THE 1720 IMPERIAL FESTIVAL IN ISTANBUL:
FESTIVITY AND REPRESENTATION

IN THE EARLY EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY OTTOMAN EMPIRE

SINEM ERDOGAN ISKORKUTAN

BOGAZICi UNIVERSITY

2017



THE 1720 IMPERIAL FESTIVAL IN ISTANBUL:
FESTIVITY AND REPRESENTATION

IN THE EARLY EIGHTEENTH-CENTURY OTTOMAN EMPIRE

Thesis submitted to the
Institute for Graduate Studies in Social Sciences

in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of

Doctor of Philosophy
in

History

by

Sinem Erdogan Iskorkutan

Bogazi¢i University

2017



DECLARATION OF ORIGINALITY

I, Sinem Erdogan Iskorkutan, certify that

I am the sole author of this thesis and that I have fully acknowledged and
documented in my thesis all sources of ideas and words, including digital
resources, which have been produced or published by another person or
instituﬁon;

this thesis contains no material that has been submitted or accepted for a degree
or diploma in any other educational institution;

this is a true copy of the thesis approved by my advisor and thesis committee at
Bogazi¢i University, including final revisions required by them.




ABSTRACT
The 1720 Imperial Festival in Istanbul:

Festivity and Representation in the Early Eighteenth-Century Ottoman Empire

This dissertation focuses on the 1720 imperial circumcision festival that was held in
Istanbul during the reign of Ahmed I11 (r. 1703-1730). It intends to present the first
comprehensive monograph on an Ottoman imperial festival through a holistic
approach. This study addresses the ideological motives behind the Ottoman court’s
commissioning of this massive scale festival at this particular period, as well as
exploring in-depth how it was planned, organized, staged and represented.

Due to its holistic approach, this dissertation combines the methodological
tools of history, art history and performance studies, and, thus offers an
interdisciplinary perspective to the subject. For the first time in the field it introduces
a wide range of archival source basis to the study of an imperial festival. These
sources are considered with the textual and pictorial narratives of the festival that are
analyzed in terms of their codicology, iconography and narratology.

The scrutinized analysis of the rites of the 1720 circumcision festival and its
representation in illustrated festival books brings to light hitherto unknown material,
social, financial and semiotic aspect behind the planning of an imperial festival. At
the same time it foregrounds substantial information on the Ottoman bureaucracy’s
organizational capacities as well as mobilization of human and material resources
across the empire. In addition, this study illustrates the fascinating social dimension
of the event, by unearthing the modes of involvement of ordinary people as
contributors and as beneficiaries of the festival. This challenges the strictly state

centered approach towards court commissioned festivals in the Ottoman Empire.



OZET
1720 Istanbul Senligi:

On Sekizinci Yiizy1l Basinda Osmanli imparatorlugu’nda Senlik ve Temsil

Bu tez, 1720 yilinda Istanbul’da Sultan III. Ahmet (r.1703-1730) déneminde
diizenlenen siinnet senligini konu almaktadir. Bu ¢alisma biitiinsel bir yaklasimla ele
aldig1 senligin farkli yonlerine odaklanarak Osmanli tarihi ¢alismalarindaki en
kapsamli senlik arastirmasini ortaya koyma iddiasindadir. Bu ¢alisma, senligin
diizenlenmesinin ardindaki ideolojik boyutu irdelerken ayni zamanda senligin nasil
planlandigini ve ne sekilde temsil edildigini aciga ¢ikarmaktadir.

Bu tez ele aldig1 konuyu biitiinsel bir yaklagim ile incelemesi sebebiyle tarih,
sanat tarihi ve performans ¢alismalari dallarina ait kavramsal ve metodolojik
yaklagimlar1 kullanmaktadir ve bu sebeple konuya disiplinler arasi bir gergeve
sunmaktadir. Bu calisma ilk kez ortaya cikarilan genis bir arsiv kaynagina
dayanmakta ve bu belgeler, kodikoloji, ikonografi ve anlat1 yoniinden incelenen
senlige ait yazili ve gorsel kaynaklarla birlikte degerlendirilmektedir.

1720 senligini olusturan unsurlarin ve senligin temsilinin detayli bir sekilde
incelenmesi bu senligin planlanma ve organize edilme agamalarinin ardinda yatan
bilinmeyen sosyal, ekonomik boyutu ve maddi kiiltiirii agiga kavusturmaktadir. Bu
inceleme Osmanli biirokrasisinin senlik vesilesiyle saray disindaki maddi ve insan
kaynaklarini nasil kullandigini ortaya ¢ikarirken ayni1 zamanda senlige katilan farkli
tabakalara mensup insanlar1 ele almasi sebebiyle, senligin garpici sosyal boyutunu da
gozler 6niine sermektedir. Bu yoniiyle calisma, Osmanli’da sarayin diizenledigi

senlikler i¢in s6z konusu olan merkeziyet¢i bakis agisini tartismaya agmaktadir.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

In late July 1720 Sultan Ahmed 111 (r. 1703-1730) ordered his officials to organize
grand scale festival in Istanbul on the occasion of the circumcision of his sons
Siileyman, Mehmed, Mustafa and Bayezid. This public festival encompassed
complex rittes including processions of the elites, parades of the guildsmen,
sumptuous banquets, gift exchange, circumcision of the uncircumcised boys from the
imperial city, sportive, musical, martial and theatrical performances and the lavish
display of certain material and visual symbols in the festival space. Thousands of
people across social strata participated in these spectacles as voluntary and
involuntary contributors, as benefactors and spectators. It can thus literally be said
that the imperial city was temporarily turned into a forum of celebration and
festivity.

This public festival that lasted for three weeks and that was celebrated day
and night both within and outside the walled city would be one of the most famous
public festivals throughout Ottoman history. Even if one only takes into
consideration that the official narrative of this festival was the most extensively
copied sirname (the book of the imperial festival) text throughout Ottoman history*
one may comprehend the significance of this event for Ottoman cultural history.

Moreover, with its scale and huge organizational effort this circumcision festival

! Mehmed Arslan notes that only at Istanbul libraries there are 22 copies of the sirname of Vehbi on
the 1720 imperial festival. The earliest of these copies dates to 1735 and the latest to 1840. In
addition, Arslan identifies one other copy at Vienna National Library, one at the British Library and
another one at Paris Bibliothéque Nationale. To compare with the other sirnames, for example the
surname of the 1582 festival written by Intizami has four extant copies, the siarname of Abdi for the
1675 festival has nine copies and the sirname of the 1708, 1709, 1710 and 1724 wedding festival has
only one extant copy. Arslan, Osmanl: Saray Diigiinleri, v. 1, 55-90.
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would be the last of its kind and comparable only to two previous circumcision
festivals in the history of the dynasty.

This extraordinary event of the early eighteenth-century Ottoman history has
been a point of scholarly concern for almost half a century thanks to the textual and
pictorial representations of the festival in contemporary books. These detailed
festival narratives and colorful images of the festival are responsible for the fame of
this particular event in modern historiography, art historiography and popular
culture. Despite the frequent circulation of these festival images in the studies and
recurring references to the morphology of the festival, until now, two critical
questions related to the 1720 festival have never been addressed or answered: Why
the Ottoman court organized such a grand scale festival at this particular juncture and
how the Ottoman court and the bureaucracy designed and administered it? The first
question is worth considering for understanding the ideological motives of the court
behind staging this three-week long festival at a period when a number of smaller
scale imperial festivals were also held in the imperial city. The second question on
the other hand is important because during this period Ottoman state structure was
increasingly bureaucratized, which went hand in hand with the rising significance of
documentation and record keeping. Thus, examining how this vast bureaucracy
worked for staging this grand scale event will not only illuminate the festival’s
unknown social, material and financial dimension but it will also strikingly illustrate
the transformed bureaucratic mechanism of the Ottoman state in the early eighteenth
century.

This study aims at providing an alternative methodological and conceptual
framework for the study of Ottoman festivals by analyzing different aspects of the

festival in an in-depth manner. As a part of this consideration, the planning and



provisioning of the festival, food-related rites, gift giving rites, the circumcision of
crown princes and urban city dwellers, public performances and pictorial
representations of the festival will be examined on the basis of an extensive body of
hitherto unknown archival documents as well as festival narratives. Certainly, such
an undertaking requires an interdisciplinary approach and this study utilizes the
methodological tools of history, art history and performance studies to understand
and elucidate diverse aspects of an extraordinary episode from the Ottoman past.
Finally, this dissertation argues that the imperial festival dwelled on a
traditional and significant concept, which was the display and distribution of the
benefaction of the sultan towards people across social strata. While at this particular
juncture, the Ottoman court conspicuously used various cultural forms to highlight
the role of the sultan and the dynasty within the whole patronage-clientage system
this festival was perhaps the most explicit manifestation of such an intention.
Moreover, while the sultan was, in theory, the ultimate host of this extraordinary
event, his powerful grand vizier, who was represented in the narratives of the festival
as if he was the real host of the event, overshadowed him. This study contends that,
rather than the sultan, the grand vizier was the behind the scenes commissioner of

this festival and its illustrated books.?

1.1 The reign of Ahmed Il and cultural predilections of the period
Ahmed III’s reign (r.1703-1730) started just after the tumultuous events of the 1703

rebellion, which resulted in the dethronement of his uncle Mustafa 11, (r. 1695-

2 For some of the studies that address the central role of the grand vizier in Ottoman political and
administrative structure and also in the patronage of arts see Yi1lmaz, “The Sultan and the Sultanate”;
Fador, “Sultan, Imperial Council, Grand Vizier”; Stavrides, The Sultan of Viziers; Turan, “The
Sultan’s Favorite”; Peirce, The Imperial Harem, 113-152; Abou el-Haj, The Formation of the Modern
State; Idem, The 1703 Rebellion; Kunt, “Naima, Koprilii and the Grand Vizierate,” Idem, The
Sultan’s Servants; Fetvaci, Sarayin Imgeleri, 139-194; 243-296; Idem, “From Print to Trace”;
Necipoglu, “A Canon for Arts”; Idem, “Siileyman the Magnificent and the Representation of Power.”
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1703).2 As the events that surrounded this uprising had shown, the disastrous
memory of the Karlowitz Treaty that led to the loss of huge territories in the western
provinces of the empire was still alive.* In addition, the mismanagement of the state,
the nepotism of certain dignitaries and the Ottoman sultans’ choice of Edirne as the
seat of government were major sources of criticism for those diverse groups of
people who were involved in the rebellion, including armorers, artisans, janissaries,
students and members of the ulema. It can thus be said that by the early eighteenth
century the Ottoman house was living through a severe legitimacy deficit.’

Ahmed III’s reign actually started with the return of the court to Istanbul. In
his early reign, the new sultan and his dignitaries seem to have been concerned with
recovering some of the lost territories at Karlowitz. While Ottoman troops could get
some military achievements against Russia in 1709-1710 and later against VVenice
1714-1715, the Ottoman capture of Morea initiated another war, this time against the
Habsburgs.® In spring 1716 Habsburgs declared war against the Ottomans due to the
violation of the stipulations of Karlowitz Treaty. In 1718, this conflict resulted in
signing of another Treaty, the Passarowitz, which declared the Ottoman loss of the
city of Belgrade and the Western Wallachia.’

According to the traditional historiography, this treaty initiated an era of
peace and western style reforms under the tenure of Damad Ibrahim Pasha (1718-
1730), who was assigned to this position just before the conclusion of the treaty. In
particular some events such as the opening of the fire brigade department, the

initiation of the printing press in Arabic letters, the establishment of the European

¥ Abou el Haj, The 1703 Rebellion.

4 Abou el Haj, The 1703 Rebellion, 36; also see ldem, The Reisiilkiittab and Ottoman Diplomacy;
Idem, “Ottoman Diplomacy at Karlowitz.”

5 Faroghi, “Guildsmen Complaining to the Sultan,” 181; Idem, “Crisis and Change,” 430.

® Aksan, Ottoman Wars, 83-128.

" Ibid. 102; Ozcan et al. Tarih-i Rasid, v. 11, 1115-1136.
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style artillery corps and the sending of the first resident ambassador to the Europe
were highlighted in this westernization rhetoric. Given that the 1720 imperial festival
was held during his grand vizierate, this perception also designated how the festival
was conceptualized in Ottoman historiography and art historiography. Ibrahim Pasha
remained in this top ranking position for twelve years, which was an exceptionally
long period, perhaps comparable only to the long tenures of the grand viziers during
the reign of Siileyman I, Selim II, the early years of Murad 111, and Mehmed IV.2
During this period through networks of patronage-clientage and also through
marriages, Damad Ibrahim Pasha consolidated his power and prestige.” In addition to
that, due to the bureaucratic transformations of the second half of the seventeenth
century the office of the grand vizierate was physically and institutionally separated
from the imperial palace. And, the offices that were attached to the grand vizier had
grown immensely.*® So, in the early eighteenth century this powerful grand vizier
was also the head of an extended bureaucracy with an increasing range of

administrative authority.

