thousands of akges did not accumulate much more
extensive and variegated household goods than those recorded in Ayise Hatun’s
will. Presumably in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, Ottoman urban

31 Ihid.: 224 ff. and 414-416, records No. 35 and 87. On clocks in cighteenth-century
inheritances, see Fatma Muge Gogek, Rise of the Bourgeoisie: Demise of the Empire : Otto-
man Westernization and Social Change New York, Oxford, 1996): 105-06.

32 On the cultural meaning and uses of mechanical clocks in Ottoman Turkey, sce
Ugur Tanyeli, “The Emergence of Modern Time-consciousness in the Islamic
World and the Problematics of Spatial Perception,” in: Anytime, ed. Cynthia C.
Davidson (Cambridge, Mass., London, 1999): 158-67.

33 Barkan, “Edirne Askeri Kassamt’na Ait Tereke Defterleri,”: 356 record No. 71b.
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society viewed luxurious and conspicuous consumption not in terms of do-
mestc equipment, but rather in terms of clothing. Accordingly, the inheritance
registers show that large fortunes were spent on clothing and arms. In a society
where men rarely employed their houses to entertain guests, domestic interiors
did not serve the primordial aim of conspicuous consumpton, namely the defi-
nidon of status. Wealth and high social position were displayed through one’s
outfit, rather than through the domestic interior of one’s house.

In conclusion

While we are as yet only at the beginning of our research on Ottoman domestic
culture, already we have arrived at some important conclusions. Obviously it
does not make sense to assume a ‘tradidonal’ urban dwelling linked to nomadic
housing traditions that, moreover, remained immobile over the centuries. To
the contrary, Ottoman urban houses visibly evolved between the 1500s and
1700s, and Walter Gropius’ claim that former luxuries could easily turn into
necessities was applicable to Bursa, Edirne and Istanbul, as much as to Weimar
or New York. Between the sixteenth and nineteenth centuries, at least the bet-
ter-off families increasingly came to do their cooking in kitchens rather than in
the open air, while the really rich spent large amounts of money to get running
water piped into their homes.

In addidon, it has become clear that an ample consumption of textles for
home decoration, in the shape of curtains, mattresses, or even sheets, that we
have come to associate with the ‘traditional’ domestic culture of the Istanbul
upper and middle classes, has also resulted from fairly recent developments.
Litde research has to date been undertaken on the eighteenth century. But quite
probably it was in this latter period that textiles became more readily available,
particularly in connection with the increase of Indian imported cottons and
their local imitations on the Ottoman market, which made the fortunes of
many a merchant in Cairo and Aleppo. Last but not least, it has become appar-
ent that the better-off city dwellers of the powerful and expanding Ottoman
Empire of the sixteenth century did not necessarily live more comfortably than
their eighteenth-century descendants; if anything, the opposite is true.



THE AUTHORS

Nathalie CLAYER works for the CNRS (Centre National de la Recherche
Scientifique) in Paris. She is the author of L’A/banie, pays des derviches : Les ordres
mystiques musulmans en Albanie a  I'épogue post-ottomane (1912-1967) and Mystiques,
élat et société, Les Halvetis dans laive balkanique de lan fin du X1/, Siécle @ nos jours
(Leiden, 1994).

Feridun EMECEN is a professor at Istanbul University’s Faculty of Literature
and the author of XV 1me Asirda Manisa Kagas: (Ankara, 1989) and Unutulmng
Bir Cemaat: Manisa Yahudileri (Istanbul, 1997). His research largely concerns the
early modern period, on which he has also published numerous articles.

Colette ESTABLET has recently retired from the Université de Provence in
Aix-Marseille. Together with Jean Paul Pascual, she has written two books
based upon the inheritance inventories of late seventeenth- and eighteenth
century Damascus: Fawmilles et fortunes a Damas : 450 foyers damascains en 1700
(Damascus, 1994) and Ultime Voyage Pour la Mecgue: Les inventaires aprés décés de
pelerins morts @ Damas vers 1700 (Damascus, 1998).

Suraiya FAROQHI teaches at the University of Munich; her work focuses on
the economic, social and cultural history of the pre-nineteenth-century
Ottoman Empire (Towns of Ottoman Anatolia, Cambridge, 1984; Pilgrims and
Sultans, London, 1994; Approaching Ottoman History, Cambridge, 1999; Subjects of
the Sultans, transl. Martin Bott, London, 2000).

Ekrem ISIN has written Istanbul’da Giindelik Hayat (Istanbul, 1995), which is
also available in English as Everyday Life in Istanbul. He works as an editor for
the publishing house connected with the Yapz ve Kredi Bankast, Istanbul, and in
additon, writes articles on the cultural history of Istanbul.

Dariusz KOLODZIEJCZYK is a professor of history at Warsaw University.
His main area of reseatch is the Polono-Ottoman relationship, on which he has
published two books. One of them, which includes a voluminous documentary
appendix in several languages, is available in English: Ottoman-Polish Diplomatic
Relations (15%-18% Century) : An Annotated Edition of ‘Abdnames and Other Documents
(Leiden, 2000).

Miibahat KUTUKOGLU, professor of Ottoman cultural and institutional
History at Istanbul University’s Faculty of Literature, now retired, is the author
of, among others, Osmaniilarda Narh Miiessesesi ve 1640 Taribli. Narh Defteri
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(stanbul, 1983); Osmanls Belgelerinin Dili (Diplomatik) (Istanbul, 1994); XX. Asra
Erisen Lstanbul Medreseleri (Ankara, 2000) and Igwir Taribinden Kesitler (Izmir,
2000). In the Turkish context, she has pioneered the use of computers in
historical research and publishing,

Christoph K. NEUMANN teaches at Bilgi Universitesi in Istanbul. He is the
author of Das Indirekte Argument : Ein Pladoyer fiir die Tanzimat vermittels der
Historie; Die  geschichtliche  Bedeutung von Abmed Cevdet Pagas Tarih (Munster,
Hamburg, 1994) and of numerous articles on cighteenth-century Ottoman
social and cultural history, Ottoman historiography and the situaton of
intellectuals in present-day Turkey.

Jean Paul PASCUAL, of the CNRS and Institut de Reserches et d’Etudes sur
le Monde Arabe et Musulman in Aix-en-Provence, has co-authored Familles et
Fortunes a Damas (Damascus, 1994) and Ultime 1Voyage Ponr la Mecgne (Damascus,
1998) together with Colette Establet. He is currently editing a collective volume
on wealth and poverty in the Ottoman Empire.

Hedda REINDL-KIEL teaches at the University of Bonn. In addition to the
prosopography of the early Ottoman Empite (Mdnner um Bayegid : Eine
prosopagraphische Studie iiber die Epoche Sultan Bayezuds I1., 1841-1512, Betlin, 1983)
she has worked on various aspects of Ottoman cultural history, with a special
emphasis on cuisine.