1.1.1 The successive marriage festivals of the period and the 1720 circumcision
festival

The early eighteenth century, especially the reign of Ahmed 111, was a period when
one sees the Ottoman court’s staging of a series of imperial festivals in the imperial

city. In 1708, 1709, 1710, 1724 and 1728 the reigning sultan married his nieces and

8 One shall remember long tenures of Ibrahim Pasha (1523-1536) and Riistem Pasha (1544-53/1556-
61), Sokullu Mehmed Pasha (1565-1579) and Kopriilii Fazil Ahmed Pasha (1661-1676).

® Two significant figures, the steward of the Grand Vizier, Mehmed Pasha and the grand admiral
(Kaymak) Mustafa Pasha were son in law of the grand vizier. Apart form these men, at some other
significant bureaucratic positions; the retinues of the grand vizier were assigned who also enjoyed
long tenures. For a detailed analysis of the wealth and material belongings of these three figures see
Karahasanoglu, A Tulip Age Legend; Artan, “18. Yiizy1l Baglarinda Yonetici Elitin.”

19 Uzungarsili, Osmanli Devletinin Merkez ve Bahriye Teskilati, 249-267; Ahishali, “The Institution of
the Imperial Council”; Mumcu, Hukuksal ve Siyasal Karar Organi, 28-30, 142-150.
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daughters to the officials of the court.* As a part of these marriage rituals and
celebrations, a number of processions were held in the imperial city, including the
betrothal of tokens (alay-: nisan), procession of the trousseaus (alay-: cikhaz), and the
wedding procession (alay-: ‘ariuz). These royal processions enabled the city dwellers
to witness the material luxury, wealth and pomp of the court and the dynasty. At the
same time, these processions displayed and recreated the social and material
distinctions between the courtiers and dignitaries and the subject community, while
enhancing the prestige of the former. Apart from that the growing visibility of the
festivity in urban locale was also related to much deeper socio-cultural
transformations in urban life that went back to the late sixteenth century such as the
growing eminence of urban institutions, public spaces and leisure activities.*?

Tiilay Artan writes that such sumptuous court spectacles of the early decades
of the eighteenth century served the need of the dynasty to reinscribe itself to space
and society after its return from Edirne in 1703. Indeed, the architectural projects of
the court and especially that of the royal women intended to enhance the visibility of
the Ottoman dynasty in the urban locale.®* Without any doubt, the Ottoman court’s
frequent appearances in the imperial city, either through pompous spectacles or
through their architectural patronage, was a form of “public manifestation of
power.”** Indeed, when one considers the political and social turmoil of the recent

past, the reason behind this notable emphasis on the royal visibility becomes clearer.

1 Artan, “Royal Weddings and the Grand Vizierate.”

12 For recent studies that address such broad socio-cultural transformations in the early modern
Ottoman urban life see Quataert, “Introduction,” 1-14; Salzmann, “The Age of Tulips”; Hamadeh, The
City Pleasures; Mikhail, “The Heart’s Desire,” 133-170; Grehan, Everyday Life and Consumer
Culture, 140, n. 79; Artan, “Architecture as a Theatre of Life”; Idem,“Terekeler Isiginda 18. Yiizyil
Ortasinda Eyiipte Yasam,” 51, 57; Idem, “Arts and Architecture”; Idem, “Istanbul in the 18" century”;
Hanna, In Praise of Books; Sajdi, The Barber of Damascus; Kafadar, “How Dark is the History of the
Night,” 243-269; Wishnitzer, “Into the Dark,” 513-531.

13 Artan, ““ Architecture as Theatre of Life”; idem, “Istanbul in the 18" Century” 302-305; Idem, “Arts
and Architecture,” 465-467.

1 Artan, “Istanbul in the 18" Century,” 305.



Perceiving the successive imperial festivals of the period against this
backdrop, one still wonders why the court intended to commission a much larger
scale festival, which would last twenty-two days, cost millions of ak¢es and would
occupy various court units and officials for months. The marriage festivals of the
period were smaller scale procession based events. Celebrations were often held
inside the palace of the new couple and sometimes they extended outside the palace.
This means that apart from the public display of the splendor of the court and
dynasty, the public dimension of these festivals was relatively limited, especially in
comparison with the 1720 circumcision festival. In the circumcision festival,
however, one encounters a massive public celebration through the incorporation of
various rites such as the processions and parades™, banquets, sportive, theatrical and
competitive games, music and dance performances, gift exchange, and display of
some material forms.*® Indeed, the 1720 festival continued day and night, extending
to two particularly defined festival spaces one on land and one on the sea. Through
its extensive rites and pomp, it addressed huge masses of people.

What, then, was the intention behind staging such a massive scale festival?
Suraiya Faroghi rightfully emphasizes the role of the Passarowitz Treaty in 1718,
when the Ottomans lost a significant town, Belgrade, and the Western Wallachia to

Habsburgs.!” To compensate for this prestige loss, the grand vizier and some other

!> It is worth mentioning how this study defines a procession and a parade. In its dictionary definition,
procession refers to the march of an eccleciastical group and parade refers to the walk of a military
troop after a leader. As in Ottoman texts, guilds’ march in public festivals was referred to as ordu
alayz, I have used the term “parade” for this event. The march of the sultan, dignitaries, the court elite
and ulema on the other hand was referred to as alay-: Aiimayun or simly as alay if the sultan was not
present. To differentiate this latter event from the former I have used the term “procession” for this
march of the courtiers, dynasty and ulema. For the definitions of these terms see Marin, “Establishing
a Signification for Social Space,” 39.

16 Alessandro Falassi in his seminal study on the semiotic aspect of the festivals says that a complete
festival morphology corresponds to the incorporation of various rituals that in turn made up the
festival complex. See Falassi, “Festival: Definition and Morphology,” 6.

1 Faroghi, “The Ottoman Sultan and His Guests,” 401; Idem, “Ibrahim Pasa and the Marquis de
Bonnac,” 289.



officials might have intended to hold a great scale public festival to emphasize “the

»18 of the reigning sovereign. Certainly, one

continuing strength and above all bounty
of the main functions of courtly celebrations was to distract attention from the
political or economic problems and rather to emphasize the power and magnificence
of the rulers.'® Similarly, in the time of the 1582 circumcision festival, the Ottomans
were in at war with the Safavids and the court explicitly sought legitimation through
the projection of power, strength and bounty during the public festival.?

When the 1720 festival is concerned, apart from distracting attention from a
sudden military failure, the Ottoman court’s deliberate need for a manifestation of
the power of the sovereign by showing and distributing his benefaction might also be
related to some broader political and social transformations that the Ottomans had
been experiencing since the late sixteenth century. The voluntary beneficent giving
was always a significant concept in Islamic societies and in the political culture of
Turco-Mongol dynasties. Parallel to that the display of benefaction in the form of
distribution of food, grants, robes, money, and positions was closely associated with
the ruler and the rulership.?! In the patrimonial political and social structure of the
Ottomans, in theory, the sultan was at the top of this benefaction distribution
mechanism, albeit even in the so-called “classical period”? there were some semi-

independent bodies functioning on their own terms.?® But, the socio-political and

economic transformations of the late sixteenth and the seventeenth century were

18 Faroghi, “The Ottoman Sultan and His Guests,” 401.

1% Murphey, Exploring Ottoman Sovereignty, 183-197. On the uses of the ceremonial for the
legitimization of the political power and image making in the European context see Burke, The
Fabrication of Louis XIV; Ellenius ed. Iconography, Propaganda and Legitimation; Adamson ed. The
Princely Courts of Europe.

2 Terzioglu, “The Imperial Circumcision Festival.”

2! Singer, Charity in Islamic Societies.

%2 For a critical assessment of the classical age denomination see Kafadar, “The Myth of the Golden
Age. For the discussion of the classicism in Ottoman art historiography see Necipoglu, “A Canon for
the Arts”; Idem, The Age of Sinan.

2 See Adanir, “Semi Autonomous Provincial Forces”; Khoury, “The Ottoman Center”; Idem, State
and Provincial Society.



especially critical, after which the political and economic structure truly transformed
into a corporate system.?* At the same time, the central position of the Ottoman
dynasty in the patronage-clientage system was severely curbed. In this process, the
establishment of the vizier and ulema households was very significant.”> While these
households almost monopolized the revenue collection system, at the same time they
“represented an alternative form of organization to the imperial palace.”?® Parallel to
that by the second half of the seventeenth century the members of these households
or those people that were attached to them through bonds of patronage and clientage
began to dominate all major appointments both in the center and provinces.*’ This
means that the most significant official positions in the military/administrative
system and in the religious establishment were filled by the “graduates” of these
households, whose actual source of benefaction was neither the sultan nor the
Ottoman court.

This study argues that one major motive of the Ottoman court in
commissioning the 1720 imperial circumcision festival was to remind the continuing
significance of the sultan and Ottoman court in the overall patronage-clientage
system. This was put in practice by holding an imperial circumcision festival during
which the sultan’s benefaction (iksan) could have been distributed in a hyperbolic
manner to thousands of people across social strata in the form of providing
unrecompensed food, clothing, circumcision and through sumptuous display of the

material wealth. As Rhoads Murphey has put it, a circumcision festival was an

? salzmann, Tocqueville in the Ottoman Empire, 102; Itzkowitz, “Eighteenth Century Ottoman
Realities”; Abou el-Haj, The 1703 Rebellion; Artan, “18. Yiizyilda Y6netici Elitin”; Idem, “From
Charismatic Leadership to Collective Rule”; Barkey, Empire of Difference. Baki Tezcan on the other
hand, defines the transformed political structure as a shift towards the constitutional monarchy. Also
see Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire.

2 Kunt, The Sultan’s Servants; Abou el Haj, “The Ottoman Vizier and Pasha Households”; Idem,
1703 Rebellion; Artan, “From Charismatic Leadership to Collective Rule.” For the earlier phase see
Tezcan, “Searching for Osman,” 116-124.

%% Barkey, The Empire of Difference, 207.

" Abou el Haj, “The Ottoman Vizier and Pasha Households”; Idem, 1703 Rebellion.
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occasion “which all (or at least the Muslim majority) could relate and share on a
personal basis.”?® Non-Muslims could also share the festival on a personal basis
since they participated in the festival as spectators and they too benefited from the
public banquets. Indeed, this festival also provided the opportunity to ritualistically
and visually enact and perpetuate the established hierarchies between dignitaries and
courtiers who were subject to the sultan. Thus, while representing the might, wealth
and power of the sultan, at the same time the festival symbolized the top position of
the sultan and the dynasty in the political, social and economic structure albeit in
reality, organizing and staging such a giant scale festival exceeded the material
resources of the sultan and the court.

Actually, the newly appointed grand vizier, Damad lbrahim Pasha, might
have been the behind-the-scenes architect of this decision to commission a
circumcision festival and illustrated books for its representation.?® If one accepts the
sentence of Marquis de Bonnac (the French ambassador of the time), the grand vizier
once had tried to convince the sultan to distribute his benefaction over his subjects to
retain their loyalty.®® Indeed, as will be discussed in this dissertation, the grand vizier
seems to have been involved also in the patronage of the illustrated books for the
representation of the festival.

Unlike the former examples, this time the festival and its illustrated books
were planned simultaneously. This aspect of the patronage pattern of the illustrated
books on the 1720 festival indicates their ideological significance for the
commissioner/s of the festival. The central imagery of the grand vizier Damad

Ibrahim Pasha throughout these books urges one to think that; he might have been

% Murphey, Exploring Ottoman Sovereignty, 175.

% In some panegyric poems and chronograms that were written to eulogize the imperial festival,
authors mentioned that the festival was organized though the initiative of the grand vizier. See Arslan,
Osmanl Saray Diigiinleri, v. 8, 340-360.

%0 Cited in Faroghi, “Ibrahim Pasa and the Marquis de Bonnac,” 289, n. 32.
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the patron of these festival narratives. As will be discussed later, these kinds of
illustrated history books were significant tools of image making, especially in the
past of the dynasty, and the grand vizier might have aimed to revive this tradition to
link the past with the present while highlighting the prevailing prestige and power of

the dynasty, the court elite and himself within the social structure.

1.1.2 The semiotic aspect of the festival complex and the festival space

According to Alessandro Falassi a festival complex typically included some basic
rites such as the rite of valorization, the rite of passage, the rite of display, the rite of
consumption, the rite of exchange and the rite of competition.®* All these rites were
associated with particular events in the festival’s program. For example, the rite of
valorization denoted the selection and preparation of a festival space, the rite of
consumption referred to all food-related events, and the rite of competition included
all shows and games.

Ottoman public festivals embodied all these components. The sumptuous
banquets, gift exchange, public performances of various groups, the circumcision of
boys and crown princes, and the display of technical gadgets, candy gardens,
fireworks were some of these rites that comprised a typical Ottoman circumcision
festival. While sirname texts and sometimes their images provide evidence to the
general schedule and outline of these rites, so far their semiotic aspect has not been
properly addressed. For example, often in festivals and ceremonies the opening and
closing evens are given significance as they frame the whole event. Generally, a
particular ceremony, procession or parade inaugurates the occasion that put on

display the social structure of a particular group, reaffirming the established

3! Falassi, “Festival,”1-10.
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hierarchies within this group. In the 1720 festival, during its opening and closing,
there were two sumptuous processions. In the opening, the sultan’s procession
launched the festival. The sultan, who was the host of the event, marched towards the
festival space at Okmeydani in the company of his dignitaries and retinues who were
richly dressed in their ceremonial attires. The procession started from Tersane Palace
at the Golden Horn, where the sultan was residing during the course of the festival,
and ended at Okmeydani. In the closing procession, this time the crown princes’
procession was held. The princes who were accompanied by a larger group of
dignitaries, court officials, high ranking members of the military and the ulema,
enacted a solemn procession that started from the Old Palace and finished at the
imperial palace.

This explicit concern with putting the sultan, his family and the hierarchically
arranged dignitaries on display during the inauguration and closing of the festival
should be understood against the backdrop of the social and political history of the
period. As has been discussed before, in the early eighteenth century the Ottoman
dynasty and the courtiers frequently held such ceremonial displays in the imperial
city to enhance their visibility in the urban space and to manifest the magnificence
and power of this distinguished group. Thanks to the richly decorated trappings of
horses, the splendid accessories and garments of the dignitaries, officials and
courtiers and the orderly march of the group, these public processions were just like
spectacles. But at the same time, these events enacted and displayed the social
hierarchies among this group and between this distinguished group and the
spectators. The launching and closing of the 1720 festival with similar events
highlighted these messages during the two most significant phases of the whole

festive event. Processions were not always performed at the beginning and closing of
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Ottoman festivals. For example, during the 1675 imperial circumcision festival, on
which the morphology of the 1720 festival largely based on, there were no
processions during the inauguration or at the end. The circumcision procession of the
crown princes was held at the eleventh day of the festival, in the middle of the
program. Thus, the planners of the 1720 festival seem to have deliberately shifted
from the earlier practice and adjusted the program according to the needs of the
present time.

Some other rites of the 1720 festival may also be considered in terms of their
semiotic dimensions. The most obvious example is the banquets that were held each
day. The banquets started with the imperial council members headed by the grand
vizier and continued with the members of the religious hierarchy, high-ranking
members of the military, provincial governors and court officials and others. In
addition, a public feast was offered to the spectators and a scramble for food was
organized for the janissaries. As will be discussed later, the distribution of food
during these occasions was the most basic form of gifting and of showing the host’s
benefaction. Parallel to that, during the festival, all participants across social strata
received food from the sultan. Yet food-related rites also had additional meanings.
The seating arrangements, the objects used during these occasions, the daily
ordinance of banquets and the types and ingredients of foods communicated the
social hierarchies among participants. Parallel to that, when one reads the sirnames
of the 1720 festival, a clear focus on recording the names and seating arrangements
of all participants takes the attention, signifying the deliberate concern of the authors
for remarking the established hierarchies between dignitaries, guests, courtiers, and

members of the religious as well as military establishment. This detailed narrative of
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the protocol of the imperial banquets is also seen in sirnames of the 1675 festival,
but not seen in the extensive sirname of the 1582 festival.

What further attracts attention in the 1720 festival is the number of banquets
that were given to the members of the religious establishment. During the festival,
the military judges, the professors of law, sheikhs of the sultanic endowments,
imams and preachers of sultanic and vizieral mosques, imams and preachers of
mosques and lodges at Uskiidar, Galata, Eyiip and Kasimpasa were given separate
banquets on different days. Certainly, these separate banquets that were offered to
different groups that formed the religious establishment signify the hierarchical
distinctions between these groups and also point to their extension and significant
place in the overall social structure of the Ottoman Empire. Offering two separate
banquets to the preachers is worth paying attention, as it reflects the growing
visibility and significance of preachers in Ottoman cultural and intellectual life from
the seventeenth century onwards.** Similar to what one sees in the 1720 festival, in
the 1675 festival separate banquets were given to all these groups. However, in the
1582 festival one does not see such a differentiation of the groups that formed the
religious establishment.

Similar to these examples, one should also pay attention to the semiotics of
the festival spaces. Events such as festivals, ceremonies, and rituals are “temporally
bounded” occasions that create a periodicity or, in other words, a temporal break in
time and space.® This temporal break begins as soon as the event is announced
including the process of the preparations for the event. Especially the selection and
organization of the ceremonial or festival space is of critical significance in this

process since it “modifies the daily and usual function of space.” These spaces also

%2 Tezcan, The Second Ottoman Empire, 37-42, 122-127; also see Zilfi, Politics of Piety.
% Stoelje and Baumann, “Semiotics of Folkloric Performance,” 591. Also see Falassi ed. Time Out of
Time.
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have a significant role in structuring the whole event and communicating certain
messages related to the ideological dimensions of the occasion. Yet often these
semiotic aspects of the festival and ceremonial spaces have been overlooked.*
During the 1720 festival, two sites outside the historical peninsula were selected as
festival spaces. A large open space at Okmeydani (literally means the archery
ground) was the main festival space, where most of the daytime shows took place. In
the 1675 festival in Edirne, a large open space namely Sirtk Meydani was selected as
the festival space as well. At these open grounds the elaborate tent of the sultan,
dignitaries, court officials and the tent of the festival kitchen as well as other service
related tents were pitched in a hierarchical order almost resembling a military
encampment.® The drawings of the British priest John Covel on the configuration of
these tents at the 1675 festival space and a double-page painting by Levni in the
official sirname of the 1720 festival provide glimpses of how what this orderly
arrangement of the tents might have looked like at the festival spaces.®® Even the
mere physical appearance of these tents in the large open ground seems to have
created a visual spectacle.

One event indicates that, even during the phase of preparations, the festival
space was a place to be seen and visited. An undated archival document shows that
before the start of the festival, the resident envoys at the imperial capital sent a
petition to the court through the agency of their translators requesting the royal

permission to visit the festival space and see the tents. At the left margin of the

% Stoelje and Baumann, “Semiotics of Folkloric Performance,” 592.

% Similarly, Giilru Necipoglu argues that the configuration of the architectural units of Topkap1
Palace resembles the Ottoman military encampment. Necipoglu, Architecture, Ceremonial and
Power.

% Drawings of John Covel exist in a manuscript at British Library under title Dr. John Covel’s Diary
(1670-1679), with inventory number Add. 22, 912. His diary was published without the drawings in
the nineteenth century. Metin And in his 40 Giin 40 Gece published some of these drawings including
also the one that depicted the festival space. See And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 82; Bent ed. Early Voyages
and Travels in the Levant. For Levni’s painting TSM. A. 3593 fol. 11a-10b; Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname,
45-46; also see Atil, Levni and the Surname.
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petition, one sees the imperial order of the sultan that permitted all of them to go
there and see (the spectacle).®” Although the petition does not bear a date, sizrnames
mention that at 9 Zi I-ka ‘de 1132 (12 September, 1720), six days before the start of
the festival all of the tents were pitched. Thus, the visit of these envoys must have
had happened during these six days. The reports of the French ambassador Marquis
de Bonnac also verifies this visit, as he says that, on the assigned day of the visitation
there was a heavy rain, so another day was set for his visit.*

While Okmeydan1 was the main festival space, especially for the daytime
shows, the Tersane Palatial Complex across the Golden Horn was preferred for the
majority of the nighttime spectacles. As seen in Figure 1, these sites were in close
proximity, so both the sultan, the dignitaries and their retinues were moving between
two spaces. This extension outside the walled city and across the waterfront was
certainly related to the transformations in the cityscape and in urban forms of
sociability since the seventeenth century.® In the seventeenth century contemporary
authors such as Evliya Celebi, Eremya Celebi, and Silahdar Mehmed pointed to the
increasing leisurely activities across the shores of the city.*® The Tersane Palatial
Complex for example, was already a site of public celebrations during the second
half of the seventeenth century®* so, it would not be wrong to say that the uses of

these spaces during the 1720 festival dwelled partly on the earlier urban practices.

¥ BOA. AE. SAMD. I11. 223/21487: “ciimlesine izn-i hiimaytnum olmusdir, variib seyr itsiinler.”
% Marquis de Bonnac, LAmbassade de France, 142, cited in Faroghi, “ibrahim Pasa and Marquis de
Bonnac,” 291, n. 43.

% For an overview of these transformations see Artan, “Arts and Architecture.” Also see Hamadeh,
The City’s Pleasures; Kafadar, “How Dark is the History of the Night”; Wishnitzer, “Into the Dark.”
0 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, I; Eremya Celebi Komiirciyan, Istanbul Tarihi;
Mehmet Aga, Nusretname.

*! See Mehmet Aga, Nusretname.
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Fig. 1. Antoine Ignace Melling. Map of Istanbul and it’s surroundings showing the
locations of Old palace and Topkapi palace, Okmeydani and Tersane palatial
complex. (Reproduced from Voyage Pitturesque de Constantinople et des lives de
Bosphore, Paris, Chez les éditeurs, 1819).

These festival spaces also symbolized the new self-image of the court and dynasty.
At the large open ground of Okmeydani, the sultan’s tent was not strictly separated
from the rest. Light and ephemeral barriers were placed around this tent but they
were very often taken away. As the pictorial representations of the festival show, the
sultan was watching the performances from his tent or from the portable kiosk that
was constructed for this purpose. In all cases, he was visible to the public while
sharing the same space with the audience and performers. When the festival was held
across the Golden Horn, the sultan was watching shows from the balcony of the
Pearl Kiosk (Incili Kosk) of the Tersane Seaside Imperial Palace (Tersane-i ‘Amire
Sahil-Saray-1 Hiimaytin). Yet he was still visible to the spectators who were
watching the shows from boats and to the performers who were passing in front of
the kiosk in floating rafts. This situation stands in stark contrast to what one sees in

the pictorial representations of the 1582 circumcision festival, where the sultan was
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spatially separated from the rest of the participants and dignitaries, as he was
watching the shows from the balcony of the Ibrahim Pasha complex at the
Hippodrome.

Apart from that, the physical advantages of these spaces, especially the main
festival space on land, might have also been instrumental in the choice of the sultan
or the planners of the festival. Although narratives of the festival underrepresent the
presence of the spectators at the festival space, one might still surmise that a huge
crowd must have filled Okmeydani. Indeed, as opposed to Hippodrome, Okmeydani
could obviously have hosted a larger group of spectators who might have scattered
all around the festival space. Similarly, shows at the Golden Horn could have been
watched from the shores of Balat, Fener and Haskdy. Indeed, nocturnal firework
shows must have provided vistas even to those residents of the imperial city who did
not come to the festival space to watch the performances. These festival spaces
therefore provided opportunity for the participation of a larger group of people,
manifested the new self-image of the court and also reflected upon the broader socio-

cultural transformations.

1.2 The theoretical and historiographical framework

Ahmed Refik (Altinay) in his famous book Lale Devri (The Tulip Age) defined the
period between 1718 and 1730, which juxtopposes to the grand vizierate of Damad
Ibrahim Pasha, as an instantaneous opening of the Ottomans towards western culture
as reflected through arts, social life, consumption patterns and material culture.** In
his book, he also narrated in detail the vibrant leisure activities of the urban dwellers

and indoor as well as outdoor excursions of the elites by explicitly highlighting the

*2 Ahmed Refik’s series of articles under the title “Tulip Age” was published in journal fkdam
between March and April 1913. After their publication in journal, in 1915 they were published in
book format. Altinay, Lale Devri, 1130-1143, Istanbul 1915.
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notion of the pleasure and enjoyment (zevk i sefa), which, according to him
characterized the social life of the period. These two themes the westernization and
the culture of pleasure and enjoyment have later become almost the hallmarks of the
period that are recurrently used in the scholarship and in popular culture to define the
socio-cultural milieu of the so-called Tulip Age. * Indeed, the period is perceived
almost as a detached and unique era in the Ottoman past, while ignoring continuities
with the preceding and following periods. Strikingly, this conceptual framework
became so persistent in Ottoman historiography and art historiography that “it turned
into a paradigm determining the way in which a certain phase in Ottoman history is
conceptualized.”** As will be discussed below, even if a revisionist scholarship is
intending to challenge the presumptions of this paradigm, it can certainly be said that
the “Tulip Age legend”™® still permeates and it continues to determine how the
cultural and artistic predilections of the period is conceived in the scholarship.