Necdet SAKAOGLU was a member of the steering committee of the
Foundation for the Economic and Social History of Turkey, and the author of
variety of articles as well as the monographs Anadolu Derebeyi Ocaklarindan Koge
Pasa Hanedan: (Ankara, 1984) and Cegm-i Cihan: Amasra (3% ed., Istanbul 1999).

Ozge SAMANCI is a doctoral student at the Ecoles des Hautes Etudes en
Sciences Sociales, Paris, doing research on the food culture of nineeteenth-
century upper-class Istanbul households.

Ugur TANYELI is a professor of architecture at Yildiz Technical University,
Istanbul, and focuses on architectural history in the context of Ottoman history
in its entirety. He has published several articles on Istanbul dwellings and the
connections between Ottoman and European architects.

Emre YALCIN is an editor at the National Geographic Turkey and together
with Meltem Toksoz, has published on nineteenth-century Ottoman history.
He is the owner of a magnificent Istanbul mansion and the proud father of
Zeynep who will represent the seventh generation of his family to inhabit this
dwelling.

Stéphane YERASIMOS is a professor of urban studies at the Université de
Paris 8, Vincennes-St Denis. Among his very numerous publications, we find,
La Fondation de Constantinople et de Sainte-Sophie dans les traditions turques (Istanbul,
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1990), Les Voyaguers dans 'Empire Ottoman : XIVe-X Ve sitcles (Ankara, 1991),
Istanbul, 1914-1923, Capitale d’un monde illusoire on l'agonie des vieuxc empires (Paris,
1992). He has recently brought out a collection of Ottoman cooking recipes,
along with extensive comments: Sultan Sofralar: : 15. ve 16. Yiigyilda Osmanly Saray

Mutfagr (Istanbul, 2002).
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Garden

— - . LS - No———
1 Upper entrance 11 Fireplace 21 Servants' room s Sedir
2 Lower entrance 12 Fountain 22 Bathing closet
3 Cistern 13 Water room 23 Secondary sofa
4 Fountain 14 Toilet 24 Bath
5 Grotto 15 Stairway 25 Fountain
6 Decorative pool 16 Harem entrance 26 Storage rooms
7 Well 17 Buried jar 27 Kitchen
8 Selamlik entrance 18 Stairway 28 Fountain
9 Revolving cupboard 19 Toilet Ts Southern terrace wall
10 Decorative pool 20 Sofa Tn Northern terrace wall

plate A: Sketch of the ground floor and western section of the garden

Selamlik Harem R Room

1 Staircase to ground floor 6 Sofa S Sedir

2 Sofa (inner hall) 7 Staircaise Tn Northern terrace wall
3 Doorway to harem 8 Toilet and fountain

4 Yiiklik (walk in closet) 9 $ahnisi (balcony)

5 Staircase to upper floor

plate B: Sketch of the middle floor
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Selamlik Harem R Room
1 Sofa (inner hall) 6 Staircase to middle floor S Sedir
2 Toilet 7 Sofa

3 Gateway to hafem 8 Gusiilhane (bathroom closet)

4 Ornamented niches 9 Yiikliik (walk in closet)

5 Yiiklik (walk in closet) 10 Toilet

plate C: Sketch of the upper floor
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plate D: View of the house in 1994
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plate E: Former grotto in the garden (the grotto was removed and only its basin was retained) in 1994
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plate F: The pool in the garden, in the 1920s
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plate G: Ottoman barogue fountain in the toilet of third floor of the harem, 1992
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plate H: A piece of the old terra cotta pipes, found in the garden in the early 1990s

plate I: Faulty earthenware, found in the northwestern section of the garden in the 1980s and 1990s
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plate K: Faulty tobacco pipes, found in the northwestern section of the garden in the 1980s and 1990s
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plate 1: hawan Museum of Popular Arts and Traditions, Damascus, no 7811

plate 2: ibriq qahva Musenm of Popular Arts and Traditions, Damascus, no 6103
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plate 4 misfaya Museum of Popular Arts and Traditions, Damascus, no 6610
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plate 5 sahn Museum of Popular Arts and Traditions, Damascus, no 4625

plate 6 siniyya Museum of Popular Arts and Traditions, Damascus, no 2603
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plate 7 matbaqiyya Museun of Popular Arts and Traditions, Damascus, no 7811

plate 8 labaniyya Collection H. Dababi, Damascus
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plate 9 tasa Museum of Popular Arts and Traditions, Damascus, no 6659, 7303, 4335

plate 10 kafkir Museum of Popular Aris and Traditions, Damascus, no 1896
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INDEX

The index contains along with the place names, foundations and dervish orders
mentioned in the text the names of foodstuffs (in English), dishes, buildings
and building parts (in Turkish). Personal names are only mentoned if the
persons in question have instituted a wsskf mentioned in the book. The
transliteration from the Arabic script that has not been thoroughly unified in
the articles has been given as rendered in modern standard Turkish in the

index.

Abd iil-Hamid I, 140

Abd iil-Mecid, 183, 226, 227

Abdiirrahim Efendi Medresesi, 214

ab-1verd, 81, 168

Abyssinia, Abyssinian, 203

Acem pilavi, 61

Act Musluk, 212

Aegean, Aegean Sea 12, 256

ahsam ta’ami, 75

ahur, 280, 285, 286, 287, 288, 289, 292,
293, 294, 295, 296, 297, 304, 308

ajowan cumin, 140

ak helva see: helva

Aleppo, 31, 268, 316

Alexandria, 258

Algiers, 54

Ali Pasa (district), 281, 282, 283

allspice, 163, 168

almond, 26, 38, 44, 49, 67, 69, 84, 85, 92,
96, 169

alum, 137, 147

Amasya, 26, 90

ambar see: mahzen

amber, 40

ambergris, 135, 137

amberli kahve, 48

America, American, 15, 16, 17, 20, 129,
175, 183, 268

Anatolia, 13, 16, 32, 33, 35, 63, 73, 88,
89,214,221, 298, 300, 317

anchovies, 172

anise see: aniseed

aniseed, 139, 140, 142

Ankara, 12, 15, 16, 28, 32, 237, 262, 308,
309, 317, 318, 319

apple nectar see: elma hosabi

apple, 39, 42, 47, 49, 73, 77, 84, 96, 177

apricot nectar see: kayist hosabt

apricot, 67, 69, 84, 96, 98, 177

Arab provinces, 220

armut hosabi, 48

Arnavut cigeri, 139

aromatics, 132

as evi see: matbah

asel serbeti, 48

Asia Minor see: Anatolia

asitane see: tekke

asparagus, 176
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asure, 49, 64. 74, 179

At Meydani, 282

Atatiirk Bulvan, 281

Atatiirk Kopriisii. 281

Atik Ali Pasa Medresesi. 210

avlu. 28. 32, 210, 212, 226. 279. 280,
283, 284, 287, 288. 289, 290. 291,
292, 293. 294, 295, 296, 297. 298,
300, 303. 308, 309