The image of the 1720 imperial festival holds a significant place in this
conceptual framework. Traditionally, on the basis of festival paintings that were
made by Levni, the 1720 imperial festival is seen as a reflection of the assumed
pleasure and enjoyment spirit of the period. Indeed, some stylistic and compositional

aspects of Levni paintings are approached from the framework of westernization.

*% This comprises a huge list of studies that focus on Ottoman art history and history. For the most
relevant studies in the art historiography that perceived the period from this conceptual framework
and used this denomination see Arseven, Tiirk Sanati, Kuban, Tiirk Barok Mimarisi Hakkinda; Atasoy
and Cagman, Turkish Miniature Painting; And, Turkish Miniature Painting; Renda et. al, A History of
Turkish Painting; idem, “Tiirk Resminde Batililasma Y6niinde ilk Denemeler,” 33-37; Atil, Levni and
the Surname; Irepoglu, Levni: Painting, Poetry, Color, Bagc: et. al, Ottoman Painting; Mahir,
Osmanli Minyatiir Sanati. For the paradigm in Ottoman historiography see Tunaya, Tiirkiyenin Siyasi
Hayatinda Batilllagma; Lewis, The Emergence of Modern Turkey, Berkes, Emergence of Modern
Turkey; Shaw, History of Ottoman Empire; Evin, “Nedim: Poet of the Tulip Age”; Idem, “The Tulip
Age,” 131-145; Gogek, East Encounters West; Silay, Nedim and the Poetics of the Ottoman Court;
Zilfi, “Women and Society in The Tulip Age”; Zarinebaf, Crime and Punishment in Istanbul; Idem;
“The Wealth of Ottoman Princesses During the Tulip Age.” For a comprehensive analysis of the Tulip
Age paradigm in modern Turkish historiography see Erimtan, Ottomans Looking West?

** Erimtan, Ottomans Looking West? 2.

** 1 have borrowed the term from the title of Selim Karahasanoglu’s dissertation, which challenges the
paradigm by looking at the consumption patterns of the period. Karahasanoglu, A Tulip Age Legend.
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Thus, these lively and colorful festival images of Levni are regarded almost as
symbols of the Tulip Age. To this end, although criticizing the paradigm is not
among the major objectives of this study, since the 1720 festival has so far largely
been studied through these paintings, it is necessary to provide here an outline of the
relevant studies that address the paradigm. Besides, as will be discussed later in
detail in Chapter 7, it is worth mentioning briefly how this study perceives these
festival paintings that determined our perception of the 1720 festival. Although they
are seen as the beginning of the “westernized” style painting in Ottoman pictorial
tradition, neither was this the first encounter of the Ottoman painters with the
western visual idiom nor this appropriation denoted a passive copying process.
Indeed, besides their novel features, these festival paintings dwelled on traditional
representational conventions of aloum and narrative painting, and partly, on trends in
visual representation that emerged in the seventeenth-century trends. To this end,
rather than seeing them as symbols of the so-called Tulip Age, study perceives their

novel stylistic and compositional aspects from a transcultural framework.

1.2.1 The Tulip Age paradigm in the secondary literature

In the last two decades, a number of studies that either approached the Tulip Age
paradigm from a different conceptual framework or directly challenged it have been
introduced in the scholarship. Studies in the former group deconstruct some
assumptions of the paradigm yet continue to use the Tulip Age denomination in their
title or in their text, which leads to the perpetuation of the paradigm. The latter
category on the other hand, comprises those studies that offer a truly revisionist

perspective towards the conceptualization of the period.
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To begin with the first group of studies, one shall start with the work of Ariel
Salzmann, which proposes a cross-cultural economic approach to the period. She
proposes to perceive the tulip as a transcultural commaodity of confluence in the early
modern global consumer market.*® While acknowledging the existence of “the age of
tulips,” on the other hand Salzmann deconstructs the pleasure and enjoyment
assumption. As she says, the social and political tension that arose at the end of the
period was more about social struggles over economic agency and the distribution of
resources to diverse social groups, a phenomenon that was also observed in
eighteenth-century Eurasian urban settings.

Another study that deserves mention here is an article by Maurice Cerasi.*’
In his relatively short article, Cerasi challenges the westernization rhetoric by
stressing the multiple sources of artistic transference, local and foreign, for the
configuration of open spaces during the Tulip Age and throughout the eighteenth
century. Yet, once again, one sees that the existence of a Tulip Age during this
particular period was taken for granted.

Deniz Calis-Kural approaches the topic from the viewpoint of the Ottoman
gardening tradition during the so-called Tulip Age.*® She emphasizes the notion of
interpretation during the process of cultural and artistic translation, whether the
source was the west or the east. This argument actually stands in contrast to the
established conceptions of the westernization paradigm that ascribes a passive
position to the receiver culture. Nevertheless, both in this study and later in her book

she acknowledges the existence of a “Tulip Age” during this period. Moreover, in

*® Salzmann, “The Age of Tulips,” 83-106.
a7 Cerasi, “Frenk, Hind ve Sind,” 16-23.
*® Calig-Kural, “Gardens at the Kagithane Commons during the Tulip Period,” 239-266.
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her book she contends that this period was a “cultural revolution that enabled all its
citizens to enjoy the city as paradise.”*

A recent study by Bora Keskiner stresses the ongoing significance of some
traditional artistic forms and their revival during the reign of Ahmed Ill. He argues
that during this period the cultural predilections of the court were intended to
establish links with the Ottoman past such as the establishment of an Iznik tile
factory and the perusal of some calligraphic samples from the late fifteenth century
Timurid and Aqgoyunlu albums.*® However, after saying this Keskiner concludes
that this was a new era in the Ottoman past “when the Empire turned its face from
Isfahan to Paris.”*

The second group of studies on the other hand directly challenges the Tulip
Age paradigm and refrain from using this denomination. Although they approach the
period from very different subjects (i.e. history of architecture, economic history,
social history, cultural history) as a common point, most of these studies emphasize
that this period in Ottoman history does not represent a sharp break from the past.

One shall begin with the book of Can Erimtan, which offers the first
historiographical analysis of the formulations of he paradigm.®® Erimtan approaches
this paradigm within the context of the late nineteenth-century intellectual and
political history. Thus, he asks what two late nineteenth-century reform-minded
intellectuals might have had in mind while inventing this periodization/denomination
to conceptualize a particular period in Ottoman past. Through an analysis of the

republican historiography, he discusses how the assumptions of the paradigm

became persistent in modern scholarship. In another study, this time Erimtan

* Calis-Kural, Sehrengiz, 13.

%0 Keskiner, “Sultan Ahmed III (r. 1703-1730)”. For the reuse of earlier calligraphic samples in the
eighteenth century see Ulug, “The Perusal of the Topkap1 Albums.”

*! Keskiner, “Sultan Ahmed III (r. 1703-1730),” 58.

52 Erimtan, Ottomans Looking West?
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approaches the westernization rhetoric of the paradigm from the example of an
iconic architectural project of the period, the Sadabad project.>® He contends that
rather than the west, actually the east, particularly Safavid Isfahan, might have been
the source of artistic translation behind this novel configuration of the palace, garden
and kiosks.

Shirine Hamadeh also addresses the issue of the westernization of Ottoman
artistic forms in the eighteenth century.>* She openly criticizes the perception that
regards the transfer of the western artistic knowledge or material culture as entirely
novel and peculiar to the early eighteenth century. Rather, she emphasizes the
interconnectivity between the Ottoman world and the rest of the world, including
both the west and the east. Similar to Erimtan, she also argues for the persistent
significance of Persian cultural and artistic forms in the eighteenth-century Ottoman
world.

Tiilay Artan criticizes this conceptual framework and periodization from
different subjects, including the visual arts, consumption patterns, material culture
and ceremonial forms. However, two of her studies in particular deserve special
mention here. In her study on the ceremonial culture of the early eighteenth-century
Istanbul, she deconstructs the strict periodization of the paradigm and the
exceptionality argument by stressing the continuities between the reign of Ahmed 11
and the late seventeenth century in terms of the cultural tendencies of the Ottoman
court.”® Through a discussion of the successive wedding ceremonies of the period,
she draws attention to the ceremonial revivals of the Ottoman court, which aimed at
enhancing the public image of the dynasty (especially its female members) and of the

powerful grand vizier. In another study, Artan questions the myth of the Tulip Age

>% Erimtan, “The Perception of Sadabad.”
> Hamadeh, “Ottoman Expressions of Early Modernity.”
% Artan, “Royal Weddings and Grand Vizierate.”
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and calls for a careful evaluation of the material culture and social-political history of
the period.>® By challenging the traditionalist perception towards the life style and
material culture of the elites of the period, she innovatively interprets the
conspicuous consumption as a form of image-making.

Selim Karahasanoglu also examines the consumption patterns of the period,
he focuses on the most powerful figures of the period, including also the grand
vizier, whose name is considered almost synonymous to the Tulip Age.>’ Both in the
title of his dissertation and throughout his study, Karahasanoglu attacks this
conceptualization, and basically says the notion of tulip “does not indicate the
historical realities of this period.”*® Just like the former examples, he rather
emphasizes the continuities with the former periods.

Unver Riistem focuses on the architectural culture of the eighteenth century
Ottoman Empire with a particular focus towards imperial mosques in Istanbul.>®
Similar to the aforementioned studies, Riistem criticizes the periodization of the
paradigm and the perception that the visual arts of the period represent a sharp break
from the tradition. Different from other studies however he highlights the growing
significance of the western artistic forms for the Ottomans in the eighteenth century.
Riistem perceives this growing pace of the translation of the western forms as an
indication of the eagerness to be part of a transcultural artistic taste for

communicating more with the cosmopolitan audience. Thus, he moves beyond

criticism by introducing a new conceptual framework to the period.

% Artan, “18. Yiizyilda Yonetici Elitin.”
57 Karahasanoglu, “A Tulip Age Legend.”
58 |1y

Ibid. 9.
> Riistem, “Architecture for a New Age.”
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1.3 The secondary literature on Ottoman festivals and festival books
The secondary literature on Ottoman imperial festivals and sizrnames is not extensive
and those studies that focus particularly on the eighteenth century are even more
scarce. As Suraiya Faroghi has put it in her recent article that draws a detailed outline
of the secondary literature on festivals, ceremonies and rituals in the Ottoman
context, one can roughly categorize those studies as historical, art historical and
finally literary studies.?® As most of the historical and art historical studies used the
same type of sources and since they exclusively focused on the morphology of the
events, it is suitable to evaluate them together.

One should start with the pioneer study of the field Metin And’s, Kirk Giin
Kirk Gece (40 Days, 40 Nights) which was first published in 1959 and was then
expanded and published two more times in 1982 and 2000 respectively.®! In these
books, Metin And elucidated the general program, main rites, indispensible
material/visual forms and the attendants of the Ottoman imperial festivals with the
extensive use of the narrative and visual sources of the Ottoman and the European
observers and authors. In addition, he occasionally mentioned some archival
documents, albeit briefly. His use of such a variety of source basis for the study of
festivals is illuminating. As one of the obstacles of these studies however, book
paintings and the European engravings or drawings are used in a decontextualized
manner, either as visual testimonies to the arguments of the author or as subordinated
illustrations to the textual narratives. From these studies, one gets a general insight
into the morphology of Ottoman imperial festivals. Nevertheless, the diachronic,
semiotic or the social aspect of these significant events is completely missing in

these studies. Thus, Ottoman festivities are depicted almost as frozen moments in the

% Faroqhi, “Research on Ottoman Festivities,” 24-68.
t And, Kirk Giin, Kirk Gece; 1dem, Osmanli Senliklerinde Tiirk Sanatlarr; |dem, 40 Giin 40 Gece.
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past. Indeed, this methodological approach towards Ottoman festivals and
ceremonies is still persistent in the literature.

After the first publication of the seminal work of Metin And, in 1966 Robert
Stout Elliot finished his dissertation, which focused on the 1582 imperial
circumcision festival.®? Stout’s work follows the thematic arrangement of the book of
Metin And. Like And Stout also used Ottoman narratives of the festival alongside the
accounts of European observers. Nevertheless, just like Metin And, Stout
subordinated the visual representations to the textual accounts. In addition, he did not
address the diachronic or semiotic aspect of the rites that made up of the festival.
Rather, he focused merely on the morphology of the event.

In his book entitled /V. Mehmed'in Edirne Senligi (The Festival of Mehmed
IV in Edirne) Ozdemir Nutku focused on the imperial circumcision festival that was
held in Edirne in 1675.%% Just like the aforementioned studies, with the use of the
extant surnames as well as some contemporary European accounts, Nutku proposed
an analysis of the general outline and content of the festival. This study differed,
however, in that it also addressed the notion of change as it briefly provided a
comparison of some material and visual aspects of the 1675 festival with the former
and later festivals based on the festival narratives. Although highlighting the change
and continuity between different events is a significant contribution of the study,
unfortunately, Nutku did not explore the social, material, or financial dimensions: he
did not consider the extant archival sources on those topics at all.