Ayasofya (district), 280, 282

Ayasofya medresesi. 213, 214

Ayasofya vakfi, 275

Ayasofya, 210, 211, 212, 288, 299

Aynali Kavak, 173

Ayntab see: Gaziantep

ayva dolmasi, 73,77

ayva hogabi, 48

Babiili (district), 280

badug asi, 47

bagribasdi hosabi, 38, 48

bahar, 81, 83, 85, 168, 174

bahge, 13, 14, 30, 56, 82, 141, 174, 183,
213,227, 240-244, 246-248, 252, 265,
278, 280, 284-285, 287-288, 290, 295-
297

baklava, 38-39, 48-49, 63, 66, 74, 78, 79,
98, 178, 215

bal hogabi 46, 48

Balat Kapisi, 226

Balat, 30, 225, 228, 239-241, 243, 249

balcony, 14, 247, 279, 289

balik ¢orbasi, 48, 70, 75, 83, 85

balik dolmasi, 48

balik-1 ¢iroz see: ¢iroz

balik-1 lakerda see: lakerda

Balkans, 13, 16, 35, 175, 220, 222, 300

banana. 176

barley, 44, 227

basg etleri see: kelle-i ganem

INDIEEX

basilicum, 140

bastirma, 49, 170-171

bath see: hammam, gusiilhane

Bayezid camii, 281

Bayezid I1. 133, 227, 300

bavram see: id-i serif

bean, beans, 44, 96, 139, 166, 167, 173.
174, 175, 183, 184

bedesten, 285

beef, 92, 95, 131, 132, 170, 239

beets, 44

behen root, 41

bekar odalari, 209, 217, 298

Bektasi, Bektasiyye, 207, 221, 222

Belgrad ormant, 242

belvedere, 14

besparmak. 48

besvayic, 44

Beylerbeyi Saray, 162, 165, 171, 172,
182

beyt see: oda

Bezm-i Alem Sultan, 227

billy goat see: goat

Binbirdirek sarnici, 281

Birgi, 290

black cumin, 45, 140, 145

black hen see: chicken

black pepper, 40, 41, 61, 97, 139, 140,
142, 150, 168

black raisins, 79, 81

Black Sea, 183

blancmange, 180

bluefish, 48

bibrek, 44,76, 77 see also: kebab-1
bobrek sarma

bodrum, 280

Bogazigi, 14, 173, 183, 237

boh¢a boregi, 48, 74, 77

boiled wheat with milk, 56



Borago Constantinopolitana see: lisan-1
sevir

Bordeaux, 270, 271

borek, 38. 48, 62, 63, 64, 70, 74. 75. 76,
77,79.92, 169, 188 see also under its
variations

borek-i boh¢a see: boh¢a boregi

baorek-i dil see: dil boregi

borek-i hurde, 74

borek-i pazar, 62, 74

birek-i sini see: tepsi biregi

Bosnia, 230

Bosphorus see: Bogazigi

boza, 96, 103, 125

brain, 44

bread, 10, 39, 40, 44, 47, 48, 49, 64, 91,
92,99, 101, 164, 165, 171, 189, 216
see also: fodula, francala, mayasiz
ckmek, nan, somun, tandir ekmegi,
yufka

buckthorn, 141, 149

bugday ¢orbasi, 48

bulgur pilavi, 61, 74

bulgur wheat, 40, 82, 99, 166, 215

burani-i isfanac, 73

burani-i kabak, 63

Bursa, 16, 26, 29, 40, 90, 178, 302, 311,
312,313,316

butter, 40, 69, 96, 167

Byzantine imperial palace, 282

Byzantine land walls, 275, 281, 283

Ca’fer Aga medresesi, 210, 212

cabbage, 38. 40, 48, 73, 83, 103, 173, 174

Cairo, 310, 316

Gakir Aga konagi, 290

caltrop, 41

camekan, 296

camel, 44, 99, 149, 285

caraway, 140, 148

INDEX
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cardamom, 41, 45, 137, 139, 140, 142,
143, 147, 168

carrot, carrots, 96, 103

carrot, red, 43

Carsamba (district), 211, 217

cartak, 278, 286, 296, 297

cauliflower, 174

caviar, 86, 171, 172

Cedid Abdiirrahim Efendi medresesi, 214

Cedid Hasan Paga medresesi, 210

Cedid Mehmed Efendi medresesi, 212

Celebioglu, (quater) 282, 284

celery, 48, 96, 103, 174

Celveti, Celvetiye, 37, 39

Central Anatolia, 100, 306, 309

cereals, 94

Cerkes tavugu, 20

Cerrahi, Cerrahiyye, 222, 224, 234

Cesme, 260

chamomile, 42

champagne, 161, 162

chard, 40, 65

cheese, 41, 49, 62, 74, 92, 95, 96, 167,
171, 172, 181 see also: kagkaval
peyniri, tulum peyniri

cherry, cherries, 39, 44, 49, 96, 169, 177

chestnut, chestnuts, 56, 84, 96, 169, 177

chick peas, 40, 44

chicken, 25, 26, 38, 39, 44-46, 48, 56, 62,
64, 66-67, 70, 74-75, 80-81, 85-86, 95,
170-171, 183

chickpeas, 44, 62, 65, 67, 69, 83, 166

chicory, wild, 42, 174, 175

chilly, chillies, 141

China, Chinese, 20, 41, 56, 147, 195, 269

chocolate, 270

¢ctkma, 247

¢tlbir, 64

¢ulbur see: ¢ilbir
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¢ilehane, 222,229

cilveli tirit, 47

cinbane, 41

cinnamon, 27, 40, 41, 43, 45, 46, 56, 67,
81, 83,97, 98, 136, 137, 139, 140,
141, 142, 143, 168, 183

Crragan Sarayi, 169

Circassian-style chicken see: Cerkes
ravugu

circumcision see: hutan

¢iroz, 172

cizbiz kebabi, 48

czbiz, 64,74

clarified butter, 62, 65, 67, 69, 75, 78. 79,
80, 81, 83, 85

cloves, 40, 41, 43, 45, 97, 98, 136, 137,
139, 140, 141, 142, 143, 168

cochineal, 136, 137, 147, 168

coconut, 41, 45, 140, 141, 145

coffee, 28, 39, 48, 56, 179, 180, 188, 195,
196, 203, 204, 205, 206, 222, 230,
233, 270, 271 see also: amberli kahve,
kavi kahve

coffeehouse, 22, 28, 203, 204, 205, 206,
207, 208

colocynth, 41, 43, 45

colonnade, 210

comlek a1, 62, 63, 66, 70, 74

Copper, 27

copper, 27, 68, 79, 99, 177, 178, 187,
189, 191, 192, 194, 195, 232, 270

¢orba, 38, 56, 178

¢orek, 45, 69, 92, 140, 145

coriander, 40, 140, 142, 147

cornelian cherries, 96, 177

Coron, 262, 264, 271

cottons, Indian, 31

cream, 41, 49, 62, 74, 92, 95, 166, 167

Crete, 257, 259, 260

INDENXN

cubeb, 41, 150

cucumber, 40, 41, 42,97, 146, 150, 174

Cukur medresesi, 217

cumin, 40, 42, 96, 140. 142, 145, 168 see
also: black cumin

curcuma, 140, 147

currants, 61, 84, 169, 259 see also: grapes

curtains, 31, 250, 268, 314, 316

cushions, 33, 312, 315

dairy products, 164, 166

Damad-1 Cedid ibrahim Pasa medresesi,
212

Damascus, Damascene, 22, 27, 185, 186,
188, 191, 192, 194, 196, 263, 270,
317,318

dana basi, 48

dane, 61, 62, 64, 65, 66, 67,71, 73, 74,
75,78, 84

dane-i ‘Acem see: Acem pilaw

dane-i bulgur see: bulgur pilavi

dane-i kirma, 55, 61, 66, 73

dane-i sade see: piring pilavt

dane-i zerde, 75

dar iis-seade, 60, 67, 73

Dariilhadis (Ibrahim Pasa), 215

date, dates, 42, 84, 103

Davud Pasa (disrict), 281

Davutpasa kiftesi, 48

dergah see: tekke

deva-yr misk, 49

dibs, 74

dil boregi, 74,77

dill, 141, 148, 174, 175

divanhane, 223, 268, 269, 279, 292, 309

Divanyolu, 281, 291

Diyarbakir, 54

dolma, 20, 38, 63, 64, 73,75

dolma-1 kabak see: kabak dolmasi

dolma-1 ayva see: ayva dolmasi
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dolma-1 elma see: elma dolmasi

dolma-1 karpuz see: karpuz dolmasi

dolma-1 lisan-1 sevir see: lisan-1 sevir
dolmasi

dénmedolap, 245, 251

doorway, 210, 251

Dresden, 27, 179, 180, 181

dried fruits, 84, 100, 139, 164, 169. 176,
271

dried grapes, 49

duck, ducks, 66, 67, 70, 74, 81, 171 see
also: wild ducks

diigiin ziyafetleri, 47, 82, 209

Diilgerzade Hoca Semsiiddin Efendi
medresesi, 210

Ebu’l-fazl Mahmud Efendi medresesi,
215

Edirne Sarayi, 12

Edirne, 11, 26, 29, 68, 90, 302, 311, 312,
313, 314, 315, 316

Edirnekaps, 30, 224

egg, eggs, 41, 46, 48, 64, 65, 76, 95, 170,
178

eggplant, 44, 48, 73, 96, 173, 174

Egypt, Egyptian, 28, 82, 94, 97, 98, 100

eksi asi, 38, 48

eksili tavuk, 39

eksilice, 48

elma dolmasi, 73

elma dolmasi, pekmezli, 47

elma hogabi, 39, 48

elma siizmesi, 49

elmasiye, 168

Eminonii (district), 281

emrudiye, 49

England, English, 10, 16, 18, 56, 162,
176, 180-181, 258, 259, 267, 268, 269,
317,

erik hogabt, 48

INDEX
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eriste, 48

erz-i sir, 55,74, 77

Eski Saray, 25, 281

etli herise see: keskek

etli pilav, 48

Europe, 9. 10, 20, 21, 51, 57, 83, 96, 98,
142, 163, 175, 179, 196, 244, 257, 269

ev, 278 see also: oda

Eyiip (district), 212

eyvan, 279, 289, 290, 292, 296

Sfakume-i tavuk, 46

fat, 26, 40, 44, 78, 81, 82, 83, 92, 96, 99,
166, 167, 215

Fatih (district), 214, 231, 281, 282

Fatih camii, 229

Fatih kiilliyesi, 211, 275, 281

Fatih medreseleri, 211

ferik apples see: apples

Feriye Palace, 172, 176

Feriye, 173

fevkalkarasti, 41

fig, figs, 42, 47, 49, 67, 69, 84, 96, 98,
103, 169, 177

fincan biregi, 48, 62

fincan, 188, 197

fish roe, 171

fish, 41, 48, 70, 74, 76, 82-83, 85-86, 168,
171-172, 180-181, 183

flour, 40, 49, 92, 98, 164, 165

fodula, 165

fork, forks, 56-58, 161,-162, 182, 189

francala, 165

France, French, 10, 14, 16, 20, 31, 56, 58,
128-130, 132, 136, 162, 171-172, 176,
179-181, 227, 250, 255-258, 260-266,
268, 270-273

frenkhane, 209

fries hen with borsch see: ravuk
kizartmasi
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fruit, fruits, 10, 38. 49, 56, 64-65, 73, 75,
84, 87-88, 96, 98, 103. 139, 164. 168,
173, 175-176, 182-183. 247, 287

furniture, 9, 178. 251, 257, 263, 265-269.
302,314

Surun, 40, 43-44, 280, 285, 287, 289, 294-
297, 304

Galata Sarayi, 244

Galata, 28, 170, 283

galingale, 41, 49, 141

gamebirds, 41

garlic, 40, 92, 97

Gaziantep, 31, 268

gendime pilavi, 47

Genoa, 175

ginger, 41, 43, 46, 67, 83, 97, 132, 139-
140, 142-143

goat, 44

goat’s beard, 45

goatfish, 48

goats, 248

gogiis siizmesi, 39

Golden Horn. 28, 173, 240-241, 244, 280,
281-283, 291, 297

golden oriole, 48

goose, geese, 41, 48, 66, 67, 70, 74, 75,
81,95, 171

gourd, white, 174

goz etleri, 44

gozleme, 64

grain, 40, 61, 65, 99, 260

grape leaf, 174

grapes, 38, 39, 41, 42, 43, 49, 92, 96, 97,
168, 169, 177, 181

green beans see: beans

green pepper see: pepper

green-winged meadow orchis, 41

grey mullet 85

grouse, 86

giigiim, 188, 192

giilab serbeti, 48

giilbeseker, 49

Giilhane, 211

giillag, 166

gum euphorbium, 42

gum of galbanum. 41

gum resin, 40, 136, 168, 174

gurfe, 278, 282, 286-289, 293-298. 304

gusiilhane, 246, 247, 249, 251

glivercin kebabi, 66

glivercin yahnisi, 45

gliveyi ot see: majoram

Hace Uveys Pasa (quarter). 284

haci tehniveleri, 47

Hadim Hasan Pasa medresesi, 210

halvet odast see: ¢ilehane

halvethane see: ¢ilehane

Halveti, Halvetiye , 30, 224, 231

hamam see: hammam

Hamidiye medresesi, 216

hammam, 99, 243, 246, 296, 304, 306-
307,311

hamr, 42-43, 47, 161-162, 270-271

han, 209

hane, 132, 278, 304 see also: oda

hankah see: tekke

harem (Topkapi Saray1), 45, 60, 73, 171

harem dairesi see: harem

harem, 30, 31, 90, 170-171, 226, 229,
232-233, 241, 244-245, 247-248, 251,
253

haremlik, 209, 229, 234

hartwort, 41

Hasan as-Sazili, 203

hayat, 279, 285, 287-289, 290, 292, 294-
295, 297-298, 300, 304, 315

hazaka see: yahudhane

hazelnut leaf, 174
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hazelnut, hazelnuts, 96, 169