Similar to these studies, art historical studies dwelled mostly on the
surnames. Nurhan Atasoy, in her book on the paintings of the 1582 imperial

circumcision festival, mainly discussed the general outline of the festival and the

%2 Stout, “The Stir-1 hiimayun of Murad I11.”
8 Nutku, IV. Mehmed'in Edirne Senligi.

26



production process of the paintings. ®* The author published a select number of
miniatures from the illustrated sirname of the 1582 festival (mostly those on guild
parades) and provided an explanation of these miniatures. Yet in these explanations
rather than referring to the textual narrative of the sizrname, Atasoy often dwelled on
the accounts of European observers. One of the most significant contributions of this
book was to make a substantial number of paintings available to researchers and to
the general public.

Sezer Tansug’s book Senlikname Diizeni (The Structure of the Book of
Imperial Festivity) is the first study that compares the paintings of the 1720 festival

(only those by Levni) with those of the 1582 festival.®®

From a stylistic point of
view, the author compared the general compositional and stylistic details of these
festival paintings. In her analysis of Levni’s paintings, Tansug focused on their serial
aspect and their marked movement, and she asked whether these miniatures might be
analyzed using cinematographic techniques. As will be discussed below, Esin Atil
would later make the same argument for Levni images, yet neither Tansug nor Atil
further elaborated on this point. Another scholar would propose such a
cinematographic analysis to the study of the 1720 paintings four decades after the
studies of At1l and Tansug. Surprisingly, the work of Tansug has rarely been
mentioned in the secondary literature, especially with regard to 1720 festival. Rather,
the work of Esin Atil has become the main reference study for the topic.

Indeed, the first scholar that focused specifically on the 1720 festival is Esin

Atil, whose book Levni and the Sizrname® has virtually become the foundation text

% Atasoy, 1582 Sirname-i Hiimayun.

% Tansug, Senlikndme Diizeni.

% This book that is published in 1999 is based on Esin Atil’s Ph.D. thesis entitled “Surname-i Vehbi
an Eighteenth Century Ottoman Book of Festivals” that was submitted to the University of Michigan
in 1969. Although there are three decades in between the thesis and the launch of the book, the work
of Atil has neither been further developed not revised by another scholar. Atil also published an article
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in the field. In this book and in an earlier article on the same subject, after providing
a general outline of the morphology of the Ottoman imperial festivals, Atil made an
in-depth iconographical analysis of Levni’s paintings of the 1720 festival. Like
Tansug, she dwelled on the aspects of seriality and movement. Following the general
tendency in the field, Atil examined these festival images independent of the textual
narrative. The textual narrative is not taken into consideration except for a few
instances where she recounted the schedule of the festival. Besides, she claimed a
clear-cut dissociation between the audiences of the pictorial and textual
representations. Indeed, she contended that compared to the text images appeal to a
wider audience.®’ In addition to this underestimation of the textual narrative, she did
not take the second illustrated manuscript of the same book and its painter into
consideration at all. Atil perceived Levni’s miniatures of the 1720 festival as specific
to the cultural and artistic milieu of the so-called Tulip Age. She assessed them as
primary examples of the Europeanized style of painting in the Ottoman culture and
as paintings reflecting the spirit of this age of “enlightenment and reform.”®® As has
been mentioned before, this perception towards Levni’s festival paintings still
prevails in the secondary literature. ®°

Later works on Levni and on the 1720 festival have mostly reproduced the
arguments set by Esin Atil almost in their entirety, and without putting any further
assessment and research on the topic. General art historical studies also follow the

same format. Giil Irepoglu is one of the few scholars who focused specifically on

on the topic a few years before the publication of the book. See Atil, “The Story of An Eighteenth
Century Ottoman Festival.” 182-200; idem, Levni and the Surname; idem, “Surname-i Vehbi an
Eighteenth Century Ottoman Book of Festivals.”

®7 Atil, “The Story of an Eighteenth Century Festival,” 182.

% bid. 22.

69 Atasoy and Cagman, Turkish Miniature Painting, 74; And, Turkish Miniature Painting, 98-99;
Renda et al. A History of Turkish Painting, 51-68; idem, “Tiirk Resminde Batililasma Y®&niinde Tlk
Denemeler,”33-37; Irepoglu, Levni: Painting, Poetry, Color; Bagc et al, Ottoman Painting, 262-311;
And, Osmanli Tasvir Sanatlari 1: Minyatiir, 94, Mahir, Osmanli Minyatiir Sanati, 170.
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Levni. In her book Levni, Nakus, Siir, Renk” (Levni, Painting, Poetry, Color) she
devoted a section to the paintings of Levni on the 1720 festival, where she merely
repeated arguments of Atil.

1 addressed

Dogan Kuban in his article “The Miniatures of Strname-i Vehbi
the subjective aspect of Levni’s paintings, specifically mentioning the limited
representation of ordinary people in these paintings. Apart from that, in this brief
article, Kuban argued for the necessity of using the text when evaluating these
paintings.

Stephanos Yerasimos in his article “The Imperial Procession: Recreating a
World's Order,” " focused on the structure of the 1720 imperial festival with a sole
consideration of the festival narratives. Yerasimos elucidated some rites such as gift-
giving, processions, and the parade of guilds, banquets. For each of these categories,
Yerasimos provided brief comparisons with the former festivals. Nevertheless,
parallel to the aforementioned considerations, Yerasimos perceived this festival as
peculiar to the Tulip Age and did not explore questions beyond the morphology.

An exception to this kind of uncritical and essentialist assessments of the
surnames is Derin Terzioglu’s thought provoking essay “The Imperial Circumcision
Festival of 1582: An Interpretation,” which introduced an interpretive approach to
the subject.”® As opposed to the automatic reading of the text and image, Terzioglu
addressed the semiotic aspect behind these representations through a critical reading
of sirnames and other narrative sources. In addition to this, for the first time

Terzioglu extended the discussion of an Ottoman festival beyond morphology by

questioning the functions and significations of Ottoman imperial festivals. In doing

" frepoglu, Levni: Nakus,Siir, Renk.

™ Kuban. “The Miniatures of Stirname-i Vehbi,” 15-22.

"2 Yerasimos, “The Imperial Procession: Recreating a World's Order,” 7-14.
7 Terzioglu, “The Imperial Circumcision Festival,” 84-100.
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S0, she uses Mikhail Bakhtin’s analysis of carnivalesque elements in the medieval
European festivals while proposing the appropriation of this perspective to the
Ottoman context. As Terzioglu put it, Ottoman imperial festivals were significant
cultural events that communicated aspects of and reflected the political and social
situation. While placing the Ottoman imperial festivals in between an official feast
and carnival, Terzioglu introduced a novel conceptual framework to the topic.

Rhoads Murphey also addressed the semiotic aspects of Ottoman imperial
festivals in a particular chapter of his book on the ideological and ceremonial
formulations of the Ottoman sultanate. Although Murphey did not provide an in-
depth evaluation of the primary sources on the subject, he discussed the political,
social, and ideological motives behind this tradition of commissioning imperial
festivals, especially circumcision festivals in Ottomans. Significantly, he perceived
an imperial festival as a forum for the display of the might, power and benefaction of
a ruler and for the subjects to show homage.

More recently, in a number of studies, some scholars examined other imperial
festivals with a considerable focus on their semiotic aspect. Tiilay Artan provided an
analysis of the wedding festival of 1724.” Artan discussed the political agenda
behind the court’s staging of the imperial festivals in the early eighteenth century and
conceived the urban ceremonial within the context of image making and
representation. Through a meticulous analysis of the related sirname, she contended
that urban space was manipulated through ceremonials.

Zeynep Yelge focused on three successive imperial festivals (1524, 1530,
1539) of Siileyman I’s reign.” With a comparative analysis of various narrative

sources (Ottoman or European), Yelge provided information on the general schedule,

™ Artan, “Royal weddings and the Grand Vizierate.”
" Yelge, “Evaluating Three Imperial Festivals.”
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organizational pattern and function of these imperial festivals. As she argued
although these festivals were held under different political circumstances, still they
dwelled on a similar festival program, which implies the significance of tradition in
such cultural forms. Apart from that, the article is significant for highlighting the
court’s possible motives for staging these imperial festivals. As Yelge argues, the
imperial festivals were tools of image-making and political legitimation.

Besides this concern for addressing the semiotic aspect behind the festivals,
a number of studies focus on the material and social dimension of the festivals.
These studies stand apart from the others in that they introduced archival material to
the study of festivals. The studies of Hedda Reindl-Kiel on the gift exchange rites
during the court ceremonies and imperial festivals are particularly significant in this
respect.”® One particular study worth mentioning here is that of Reindl-Kiel, who
compares gifts that were presented by the dignitaries and guild members to the sultan
during three major imperial festivals, the 1582, 1675 and 1720, respectively.”” In this
article the main objective of the author is to delineate the changes in types of gifts.
As the primary sources, she utilized sirnames as well as gift registers from Topkap1
Palace Archives. While for the 1582 and 1675 festival, she used the complete gifts
registers, for the 1720 festival she only used some partial registers. Although the
article’s comparative perspective offers an insight into understanding the aspect of
change and continuity in gift giving rites during the imperial festivals, it only
considers one side of the gift exchange process. The gifts of the sultan bestowed

upon dignitaries, courtiers or to guild members are not considered in the article.

"® Reindl-Kiel, “Power and Submission”; Idem, “Osmanli’da Hediye (16-17. Yiizy1l)”; Idem,
“Luxury, Power Strategies and the Question of Corruption”; Idem, ““‘Breads for the Followers, Silver
Vessels for the Lord”; Idem, “Ottoman-European Cultural Exchange”; Idem, “Dogs, Elephants,
Lions.”

" Reindl-Kiel, “Power and Submission.”
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Suraiya Faroghi’s studies on the material and social aspects of the 1720
festival are illuminating.” In a number of articles on the 1720 festival, Faroghi
addressed unexplored issues such as the financial aspect of the festival, its
organization process and its social dimension. In these articles, Faroghi contemplated
various aspects of the organization such as the repairs, provisioning, borrowing
processes. She also considered rites such as gifting and feasting. An especially
significant aspect of these studies is their mention of the contribution of various
urban groups (non-Muslims, artisans, pious foundations of the city) to the imperial
festivals either monetarily or in kind. Thus, these studies draw attention to the
involvement of people across social strata in occasions staged by the court. These
studies’ use of a wide array of sources including archival documents, courts records,
surnames as Well as accounts of European observers also proposes a totally different
methodological approach to the subject.

Finally, a number of literary studies on the topic should also be mentioned.
Critical editions of a number of imperial festival books and their analysis have
shown the peculiar vocabulary of this genre in Ottoman cultural history. While
bringing these texts to the attention of a wider scholarly audience, at the same time
these studies discussed the subjective agenda of the authors and the complicated
process of the production and commissioning of such texts. In this respect, the
assumption of the earlier literature on the objectivity of the information contained in
these texts has been challenged. Among studies by Miibeccel Kiziltan, Gisela

Prochazka Eisl, Hatice Aynur, Ali Oztekin, Seyyid Ali Kahraman and Mertol Tulum

"8 Faroghi, “Ottoman Sultan and His Guests”; Idem, Bringing Gifts and Receiving Them”; idem,
“When the Sultan Planned a Great Feast.”
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on the sirnames,” the voluminous study of Mehmet Arslan deserves special
attention. In his eight-volume book on the Ottoman imperial festivals, Arslan
provides annotated transcriptions of the extant sirnames that were written in prose
and in verse.?® In addition, he also provided a brief outline of the morphology of
Ottoman imperial festivals and of the sirname tradition. Despite the contributions of
these studies, festival narratives and their illustrations are, unfortunately, still
perceived as decontextualized textual or visual testimonies. Besides, except for a few
studies that have been mentioned above, the scholarship has not yet explored sources
other than the festival narratives to study these events. Thus, the social, material,

financial dimensions of the festivals are still not properly known.

1.3.1 Between traditionalism and transculturalism

Having reviewed the relevant studies in the literature, it is necessary to discuss how
this dissertation will approach the 1720 festival and its representations within this
particular historical context. This study argues that Ottoman court’s commissioning
of the 1720 imperial circumcision festival and two illustrated narrative books for its
representation should be conceptualized in a two-folded theoretical framework:
traditionalism and transculturalism. The conspicuous utilization of the traditional
cultural forms during this period was useful for “linking the past with the present,”™

while stressing the continuity in time and ascribing legitimacy to the present. The

form of the event, sir-1 hitan (the imperial circumcision festival) and the genre of the

[ Kiziltan, “The Surname of Mehmed Hazin”; Prochazka Eisl, Das Surname-i Hiimayun; Aynur,
Wedding Ceremony of Saliha Sultan; Oztekin, Camiu'l-buhur der Mecalis-i Sir; Kahraman, ed. 1720
Sehzadelerin Stinnet Diigiinii; Tulum, ed. Siarname. Apart from these studies one should also mention
Resad Ekrem Kogu’s book on Vehbi’s surname, which provided a brief summary of the text. Kogu,
Surname: Ugiincii Ahmed’in Ogullarinin Siinnet Diigiinii.