heart, 44

helva, 49, 92, 98, 100-101, 132, 215

helvahane, 65, 99

hen see: chicken

hen roast see: ravuk 1zgara

herbs, 40. 98, 132, 140-141, 175

Herdemsah Hatun binti Abdiirrahman,
288

herise, 48, 63, 65

herise, etli see: keskek

herise-i keskek see: keskek

hezarpare, 38, 49

hezarpare-i bi-asel, 49

hitan ziyafetleri, 47,93

hitan, 38, 47, 67, 68, 72, 73, 78, 82, 135,
136

Hoca Pasa (quarter) 284

Holland, 18

honey sherbet see: bal hosabt

honey, 41, 42, 43, 46, 48, 49, 61, 64, 67,
69, 74, 81, 83, 85, 95, 98, 99, 168

horse, 44, 82, 285, 294, 308

hosab see: hosaf

hosaf, 64-65, 81, 169

Hubyar (quarter), 282, 284

hiicre, hiicerat, 222, 225, 228, 234, 279,
304

hulviyat-1 miimessek ve siikker? see:
sweets

hurmaiye, 49

ibrahim Efendi, Seyh, 226, 230

ibrahim Fahreddin, Seyh, 224-225, 228-
235

ibrahim Hanoglu medresesi see: Sokollu
Mehmed Pasa medresesi

ibrahim Pasa (district), 281-285

ibrahim Pasa medresesi, 212, 215

ibrahim Pasa, As¢1 Haci, 311
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ibrahim Pasa, Damad, 307

ibrik, 178, 187-189, 192-195, 197

ice, 81

id-i azha see: id-i gerif

id-i serif, 60, 66-70, 72, 75-76, 83-84, 91

imaret, 66,91, 98-99, 215

imperial kirchen see: kitchen, sultanic

incir kavurmasi, 47

Indian hyacinth, 41, 43

Indo-Pakistani-Bangladeshi subcontinent,
259

ishak Pasa (quarter), 288

iskembe ¢orbasi, 48

iskembe, 38, 41, 64, 75-77, 92, 169

iskenbe ¢orbasi see: iskembe ¢orbasi

ismihan Sultan medresesi see: Sokollu
Mehmed Pasa medresesi

Istanbul, 11-16, 20, 23-33, 36, 47, 51-52,
54, 56, 58, 60, 71, 87, 89-90, 92-94,
98, 100-103, 143, 163-164, 171-173,
176, 178-180, 182, 184, 203-205, 207,
209-212, 214, 217, 219-220, 224, 237,
239, 241-242, 244, 252-253, 270, 275,
277, 280-285, 290-291, 293, 298-300,
302-312, 314, 316-318

Italy, Italian, 20, 58, 129, 162, 166, 279,
283

Izmir, 100, 257-258, 262

Iznik, 180, 195

Jerusalem artichoke, 44, 174, 176

Jew, Jews, Jewish 22, 32, 102, 134-135,
174, 239-240, 258, 276, 284, 291

Jew's mallow, 174

jujube, 42

kabak boregi, 39, 48

kabak dolmasi, 48, 62

kabak kalyesi, 48

kabak sarmasi, 47

kadaytf, 165, 180
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kafes (sweet), 74

kalbur, 178

Kalender, Kalenderiyye, 221

kapak, 178, 180

Kapali Carsi, 281

kapi, kapu, 14, 210, 233, 245, 251, 314

kara kanal, 242

Karagumriik. 212, 224, 226

Kariye Camii, 225

karmyarik, 14

karpuz dolmasi, 73

kagar peyniri, 167

kase, 181

kaskaval peyniri, 49

kasr, 278

Kastamonu, 90

kan ¢orbasi, 48

katmer samsa, 48

Kavak Sarayi, 307

kavi kahve, 49

kavurma, 74

kavurma-1 ¢iiban, 74

kavurma-1 mahi, 70, 74, 85

Kayseri, 12, 308, 309

kays: hogabt, 39

kebab, kebap, 38, 74, 80, 85, 92. 130 see
also under the different variations

kebab-1 ahu, 81

kebab-1 bat, 66

kebab-1 bobrek sarma, 74

kebab-1 gugst, 74

kebab-1 kebuter see: giivercin kebabt

kebab-1 kiil basd: see: kiilbasti

kebab-1 miilayim, 77

kebab-1 orman see: orman kebabi

kebab-1 sade, 64

kebab-1 sarma kifte, 74, 77

kebab-1 sikar, 74

kefal sorvasi, 38-39, 48

Kefe kebabi, 48

kefgir, 188

kelem-i taze, 73

kellecos. 47

kelle-i ganem, 47, 75-77, 92, 99. 169, 170

keloglanin fesi, 47

Kemankes Kara Mustafa Pasa medresesi,
210

kenif. 211-212, 240, 242, 244-245, 247,
252,269, 280, 285-288, 290-291, 293-
298, 304-306

kenisa, kenise, 238, 265, 281, 297

Kepenekgi Sinan medresesi, 210

keskek, 48, 63

kesme, 74,76, 77

khan see: han

kid. 44

kiler, 24, 133-134, 164, 280, 287, 293,
296. 304, 308

Kirk¢esme Sulari, 242

kitchen, sultanic, 10, 24, 26, 40, 59, 60,
68, 72,75, 78, 85, 86. 88, 90,91, 99,
132, 137, 141, 162-173, 175-180, 182-
184

kiwi, kiwis, 176

kiyma lokmast, 39

kiyma, 74 see also: kryma-1 nardan

kiyma-1 nardan, 77

kiymali borek, 66, 77, 84

kiymali dane, 61, 66

Kizilirmak, 306

knife, knives, 55-58, 161-162, 178, 182

Koca Mustafa Pasa (district), 281, 285-
286

kifte, 64,74, 76

konak, 30, 290

Konya, 13, 90

Kopriili Yalsi, 237, 238

kisk, 225,278
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Koska, 212

Kiigiik Ayasofya camii, 281

kiil basdr see: kiilbasn

kiilbast, 74, 77

kiillive, 91, 210

kurban bayrami see: id-i serif

kurna, 246, 286

kuru et tiridi, 47

Kughane (Topkap: Saray), 45

Kiitahya, 13, 39, 40, 90, 180, 270

kiitiiphane, 228, 267

kuyruk yagi see: sheep's tail fat

kuzi haslama, 55

kuzu kapamasi, 39

kuzu yahnisi, 45

lahana dolmast, 48, 77

lakerda, 172

lamb, 26, 39, 44, 45, 92, 95, 169, 170,
178, 182

lapa see: herise

lapa-1 paga, 76

leek, 40, 174

legen, 187, 189, 192, 193

Lekcse, 70

lemon balm, 41

lemon, 42, 62, 67, 96, 168

lenger, 178

lentil, lentils, 40, 76, 97, 103, 166

lettuce, 175

Levant see: Middle East

lisan-1 sevir dolmast, 48, 63

lisan-1 sevir, 63, 83

liver, 40, 44, 92, 95, 139, 169

lobster, 172

lohusa serbeti, 39, 49

lokma, 11, 180

Lycus, 282

macaroni, 166

mace of nutmeg, 41, 43

345

mackerel, 172

macun, 98, 132

mahfil-i hiimayun, 225

Mahmud 11, 22, 27, 161-162, 183, 207,
225-227, 257

Mahmud Paga (district), 281-282, 285

mahzen, 252, 280, 287-288, 295-297

maize, 175, 183

makarna, 62, 166

mallow, 141, 146, 148, 173-175

Mane, 261

mangal, 188, 228, 249

Manisa, 26, 89-91, 93-94, 98, 100-102,
118,317

manti, 66

marchpane, 39

marjoram, 41

marrow, 40, 44, 173-174

Marseille, 260, 262, 268, 270, 271, 317

marshmallow, marshmallow seeds 41,
151

mast see: yoghurt

mastabe, 65, 70, 75, 76

mastic, 43, 136, 137, 139, 141, 142, 168,
179, 182

matbah, 30, 33, 60, 98-99, 140, 185-186,
188, 193, 222, 227, 229, 234, 243,
245-247,252-253, 269-271, 285-286,
289, 291, 293-297, 304, 308-311, 316
see also: kitchen, sultanic

matbah-1 ‘amire see: kitchen, sultanic

matbah-t hassa see: kitchen, sultanic

mayasiz ekmek, 45

me’muniye, 39, 63-64, 66-67, 74, 80

meat, 10, 25, 27, 38, 44-48, 61-63, 65-67,
69, 74-76, 79-85, 91-92, 95, 99-100,
103, 131, 139, 169-171, 175, 182, 188,
215,233,311

Medina, 288
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Mediterranean, 129. 248, 260, 272

medrese, 29, 30, 91. 209, 210, 212, 213-
217,235

Mehmed II Fatih, 12, 40, 85-86, 130, 133,
211, 300

Mehmed 111, 68, 89, 90, 93, 102

Mehmed the Conqueror see: Mehmed 11
Fatih

Meissen, 179

melon, sweet, 41. 84, 96

menczil, 278

mercimek ¢orbasi, 76

merdane, 178

merdiven, 247, 279, 289-290, 295-296

meviz-i siirh hosabi. 39. 48

Mevlevi, Mevleviye, 222

meydan odast see: misafir odasi

meydan, 221, 225-226, 229, 232, 234

meze, 713

Middle East, 256, 262, 268

milk, 39, 41-42, 44, 48-49, 95-96, 139,
167

millet, 44, 97

mint, 40, 45, 49, 96-97, 139, 140-141,
174

Mirzeban Sultan medresesi, 210

misafir odasi, 222, 232

Misir Carsist, 282

Misirlilar evi, 243

Molla Aski (quarter), 239, 240

Mora see: Peleponnesus

Morea see: Peleponnesus

Morisco, 22

muhallebi, 49, 64, 66-67, 74, 180

Muhsinzade Mehmed Pasa, 225, 261

mulberries, 49, 61, 96

mumbar, 38, 64,75, 169

Murad Pasa camii, 281

mushroom, mushrooms, 48

musk. 40, 45, 49, 92, 135, 137

mussel, 172

Mustafa 111, 140

mustard, 40-41, 96, 141, 146, 150, 270

miiteehhilin odalart, 209

mutfak see: matbah

mutton, 25, 55, 74, 81, 95, 168-170, 182,
227

Mystra, 300

nan, 165

nane macunu, 49

nane s see: tursu

Naples, 175

nardan, 74

Nesetabad Palace, 176

New York, 316

Nice, 175

Nisanci (quarter), 225

Novbethane (quarter), 284

Nureddin Cerrahi tekkesi, 30, 220, 223-
225,229,231, 233-235

Nureddin Mehmed Cerrahi, 226, 228

Nuruosmaniye kiilliye, 211

Nuruosmaniye medresesi, 212

nut, nuts, 42, 169

nutmeg, 41, 97, 141-142, 144, 151

ocak, 210-211, 215, 244, 246, 248, 251-
252, 287, 289, 294

od serbeti, 49

oda, 15, 21, 33, 61, 185, 204, 209-210,
213-214,221-222, 225, 228, 232, 234,
243-249, 251, 264-266, 269, 276, 278-
280, 282, 286-290, 292-298, 304-305,
308-309, 312-313, 315

oil, 26, 40, 42, 46, 96, 178, 215

oklag see: merdane

okra, 44, 166, 174

olive oil, 26, 40, 45, 83, 85, 96, 99, 167,
227,260
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olive, olives, 40, 42, 96. 100, 171, 181,
260

onion, onions, 38-40, 45-46, 62, 65, 67,
69. 81. 83-85, 92, 96-97

opapanax gum, 41

orange, 38, 49, 97. 177

orchid bulb, 45

Orchis morio see: green-winged meadow
orchis

orman kebabi, 77

orris, 45, 48

Ortakoy, 173

Ottoman Palace, 12, 59, 60, 62, 68, 72,
82, 127, 162, 164-165, 169-171, 174,
176-177, 179-181, 183

ox meat, 40

ox tripe see: iskembe

oysters, 41, 172

paga see: trotters

paga-1 hall, 64

palace kitchen see: kitchen, sultanic

palace of Mehmed the Conqueror in
Edirne see: Edirne Sarayi

palace of Sa‘dabad see: Saadabad Sarayi

palude, 64

papara, 17

Papaszade Mustafa Celebi medresesi, 212

parmak grapes see: grapes

parsley, 40, 41, 65, 67, 85, 96, 97, 141,
174, 175

partridge, 44, 72, 73, 76, 77, 81, 86

Pasarofca, 260

Passarowitz see: Pasarof¢a

Pastirmaci Yokusu, 237, 239, 240, 241,
253

pastry, pastries see: borek

patlican dolmasi, 77

patlican lokmast, 48

peaches, 96

INDEX
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peacock, 72, 86, 87

pear nectar see: armut hosabi

pear, pears, 39, 42, 44, 49, 96, 169, 177,
182

peas, 175

pekmez, 96, 168

Peloponnesus, 31, 224, 255, 257, 259-
262,264, 271-273, 300

pencere, 32, 210, 244, 246, 247, 251, 253

pepper, 27, 40-41, 49, 61, 67, 69, 81, 83,
85,97, 132, 139, 142-143, 168, 174-
175 see also: red pepper