8 Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri.

8 Stoelje and Baumann, *“ Semiotics of Folkloric Performance,” 592.
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illustrated narratives, sirname (the book of the imperial festival), manifest this
traditionalist predilection of the Ottoman court.

As has convincingly been argued in the literature, there are various examples
of this revivalist tendency of the court after its return to Istanbul. The grand scale
architectural patronage of the dynasty and the highest ranking elite, the decorative
vocabulary of some architectural projects of the court (Ahmed 111 library, Ahmed I11
fountain, Sadabad),® the reopening of Iznik-type tile production at Tekfursaray:
kilns, and the reuse of the calligraphic samples from the Timurid and Aggoyunlu
albums are some of the most obvious examples. In addition, this period also
witnesses the revitalization of some ceremonial forms including the re-configuration
of the Hippodrome as a site for court processions and the revival of the tradition of
grand vizier’s banquet to the dignitaries, which was held in Eyiip during the month
of Ramadan. Indeed, the conspicuous use of ceremonials to enhance the public image
of the court and the dynasty also recalls the situation of the early sixteenth century,
the early reign of Siileyman, which also witnessed a series of public imperial
festivals in the course of only two decades.®

As far as the 1720 festival is concerned, its obvious link with tradition was
also stressed by taking the former circumcision festivals as reference. As will be
discussed throughout this study, on the basis of the archival evidence the
morphology, scheduling of this festival and the rules of protocol dwelled largely on
the former circumcision festival that was held in 1675 at Edirne.®* However,
different from this festival and other former examples, the extremely complicated

organization and planning processes of the 1720 festival were documented in minute

82 Riistem, “Architecture for a New Age,” 43-64.

8 Yelge, “Evaluating Three Imperial Festivals”; Idem, “The Making of Sultan Siileyman.”

8 On this festival see Nutku, IV, Mehmed’in Edirne Senligi; Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri, V.5;
Cakir, “Edirne’de Saltanat Diigiinii”’; Tuncer, “The Ottoman Imperial Festival.”
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detail, which enable us to thoroughly examine social, material, financial and
bureaucratic dimension of the festival. At the same time, the extensiveness of these
archival records designates the growingly bureaucratized Ottoman state structure in
the early eighteenth century. Although this bureaucratic transformation and the
increasing significance of documentation and surveillance is mostly studied in the
context of the late eighteenth century,® the present study shows its earlier phase
from the specific example of an imperial festival.

For the representation of the festival, on the other hand, the illustrated festival
book of the 1582 festival seems to have set the precedent.®® The court’s patronage of
two illustrated history books for the 1720 festival symbolizes a revival of the
tradition of commissioning illustrated history books in the Ottoman court after a
break of almost a century.®” And, without any doubt, the illustrated sirname (of the
1582 festival) was the point of reference.®® Obvious similarities between the heavily
ornate narrative styles of the official sizrnames of the 1582 and 1720 festivals, their
chronological organization, and parallels between their pictorial programs further

|.89

indicate that these affinities might not have been coincidental.”™ Apart from that,

8 Kirli and Basaran, “Some Observations on Istanbul’a Artisans”; Idem, “18. Yiizyil Sonlarinda
Osmanli Esnafi”; Basaran, “Remaking the Gate of Felicity.”

8 On this festival see Atasoy, 1582 Sirname-i Hiimayun; Terzioglu, “The Imperial Circumcision
Festival”; Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri, v.2; Prochazka, Das Siirname-i hiimayiin; Oztekin ed.
Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali.

8 The tradition of commissioning illustrative narrative history books seem to have been very popular
in the Ottoman court especially from the mid sixteenth to the early seventeenth century, later this
trend seem to have waned. For an overview of the topic see Bagci et al., Ottoman Painting, 92-227.
8 This illustrated manuscript on Intizami’s sizrname is today preserved at Topkapi Palace Manuscript
Library with inventory number TSM. H. 1344. It is made up of 432 folios and 427 paintings but
originally it includes more paintings that its present condition. The manuscript has three other non-
illustrated copies at Atatiirk Library, Siileymaniye Library and at Vienna. Mehmet Arslan transcribed
the text of this Topkapi copy and Atatiirk copy, which he says are very parallel to one other and must
have been the later edited copies. Gisela Prochazka transcribed the text of Vienna copy, which seems
to have been parallel to Siilleymaniye copy, both of which are earlier draft copies of the text. Also the
second volume of the Sehinsahname (ca.1597-1598, TSM, B. 200) that was made for sultan Murad 111
includes forty-two miniatures on the same festival. See Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri, v.2, 34-50;
Prochazka, Das Sirname-i Hiimayin.

8 Mehmed Arslan also mentions similarities between the organization of the sirname of Vehbi and
Intizami. Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri, vol. 2, 193.
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some explicit comparisons with the splendidness and pomp of the 1582 festival, as
one sees both in the siarname of Seyyid Vehbi and in the chronogram of another
contemporary poet Osmanzade Ta‘ib Efendi, imply that for the organizers of the
1720 festival, surpassing the grandeur of the 1582 festival might also have been an
additional motive.*

As Tiilay Artan says, this traditionalist outlook of the dynasty dates back to
the late seventeenth century, which means that what was happening in the
eighteenth-century, was part of an ongoing process. During the latter part of the reign
of Mehmed IV (r. 1648-1687) one also sees the revitalization of some traditions. For
example, on the eve of the Vienna campaign, the grand vizier Kara Mustafa Pasha is
known to have commissioned a dynastic genealogy, a genre that was conspicuously
used for the self-representation of the dynasty especially in the late sixteenth
century.®® Apart from that, after a long break, one sees the revival of the tradition of
sultan-led military campaigns,®? after which the court commissioned a sumptuous
marriage and circumcision festival in Edirne.

Alongside this phenomenon of the revival of tradition, in the eighteenth
century there was also an increasing inclination towards communicating with an
“international” audience, accompanied by the growing significance of trade and

diplomacy in world relations. Parallel to that, some events that took place during the

% This chronogram exists in a mecmii ‘a (an anthology of poems) entitled Sihhamame ve Sir-1 Hitana
Miite ‘allik Kasa’id that is preserved at Topkap1 Palace Manuscript Library with the inventory number
TSM. Revan 826. Mecmii ‘a is made up of sixty-nine folios. After folio 17b, the mecmii ‘ includes
kasides (panegyric poems) and suriyye tarihleri (chronograms on imperial festivals) that were written
to commemorate the imperial festivals. A substantial amount of these poems and chronograms are on
the 1720 festival. In the mecmii ‘a one also sees the chronogram of Seyyid Vehbi Efendi, who was the
author of the 1720 sarname. This aforementioned chronogram of Osmanzade Taib Efendi can be seen
between folios 28a-29a. For the transcription of the mecmii ‘a see Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri,
v.8

% For the illustrated genealogies of the Ottoman house see Necipoglu, “The Word and Image”;
Fetvact, Sarayin Imgeleri; Idem, “From Print to Trace”; Renda, “Ug Ziibdet-iit Tevarih Yazmasinin
Incelenmesi.” For Musavvir Hiiseyin see Majer, “Individualized Sultans and Sexy Women,” 463-471.
% Artan, “Royal Weddings and the Grand Vizierate,” 353. For Kamanige campaign see Artan, “The
Departure Procession of 1672,” 60-67.
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1720 festival’s program imply that the programmers of the festival as well as some
of the highest-ranking elites in decision-making positions might have searched for
international recognition, even if this might not have been their primary concern.
This can be observed in the Ottoman authorities’ treatment of the invited envoys
during the festival. Unlike all former festivals, the envoys and their retinues were
given banquets during their regular times of eating and the western style chairs were
placed in their tents so that they could comfortably watch the shows. In addition,
some shows were adopted according to their taste as “Frankish style” music was
performed in front of their tents and textiles exhibiting a Frankish taste (kumas-:
Fireng pesend) were used to cover the interior.”® These details indicate that
communicating with an international audience, a European one in particular, was a
part of the political agenda of the Ottoman court during this festival. Indeed, from a
wider perspective, the conformity to westernized standards, even if it was limited to
the treatment of envoys in this festival, also points to some broader transformations
in Ottoman diplomatic practice and in political thought particularly dwelling on the
Ottoman perception of the Western Europe.*

In addition to that, some of the stylistic and compositional aspects of
paintings of the illustrated narratives of the festival that were commissioned by the
court might also be perceived in this conceptual framework. This study argues that
their obvious novel aspects do not indicate a sharp break from the Ottoman pictorial
tradition nor do they represent the first acquaintance of the Ottoman
painters/designers with the western visual forms. On the contrary, their novelty lies

in the fact that the Ottoman court preferred a blend of traditional and the western

% Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 655.

% See Hagen, “Afterword” 247-255; Eldem, “18. Yiizyil ve Degisim,” 189-199; Hathaway, “Re-
writing eighteenth century,” 29-53; Beydilli, “Kiiciik Kaynarca’dan Tanzimat’a Islahat Diigiinceleri,’
25-64.

]
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style pictorial forms for the representation of an imperial festival. Certainly, since
these books—at least one of them initially—were intended for the imperial treasury
and other one for the grand vizier’s household, the audience of these paintings was
the courtiers, to whom this two-folded cultural predilection must have been legible

and meaningful.

1.4 The sources, methodology, and objectives of the study

This study aims at proposing the first comprehensive examination of an Ottoman
imperial festival through an in-depth inquiry into the planning and organizational
phases, different rites and representation of the 1720 festival. In a holistic manner
and thus without prioritizing one over another, the social, material, financial and
semiotic dimension behind these phases and rites, and their interrelationships will be
examined to foreground how the festival was planned, administrated, staged and
represented. While acknowledging the significance of the festival’s narratives to
understand the morphology of the event and its ideological dimensions, this study
argues that, at the same time, there is a need for undertaking archival research on the
subject and a joint evaluation of all these sources to grasp various aspects of the
festival.

The use of the archival sources for the study of Ottoman festivals is very
limited in the scholarship due to the extremely scattered and complicated nature of
these sources in the archives. This study, however introduces a huge archival source
basis to the topic through the discovery of 3,482 non-inventoried archival documents

that are kept in the Prime Ministry Ottoman Archives.*® These documents, most of

% These documents are found at Prime Ministry Ottoman Archive (hereafter BOA) under catalog
Bab-z Defteri, Bas Muhasebe Kalemi, Sur-i1 Hiimayun (hereafter D.BSM. SRH). All 19 dossiers
include approximately 150 to 220 documents. These dossiers are digitalized. Yet, they are non-
inventoried and indeed some of the dossiers were misdated. The first number refers to the number of
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which are dated, are found in the same catalogue and are divided into 19 different
dossiers. While almost the half of these are petitions, the rest consist of various types
of documents such as books of registers, official correspondence between different
court units or officials, receipts, lists, draft notes, copies of protocol books and
former festivals. In addition, dozens of other types of inventoried documents at the
Topkap1 Palace and the Prime Ministry Archives (under different catalogues) are
also related to the 1720 festival and they will be used in conjunction with the
aforementioned documents.*®

The chief organizer of the festival and his attendants seem to have kept most
of these documents, and the clerks of the accounting bureau kept some others during
the preparation phase and after the end of the festival. These extensive documents
strikingly illustrate even minor organizational and preparatory details related to the
planning (i.e. banquets, gifts, public shows), provisioning (of food and drink,
gadgets, cloths, utensils, objects of display) and the day-to-day organization of the
festival. At the same time they designate the meticolussness of the vast Ottoman
bureaucracy for record keeping and documentation in the early eighteenth century.

They also reveal how the Ottoman bureaucracy handled this task in a very
strict time-line of only 52 days and how they utilized human labor and the material
means of the city dwellers and of some provinces for the organization of such a

grand-scale festival. In addition, they also reveal in a striking manner the

the non-inventoried dossier (dosya usulii envanter [D.S.E]) and the second number refers to the
number of the document inside the dossier such as BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/12.