pestil, 38

peynir-i Arnabud, 167

peynir-i Felemenk, 167

peynir-i kagar see: kagar peyniri

peynir-i salamura, 167

peynir-i tulum see: tulum peyniri

peynirli borek, 74

Phlomis angustifolia, 41

pigeon, 45, 48, 64, 66-68, 70, 71, 74, 81,
85,95, 171

pilav zerde, 39

pilav, 25, 48, 62, 68, 165, 169, 170, 175,
178, 180, 184, 217 see also: dane and
its variations, Acem pilavi, bulgur
pilav, etli pilav, gendim pilavi, piring
pilavi, sade pilav

pili¢ ¢corbast see: tavuk ¢orbasi

pimento, 141

pine nuts, 42, 169

pineapple, pineapples, 176

piring ¢corbasi, 65

piring pilavt, 25, 39, 61, 65, 67,75, 76

pisi, 48

pismis tavuk see: tavuk, pismis

pistachio, 42, 44, 96, 169

plum nectar see: erik hosabt.

plum, plums, 49, 96, 169, 177
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pogaga, 64

poke weed, 168

Poland. Polish, 24, 51-58, 317

pomegranate, 43, 74, 96

porridge see: erz-i §ir

potash, 48, 141, 148

potato. 163, 176, 180-181, 183

poultry, 67, 70-71, 75-76, 79, 81, 83, 85-
88,95, 168. 170-171. 248, 308

prawns, 41

Provence, 175,317, 318

Ptyoctis ajowan, 42

pulp of fir, 139

pulses, 40, 165

pumpkin, 47, 150, 173, 174, 183

purslane, 174

quail, 44

quince, 42, 44, 48, 49, 73, 84, 96, 177,
148

rab’, 310

rabbit, 44

radyo odast, 249, 250

raisins, 61, 67, 69, 79, 84, 96, 98, 259 see
also: grapes

red pepper, 139, 168

red sea bream, 172

residiye, 80

revak, 210, 289, 290, 294, 295, 296, 300

rhubarb, 41, 146

ribat see: tekke

rice cakes, 56

rice pilav see: pilav, piring pilan

rice, 61, 63, 75, 80-82, 91, 98-99, 165,
167

Rifai, Rifaiye, 230

Rome, 51, 200

rooster see: chicken

rose buds, 141, 147

rosemary, 141, 151

rosewater, 48, 92, 96, 166

Rumelia, 94, 221, 222

rumhane, 209

Russia, Russian, 53. 58, 164, 260

Saadabad Sarayi, 165

sabuni, sabuniye, 74, 77

sade surba, 78

sade yag see: clarified butter

sacirvan, 210, 212, 215, 242, 243, 244,
246, 247, 269, 297

saffron, 38, 39, 40, 41, 43, 69, 81, 83, 85,
91,96, 136, 137, 139, 140, 142, 143,
148, 168, 217

Safranbolu, 16

sahan, 68

sahn. 189, 192, 194, 195, 197

sahnigin, 39, 247, 289

sakiz see: gum resin

Saksonya, 179, 180

salad, 36, 39, 139, 175, 180, 181

salep see: orchid bulb

salgam see: turnip

salgam boranisi, 48

salgam boregi, 48

salon, 31, 249, 250, 252

Salonica, 258

salt, 40, 44, 46, 62, 164, 167, 168, 180,
227

Sam iiziimii hogabi, 48

sand smelt 48

sandik odasi, 247

sarab-i miiselles, 43

sarab-i reynant, 43

sarab-i rummant, 43

sarab-i ziimridi, 43

sardines, 172, 183

sarnig, 241, 243, 280, 295

Saxsony see: Saksonya

scammony plant, 41, 74

iversitats- und Landesbibliothek Sachsen-Anhalt

3:5-92073/fragment/page=00000352



Sea of Marmara, 280, 281, 282

seaside villa, 23

sedir, 33, 246, 247, 250, 312, 313

seferceliye, 49

sehriye see: seriye

Sehzade camii, 281

Sehzade medresesi, 215

Sehzadebasi (district), 215

Sekbanbasi Kara Halil medresesi, 212

seker serbeti, 49

selamlik, 209, 223, 226, 229, 234, 243,
244, 245, 247, 248, 250, 251, 279,
286, 289, 290, 294, 296

Selim 11, 90, 133

semahane see: meydan

sembuse, 66, 74

sembuse-i serif, 74

semek dolmasi see: balik dolmas:

semolina, 166

serbet, 25, 39, 48-49, 64, 67, 92, 169

Serefabad konagi, 307

seriye, 48, 166

Sertarikzade tekkesi, 225

sesame oil, 38, 49

sesame, 62, 96, 137, 139, 140, 142-143
see also: wild sesame

Seévres, 27, 179

Seyh Vefa medresesi, 211

seytreg, 41

Seyyid Gazi, 88

shank bone marrow see: marrow

sheep, 66, 68, 69, 82, 92, 94, 95, 96, 100,
183, 308

sheep’s head see: kelle-i ganem

sheep’s sorrel, 174, 175

sheep’s tail fat, 40, 96

sheep’s tails fat, 167

sheep’s trotters see: trotters

she-goat see: goat
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shellfish, 172

shrimps, 86

sigirdili see: lisan-1 sevir

sikebe-i abkur see: iskembe

sikenbe see: iskembe

sinap apple see: apple

strea kosk, 244

sirden mumbar see: mumbar

sirden, 170

Sirkeci gar1, 280, 282, 284

sis kebap, 74

Sivas, 306

siyah ke¢i memesi grapes see: grapes

Siyavus Pasa medresesi, 212

Skopje, 231

snow, 81

soapwort, 137

soba, 248-249

sofa, 14, 32, 244-247, 249, 250, 251, 252,
267,271, 279, 285, 287-298, 300, 304

sofra, 22,25, 55, 67, 75, 183, 189, 192,
201, 232

sogan dolmasi, 39, 48

sogiis-i gust, 75,76, 77

sogiis-i pilig, 75

sohbet, 35, 38, 39, 233

Sokollu Mehmed Pasa medresesi, 210,
212

somun, 165

sorbet, 56

sorva see: ¢orba

sour chicken see: ekyili tavitk

Spain, Spanish, 10, 22, 146, 175

spices, 26, 40, 46, 81, 83, 94, 97, 98, 102,
132-143, 164, 168, 169, 171

spinach, 38-40, 44, 48, 63, 74, 83, 96,
103, 174

spoon, spoons, 57-58, 99, 162, 172, 181,
196
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spun honey see: siizme bal