% At Topkapi Palace Museum Archives (hereafter TSMA) there are books of registers and documents
kept by the imperial treasury. At the Prime Ministry Ottoman Archives apart from the aforementioned
catalog (D.BSM. SRH) under different catalogues there are separate documents and books of
registers, most of which seem to have been dated and inventoried. These catalogs are Maliyeden
Miidevver Defterler (hereafter MAD.d.), Ibnii’l Emin Hilat (hereafter IE_HLT), Ibnii’l Emin Maliye
(hereafter IE.ML), Ali Emiri Ahmed Il (hereafter AE. SAMD. 1I1.), Bab-: Asafi Defterhane-i Amire
(hereafter A.DFE), Cevdet Timar-Zeamet (hereafter C.TZ.), Bab-1 Defteri, Bas Muhasebe Kalemi
Matbah-i1 Amire Eminligi (hereafter D.BSM. MTE.) and Yabanci Arsivler, Bulgaristan Arsivi
(hereafter YB 04).
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involvement of the ordinary people (such as guildsmen, workers, dwellers of the
imperial capital city, attendants and musicians, dancers, acrobats, and puppet players
across the empire) as voluntary/obligatory contributors to and as beneficiaries of the
festival. Exploring this unknown social dimension of the festival will uncover the
dynamic human aspect of this significant event, and, it will lead to a novel
conceptualization of a court commissioned festival.

These archival sources will be jointly considered alongside the festival’s
textual and pictorial narratives as well as other primary sources such as the registers
of former festivals, panegyric poems written for imperial festivals, contemporary
chronicles, and travelogues of foreign visitors in order to shed light on five main
aspects related to the 1720 festival: the planning and preparation, food-related rites,
gifting, public performances, and the representation of the festival. The primary
objective will be to exhibit and elucidate the material, social and financial details of
these preparatory phases and rites of the festival, as well as to address their semiotic
aspects to understand what they might have symbolized or articulated in the context
of this particular festival.

As this study dwells on a substantial primary source basis, source criticism
will be a major concern throughout. As has been mentioned before, due to the
monolithic assessments of Ottoman festivals—solely through sirnames and their
images—the line between the representation of the festival and the festival proper
often blurs in the studies. Accordingly, without a proper source criticism, whatever is
recorded in the sirnames has been taken as fact. Indeed, different narratives on the
same event have not even been comparatively analyzed. Nevertheless, as these texts
or images re-constructed the social reality of the festival, quite normally, their

authors related and represented the narrative of the festival from their own point of
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view. This subjective aspect of the representations of the festival, through text and
image, will be highlighted in this study through an analysis of the sirnames on the
festival. Indeed, a comparison of the festival’s narratives with the archival
documents will reveal further possible objectives and priorities as well as omissions
of the sirname authors and the clerks who registered archival documents.

Although this study focuses on the 1720 circumcision festival when possible,
comparisons with earlier circumcision festivals particularly with the 1582 and 1675
festivals will also be made. Such a comparative approach is meaningful and
necessary because both in the contemporary narratives and in archival sources, the
1720 festival is seen as comparable only to these two former circumcision festivals.
Indeed, comparing these festivals’ morphology and their planning processes provides
hints to understanding the continuities and changes between these events over time,
which helps us conceive the structure and organization of the 1720 festival.

In sum, this study aims at vividly illustrating a particular episode from the
early-eighteenth century Ottoman imperial city. In Ottoman studies, such micro level
inquires that concentrate on particular events barely exist. Rather, quite often studies
focus either on major theoretical questions or address major transformations in socio-
political or economic history. Due to this, however, events from the daily life, their
minor details and their material and human aspects have largely been
underrepresented in the scholarship.®” This comprehensive study of a three-week
circumcision festival and its two-month preparatory period will fill this gap in
Ottoman historiography. By unearthing almost every particular detail related to the

preparation phase, organization and representation of the 1720 festival, this study

% One of the most well known micro history studies in the early modern cultural history is Nathalie
Zemon Davis’ book The Return of Martin Guerre. In Ottoman historiography, there are a few
numbers of studies that offer a micro level inquiry of particular events. See Piterberg, An Ottoman
Tragedy, Kastritsiz, Bayezid’in Ogullari; Abou el Haj, The 1703 Rebellion.
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will strikingly illuminate the social, financial, material and representative dimension
of an Ottoman imperial festival. Moreover, it will also consider the ideological
dimension of the festival. In this respect, while this study will introduce to the
scholarship the first holistic examination of an Ottoman imperial festival, with its
findings it intends to contribute to various sub-fields, including Ottoman social,

cultural, and economic history and the history of material culture and art history.

1.5 The chapter outline

This dissertation starts by outlining the planning and organizational scheme of the
festival. Chapter 2 introduces a relatively unknown group of officials and their
attendants who were in charge of festival preparations. It details their most
significant duties during the preparation phase and throughout the course of the
festival. In the light of the archival documents, this chapter argues that the most
critical and time-consuming tasks were the provisioning of copper utensils and
kitchenware items for imperial banquets, and the preparation of giant scale na/u/s
(literally means a date palm but refers to wooden objects covered with wax and
decorated with fruits, flowers) and candy gardens. The chapter also illustrates
individual details related to these two tasks. The discussion on the process of
provisioning utensils unearths, in striking fashion, how the court had to depend on
the material belongings of the officials, guildsmen, and residents of the city to stage
this festival. For na/u/ and candy gardens, once again the court had to rely on the
resources outside the court through the temporary employment of 255 craftsmen. A
section of the chapter presents the most up to-date comprehensive discussion on the
design and production process of these objects; at the same time, it addresses their

semiotic aspect so as to help understand their significance in the festival.
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Chapter 3 addresses the food-related aspect of the festival. The distribution
and display of food was the most essential form of showing the sovereigns’
benefaction over people across social strata. Thus, food-related rites held a very
significant place in the overall morphology of festivals and the process of their
preparation. During the 1720 festival, banquets were held for the guests, officials and
spectators, food gifts were given to certain people, and daily food was distributed to
those who had duties throughout the course of the festival. Such an abundance and
visibility of food was extraordinary, which accentuated the pomp of the event and
further highlighted power of the host. For these, the court had to provision enormous
amounts of foodstuffs. In this chapter 3, I first elucidate this food provisioning
process and then illustrate details of the distribution of daily substances to
functionaries, the types and amounts of food gifts given to certain people, and the
organization of the banquets. While in all of these rites one’s association with food
was clearly defined through his or her social rank or position, in the imperial
banquets this inequality was most explicitly manifested. On the basis of the hitherto
unknown menu of the festival, the ingredients of these dishes and the utensils
provisioned for their preparation, this chapter illustrates how the benefaction of the
sultan was socially differentiated and highly selective. At the same time it will
uncover information on the culinary aspects of the festival in a close detail.

Chapter 4 approaches the gift exchange rites of the festival by examining the
types, cost and possible significations of sultan’s gifts to various dignitaries, officials
and functionaries, and circumcised boys, not to mention gifts that were presented to
the sultan in reciprocation by the dignitaries and the guildsmen. I first discuss the
possible meanings of benefaction in the form of gift giving during such occasions.

The monetary gifts and the robes of honor will be discussed with a focus on the
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correlation between the material value of the gift and the social status of the
beneficiaries. The chapter then turns to those gifts that were given to a less visible
group of beneficiaries, the circumcised boys. Although this was a circumcision
festival, and thus, the most obvious beneficiaries were the uncircumcised boys living
in the imperial city, due to their underrepresentation in the festival’s narratives, they
have escaped scholarly attention. A section of the chapter brings to light the
identities and participation process of these boys and discusses the hierarchical basis
of the host’s benefaction on these young beneficiaries. The chapter next turns to the
reciprocal aspect of gift exchange, through a discussion of the gifts of the dignitaries
and the guildsmen to the sultan. The section outlines the types and amounts of gifts
presented to the sultan during the festival while considering whether they display
marked differences from those in former festivals. In addition, it also addresses the
possible significations of these obligatory gifts to the sultan and the burden of
preparing them for some of the gift-givers.

Chapter 5 evaluates musical and dance shows, games, sportive, acrobatic
illusionist and theatrical plays, and firework displays of the festival. In the narratives
and archival sources, these kinds of public enactments were referred to as shows or
spectacles, and as things to be seen and watched. This chapter evaluates all these
shows and spectacles that were seen and watched during the festival under the
inclusive conception of the performance. Public performances were indispensible
aspects of all kinds of celebratory forms courtly and urban yet often the social
background of their performers and their participation process in certain events and
their material gains in return has remained unknown. This chapter intends to
introduce the most comprehensive information on the performers of an Ottoman

imperial festival by illuminating who they were, where they came from, how they
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were differentiated among themselves, what kind of material or in-kind grants they
received and how they were incorporated into the festival’s program. Indeed, through
a combined use of the archival, narrative and pictorial sources, this chapter
reconstructs the structure of some particular games and shows and their material
aspects. In addition, this chapter also evaluates the performative aspect of the guild
parades. These parades vividly brought the material culture of the marketplace to the
stage; at the same time, they included music, dance, and acrobatics, along with oral
and theatrical performances. After discussing some of these performances that were
enacted during guild parades, this chapter asks whether or not the organizers of the
festival were instrumental in determining the scheduling of these parades and their
performances or not.

Chapter 6 examines the commissioning of the illustrated festival books that
for the 1720 festival. As these illustrated manuscripts were commissioned jointly
with the festival, they were a part of the planning of the festival and its ideological
dimension from the beginning. Thus, examining the patronage process, codicology
of these manuscripts and the representative aspects of the paintings are as important
as examining rites of the festival. The discussion will start with the production
process of these illustrated festival books. On the basis of a detailed archival
research, in this chapter I first bring the identity of the painter of the so-far unstudied
copy, whose name was Ibrahim, to the light. Then, I propose a detailed analysis of
the codicology of this neglected manuscript, with many pages missing, was bound
out of sequence. Furthermore, by comparing the codicology of this copy with the
other illustrated copy, this chapter illuminates aspects related to the production

process of these illustrated narratives at the Ottoman court.
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Chapter 7 focuses on the representational strategies of the illustrated festival
books. The discussion starts by examining the narratologocial aspect of these
paintings. While aiming at understanding how the text and images related in these
manuscripts, this section intends to analyze the peculiar tools of the pictorial
narrative. In this respect, especially the serial images of processions and parades that
are peculiar to these two manuscripts hold a central concern. To understand how
painters created the narrative of the festival in imagery, some tools of literary
analysis that had formerly been introduced to the study of the western paintings, are
also utilized. Next, the chapter provides a detailed comparative analysis of the
paintings of Levni and Ibrahim in terms of the stylistic, compositional and
representative aspects. Parallel to that, the focal points of their paintings, their
conversations with the textual narrative and their diversified stylistic features are
discussed. Finally, this chapter addresses the conceptual framework through which
these festival paintings are studied. While these festival paintings have been crowned
as the first examples of the beginning of the western trends in Ottoman pictorial
tradition, their connections with the tradition have largely been overlooked. Rather
than perceiving the stylistic and compositional features of these paintings as entirely
novel, | argue that their visual vocabulary was somewhere between the tradition and

novelty.
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CHAPTER 2

THE PLANNING AND ORGANIZATION OF THE FESTIVAL

The narratives of the festival open with sections on the planning and organization of
the festival. Briefly, they mention preparatory tasks such as the provisioning of
foodstuffs and utensils and the preparation of the festival space. Rather than
recording details of these tasks, these sections provide an introduction to the actual
narrative of the festival events. This obvious underrepresentation of the narratives on
the planning and organization phases of the festival leaves one with unresolved
questions related to the material, social and financial dimension behind the
commissioning of a vast-scale festival. Despite this lack of information in the
narratives, the archival documents strikingly illuminate almost every single step that
was taken for the planning and organization.

Our sources comprise copies from the former festival books, draft notes kept
by the organizers of the festival, account books of the festival, gift registers, and
books of provisions as well as the lists of the names of workers, and correspondence,
and short notes.®® From a broader perspective, these archival sources help us to
conceive some larger issues related to the festival such as the configuration of the
relationship between the court and the residents of the capital city, the court’s
material and human resource limits, and the integration of various
voluntary/involuntary contributors to the festival’s program. All these aspects reveal
that even though this was a court-sponsored festival, the Ottoman court had to rely

heavily on the workforce and material belongings of its subjects to stage such a

% These formerly unknown documents are in Prime Ministry Ottoman Archive. Majority of them are
catalogued under Bab-: Defteri, Bag Muhasebe Kalemi, Sur-i Hiimayun (D.BSM. SRH) in non-
inventoried (dosya usulii tasnif [D.S.E]) nineteen different dossiers. They include various types of
documents such as telkis, takrir, ‘arz, temessiik, tezkire and defter.
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grand scale event. Indeed, even the organization phase was not as smooth as it is
often thought to be. The officials dealt with some indirect tensions put forth by the
urban dwellers and were concerned with a great number of petitions that demanded
benefits. All these aspects of the festival obviously urge us to revise our general
knowledge pertaining to an imperial festival in the Ottoman Empire.

The present chapter will begin by elucidating how this festival was planned
from the day of its public announcement until its end. Related to that, the first section
will discuss the chief officials in this huge organization and those assigned as their
helpers and as service men. The following two sections will focus on the most
prominent preparatory tasks of the festival, that is the provisioning of utensils for the
festival’s kitchen and for banquets, and the preparation of na/:/s and candy gardens.
To begin with the provisioning of different types of utensils for the festival, thanks to
the authority of archival documents their types, amounts and their borrowing as well
as delivery processes will be illuminated. This section will also question the material
limits of the Ottoman court and its relationship to the urban dwellers, without whom
staging such a festival would not have been possible.