squash, 41, 47, 48, 61, 62,73, 75. 83. 96,

103

St. Sergius and St. Bacchus see: Kiigiik
Ayasofya camii

starch pudding, 38. 39. 49

starch. 38, 39. 40, 49. 67, 69, 92. 96, 166

stew see: yahni

strawberry, strawberries, 84, 177

sturgeon, 172, 183

su odasi, 243, 248

sucuk, 49,775,717, 171

sucuk-1 selhge, 75

sugar, 39, 49, 61, 63-67, 73, 74, 80-82,
85,92, 98, 166, 167

siikkeri serbet-i vilader see: lohusa
serbeti

Siileyman I, Kanuni, 78, 87, 133

Siileymaniye camii, 17, 212, 213, 281

Siileymaniye kiilliye, 211

Sultan Ahmed camii, 277

Sultan Ahmed kiilliyesi, 211

Sultan Ahmed medresesi, 210

Sultan Bayezid (district), 281, 282

Sultan Mustafa kiilliyesi, 211

Sultan Selim (district), 281

Sultan Selim kiilliyesi, 211

Sultan Sticaeddin, 88

Sultana Valide medresesi, 211

Sultanahmet (district), 212

sultanic kitchen see: kitchen, sultanic

sumac, 96, 139, 140, 142, 143, 149, 168

sundurma see: hayat

surba-1 ades see: mercimek ¢orbasi

surba-1 biirri, 73

surba-1 erz see: piring ¢corbasi

surba-1 gendiim, 65

surba-1 mahi see: balik ¢orbast

surba-1 makiyan see: tavuk ¢orbast

INDEN

surba-1 mastabe see: yogurt ¢orbasi

surba-1 pili¢ see: tavuk ¢orbasi

surba-1 sade, 63

stitlii agsura see: asure

stitlii katmer, 48

stitlii nutmag, 48

stizme bal, 38

sweet flag see: orris

sweet rice with sugar see: dane-i kirma

sweets, 27, 36, 39, 43, 49, 66, 70-71, 74-
77,79,91, 169. 271

symplocus racemosa, 137

Syria. 98, 186, 190

syrup, syrups, 42, 47-48, 74, 92, 96, 165,
168, 169, 181

ta’am-1 biirri, 65, 76, 81

ta'am-1 ¢comlek see: ¢omlek asi

ta’am-1 pagayan, 61, 70

ta’yin, 52

tabak, 180, 189, 192, 194, 196, 197

tabhane, 309

Tafilbos Pasa, 241, 242, 244, 246, 248

Tahtakale (quarter), 28, 204, 205

tandir ekmegi, 44

tarator, 181

tarhana ¢orbast, 63, 76, 99, 103

tas, 192

taghk, 244, 245

tatar boregi, 48

tatl yahni, 39, 48

tava, 92

tavuk ¢orbas, 25, 44, 62, 66, 67, 73, 74,
76, 85

tavuk 1zgara, 55

tavuk kizartmasi, 55

tavuk yahnisi, 66, 74

tavuk, pismis, 48

tekir tabesi, 38

tekke, 29-30, 88, 202, 204, 219, 220-235
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tel sehriye see: seriye

tencere boregi, 48

tencere kebabi, 39

tencere, 39, 48, 62, 178, 188-189, 192-
194, 197

tepsi biregi, 74

Terkos suyu, 252

tevhid yemekleri, 47

tevhidhane see: meydan

tofuna see: tabhane

togana see: tabhane

tomato leaf, 174

tomato, 163, 173-175, 183

Topkapi (gate), 282

Topkapi Sarayi, 12, 24, 31, 55, 59, 237,
244, 276, 280, 282, 284, 296, 299

toyhane see: tabhane

Transylvania, Transylvanian, 60, 65, 66,
69, 84, 85

tripe see: iskembe

trotters, 40, 41, 64,71, 75, 76, 92, 95, 99,
169

tudda. 41

tiiffahiye, 39

tulum peyniri, 49, 167

tuna, 172

Tunis, 260

tiirbe, 221-222, 225-229, 232, 234, 281

turbot, 56

turkey, turkeys, 87, 170-171

turnip, 40, 41-42, 44, 48, 96, 103, 174

turp see: turnip

tursu, 49, 92

turunciye, 38

tutmag, 62, 63, 64

tuzluk, 180

uca yahni, 66, 77

udder, 44

ufak boregi, 48

INDEX
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Unkapant (quarter) , 281

unripe grapes, 168, 174

Uskiib see: Skopje

Uskiidar, 307

uskumru dolmasi, 38

vanilla, 141

Vatan Caddesi, 281, 282

veal, 170

vec macunu, 49

Vefa (district), 211, 281

vegetable, 10, 26, 37, 40, 48, 61, 63. 73,
76, 79, 83-84, 96, 103, 131, 139, 164,
169, 173-176, 178, 183, 188, 285, 311

Verbascum lychnitis, 41

vermicelli see: erigte, seriye

Vezneciler, 210

Vienna barley, 166

Vienna, 162, 179, 259, 299

Vincennes, 59, 179, 318

vinegar, 40, 42, 44, 64, 75-76, 85, 92, 96,
103, 168, 271

violet, 41

walnut, walnuts, 96, 169182

watermelon, 41, 49, 96, 145

wedding, 30, 38, 46, 71, 186, 228

Weimar, 316

well, 210, 215, 241, 287, 292-298, 304,
308

wheat starch, 44

wheat, 40, 44, 47-48, 56, 61, 63, 65, 73,
91, 94,97, 99, 227

white hellebore, 41

wild apricot nectar see: zerdalu hosabi

wild duck, 86

wild ginger, 140, 148

wild sesame, 41

wine see: hamr

yagma, 67, 68, 69, 100, 101
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vahni. 38. 45, 48, 64, 65, 66, 70. 74, 76,
85.92. 175 see: also under its

variations and giivercin yahnisi, kuzu

vahnisi, tarli yahni, tavuk yahnisi, uca

yahni
yahni-i gugst, 64, 74
yahni-i makivan see: tavuk yahnisi
yahni-i sefid, 77
yahudhane, 209, 240, 284
Yahudihane see: yahudhane
Yahya Moravi, 224, 225, 227, 228
yaprak dolmasi, 48
yediveren grapes see: grapes
yelmeglik, 41
Yemen, 28, 203
Yeni Cami, Eminonii, 28, 281
Yeniceriler Caddesi see: Divanyolu
yerkana, 41
yoghurt, 63-65, 95, 96, 166, 189

vogurt ¢orbasi, 73

vitfka, 45-46. 165

viikliik, 244, 245

yunmalik, 307

Zakynthos see: Zante

Zante, 259, 261

zavive see: tekke

zedoary, 41

zerdalu hogabi, 48

zerde, 38, 64, 66, 67, 68,71, 74, 75, 80,
81,91, 140, 147, 178, 180

zerde-i ‘asel, 75

zerde-i ‘idive, 74, 81

Zeyneb Sultan vakfi, 211

Zeyrek (quarter), 281, 282

zrba, 67, 69

aurba-1 ‘asel, 75

zivafet-i ‘id-i serif see: id-i serif

zulle see: hayat
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