Finally, the preparation and designing of na/uis and candy gardens will be
evaluated by considering archival documents, narrative descriptions and pictorial
representations of these items. In addition, the semiotic meanings that were attached
to these objects of display will also be discussed to better understand why they were
considered indispensible elements in the Ottoman imperial festivals and why the

Ottoman court spent an enormous amount of money and energy for their preparation.
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2.1 The planning of the imperial festival
Seyyid Vehbi and Hafiz Mehmed Efendi, at the beginning of their narratives for the
1720 imperial circumcision festival, mentioned that the preparations for the festival
began with the appointment of the superintendent of the festival (emin-i sir).
Accordingly, on 21 Ramazan 1132 (27 July 1720), Hac1 Halil Efendi, who was the
superintendent of the imperial kitchens, was invited to the presence of the grand
vizier. There he was assigned to his new position, as superintendent of the imperial
circumcision festival that was ritually marked by bestowing on him of a robe of
honor.” Sirname texts relate that four days later, on 25 Ramazan 1132 (31 July
1132), Halil Efendi appointed Mehmed Agha, who was the steward of the former
chancellor Mehmed Pasa, as his deputy. This was how the phase of planning and
preparation of the 1720 imperial festival began.®

In siirnames, the huge organizational process that busied various branches of
the Ottoman court for months before and after the festival and encompassed the
participation of hundreds of workers, craftsmen, and residents across the city and
performers across empire was only briefly mentioned. In two textual narratives of the
festival, the introductory sections broadly draw an outline of festival preparations.
While Hafiz Mehmed, who was the preacher of the superintendent of the festival,
was more detailed in recording some important details on festival preparations, this
part of Vehbi’s text seems much more cursory. This difference must have been
related to the underlying agenda of the authors. Apparently, Vehbi’s main motive
was not to foreground the preparatory or organizational details of the festival. Rather,

the court patronage of his sirname, the heavily ornate style of his text and his long

% For political and semoitic aspects of robing rituals see Gordon, ed. Robes and Honor. For a
comparison of the Abbasid, Mamluk and Ottoman practice of ceremonial robing and of the
signification of this status object see Phillips, “Ottoman Hilat between Commodity and Charisma,”
111-138.

19 seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 469-480; Hafiz Mehmed, Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 179-186.
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eulogies for his patrons signify that this narrative was intended for power projection
of the grand vizier and of the sultan. Hafiz Mehmed, on the other hand, was
patronized directly by the superintendent of the festival. Parallel to that his main
motive was to highlight the organizational skills and abilities of his patron. To this
end, he paid more attention to the details of planning, organization and scheduling of
the festival.

From both narratives, one can gain a general insight into the festival’s
preparations. Although their details are not specified, sirnames point to some
important preparatory tasks such as the surveillance of books about previous
festivals, the provisioning of foodstuffs and copper utensils, the preparation of na/:/s
and candy gardens, the assignment of wages for workers, the registration of boys
across the city in the book of circumcision and the preparation of gifts (clothing for
boys, robes for dignitaries). These tasks had to be done properly and quickly, which
required a meticulous and sophisticated process of organization by the court officials.
Yet, surname texts do not provide information on their details. This led to a total lack
of material and social dimension of the festival, which prevents us from
comprehending what a grand-scale, labor-intensive and complicated process this
was. Despite this silence of festival’s narratives, the archival documents that were
kept by the clerks of the superintendent of the festival and by the chief clerk of the
imperial festival (sir-1 hiimayiin Katibi) brings every single details to light. The
earliest surviving document is from the day after the appointment of the
superintendent of the festival, 22 Ramazan 1132 (28 July, 1720), and the rest of the
documents continue almost in a daily fashion until the official end of the festival on
7 Zi’l-hicce 1132 (10 October, 1720). In addition, there are some documents that

were kept after the end of the festival as late as 14 Zi'l-ka ‘de 1133 (6 September,
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1721), dating almost one year after the festival. These later documents include proofs
of the return of the borrowed items to their place of origin and summary account
books of the festival.

Such kind of archival documents seem to have been kept also for the former
imperial festivals, albeit not as extensive as that of the 1720 festival. Especially
pertaining to the 1720 festival are documents that were kept for the former
circumcision festivals, the 1582 and 1675 festivals respectively. From both festivals,

a number of books and gift registers of the treasury survived,*™*

although they are not
as extensive as those of the 1720 festival. Additionally, among documents of the
1720 festival there are some exact copies that were made of the registers of the 1675
festival. Sizrnames also mention this traditionalist tendency of the Ottoman
bureaucrats. As sirnames relate, the court officials had surveyed the registers of the
previous festivals to acquire detailed information on the scheduling of festival’s
program and on organizational details. Archival documents provide us striking
insights into that matter. Two of these documents, for example, show that for some
important matters, the superintendent of the festival consulted these former registers.
After learning the details of the former practices and the etiquette, he often asked the
sultan whether the same format would be followed in this festival or not. One such
document that was copied after the registers of the 1675 imperial festival indicates
the amount and ordinance of dishes that would be served to the dignitaries and

officials during imperial banquets. At the bottom of the document we see the note of

the superintendent asking the sultan whether the same format would be followed

101 For the 1582 festival’s gift register see TSMA.d. 9614. Other two books of registers (TSMA.
d.10022 and TSMA.d. 10104) include names of various performers including musicians, wrestlers,
acrobats that took stage at the festival. The 1675 festival, its complete account books are preserved at
the Prime Ministry Ottoman Achieve. See BOA. MAD.d. 3770; BOA. D.BSM. 20606. For its gift
registers see TSMA.d. 154; BOA. D.BSM. SRH.d. 20605.
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during the present festival.**

Another document registers the number of utensils that
had been borrowed from the officials during the 1675 festival. After mentioning the
former practice on that matter, in a note on the retro side of the page the
superintendent of the festival asked the sultan whether items would be borrowed
from the state officials in the present festival.’®® A further interesting example is on
the preparations of candy gardens and na/u/s (literally, “date palm”; in Ottoman
culture, this refers to the wooden poles decorated with wax, flowers and ornaments).
In one document, Halil Efendi informed the sultan on the most recent example.
Accordingly, during the imperial festival that was held in 1707, the preparation of
candy gardens lasted 30 days, and for the na/u/s it took 51 days. Saying this, Halil
Efendi added that, for the present festival there was a need to finish them together.*
In these aforementioned examples, it is seen that the traditional practice
provided a legitimate reference point for the festival’s planners. This has both
practical and semiotic reasons. From a practical perspective, consulting former
examples helped organizers in scheduling the festival and for easily deciding on
protocol-necessitating details. From a semiotic perspective, on the other hand, such

»195 a5 the incorporation of the

cultural forms often “build themselves out of tradition
known and familiar linked the present and the past. To this end, following tradition

and adapting it to the needs of the present time meant adding a particular event to the

102 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/1: “Devletlii sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretleri sag olsun. Seksen alt1 tarthinde
vaki® olan stir-u hitan-1 hiimaytinda hayme-nisin viizera-y1 ‘izam ve sipah ve silahdar ve yeniceri
ocaklarina ve sa’ir rical-i devletden hayme-nisin olanlariii haymelerine sofralardan ru‘unete (?) dahi
balada tahrir olundug1 veche tizere ta‘am veriliib ve nan-1 has ve harci ve ¢orek-i harct mikdarlar
tahrir olundugi tizere olmagla bu def‘a sabiki tizere mii olmak mi1 ferman buyurulur, ne vech ferman-1
‘alileri buyurulur ise o vech emr i ferman devletlii sultanim hazretlerinifidir. Bende El Hac Halil,
emin-i stir-1 himayiin.”

1% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/4: “rical-i devletten mi isti‘are ferman buyurilir.”

14 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/185: “Nahil-1 kebir aded 4, nahil-1 sagir aded 40, bagge-i seker aded 4.
Devletlii, sa‘adetli sultanim hazretleri sag olsun. Bifi yiiz on tokuz senesinde tarthinde vaki® siir-1
hiimayiinda yapdirilan nahillar balada tahrir olundigi vech tizere yapdirilib lakin nahil-1 kebir elli bir
giinde ve seker baggesi otuz giinde itmam olub ve’l-yevm zikr olunan nahil ve bag¢e ma‘an
yapdirilmak iktiza eyledigine bina’en ... ”

1% Stoelje and Baumann, “The Semiotics of Folkloric Performance,” 592.
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genealogy of such a chain of events, through which prestige and legitimacy were
ascribed to this cultural form. As has been mentioned in the introduction part, not
only the scheduling details of the 1720 festival but also the revitalization of the form
itself, the imperial circumcision festival and its festival book, the sirname, illustrated
the traditionalist outlook of the Ottoman court at that particular time towards its own
past.

Interestingly, not only the superintendent of the festival was concerned with
following traditional practices. In one document, one sees the petition of the chief
imperial physician. He stated in the petition that, according to a former register he
had found, during the 1675 imperial festival physicians were given daily allowances.
On this ground, he asked for the distribution of daily allowances of physicians. %
This intention of the chief physician to use the tradition for legitimizing his claim
further designates the prominence of conventional practices in the minds of Ottoman
officials.'”’

The archival documents that recorded even minor details related to the
planning and organization also shows the Ottoman bureaucrat’s obsession for
documentation, which strikingly illuminate how the information was conveyed
between different bureaucratic units of the Ottoman court. To this end, an analysis of
these documents helps us to gain insights on the division of labor in the court and on
the networks of communication between various officials for the daily organization

of the festival.

16 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/54: «...elli nefer cerrahlara ta‘yinat verilmek igiin cerrah basi efendi kullar
‘arz-1 hal ider. Bifi seksen alt1 tarthinde vaki‘ olan siir-u hiimayiinda cerraha ta‘yIn verildigi kaydi
bulunmusdir. Ma‘lum diisttir1 oldukda emr-ii ferman devletlii sa’adetlii padisahim hazretlerinindir.”
197 This tendency to seek legitimization by dwelling on the tradition also brings to mind the uses of the
kanun, the dynastic law, by a group of Ottoman intellectuals and bureaucrats for defending their rights
and privileges against a growing number of newly comers to the military-bureaucratic organization of
the Empire starting with the late sixteenth century. For the dynastic law code ofof Mehmed Il see
Ozcan, “Fatih’in Teskilat Kanunnamesi,” 7-56; for recent perspectives on the topic see Tezcan,
“Kanunname of Mehmed I1,” 48-59; Fleischer, Bureaucrat and Intellectual in the Ottoman Empire,
199-200; Abou- El-Haj, “Power and the Social Order: The Uses of the Kanun, ” 77-102.
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2.2 The major preoccupations of the chief officials

Sirnames note that the festival’s preparations began on 25 Ramazan 1132 (31 July,
1720). Yet, as has been mentioned above the earliest surviving archival documents
on the festival are from 22 Ramazan 1132 (28 July, 1720), one day after the
appointment of the superintendent of the festival. Contrary to sirnames’ declaration
these documents point out that the preparatory process had actually begun some days
earlier. In one of these documents it was dictated to Halil Efendi that the chief
torcher should prepare cannon torches for the festival in advance.'® The account
book of the festival indicates that in totality, 13,180 cannon torches were purchased
for the festival and 59,350 ak¢e were paid for this purpose.’®® Another document is
about the preparation of mahyas (roof ridges) that would also illuminate the festival
space. The document is dated 2 Zi’/-ka ‘de 1132 (5 September, 1720) and was written
by mahyac: (the roof ridge maker) Ibrahim Celebi. He noted that on that date he
received 10,000 boxes™™° from kuzsucilar kethiidas: (the steward of the official who
was in charge of maintaining boxes), Abdullah Celebi, to be used for preparing roof
ridges. Hafiz Mehmed in his text also mentions this information and in addition
relates that 15,000 oil lamps were also provisioned for illuminations.*** According to
the account book of the festival, 8,980 kg olive oil was used in these lamps.**? This
immediate care for the preparation of torches and roof ridges is indicative of the
significance of illuminating the festival spaces for nighttime shows throughout the

festival program. As the textual and pictorial narratives of the 1720 festival clearly

18 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/9: “siir-1 hiimaytn emini ‘izzetlii efendi hazretleri ingallah’iil hak isbu sene-
i miibarek Zi’l-ka‘desinifi gurresinde stir-1 hiimaytna ibtida ve miibaseret olunmak iizere olmagla
meydan-1 stirda iktiza iden mes‘al toblarin1 mes‘aleci basi1 ma‘arifetiyle simdiden yapdirub hazir ve
amade eyleyesiz.” Fi 22 Ramazan 1132.”

% BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 17.

10 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/203.

M Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 181.

112 BOA. MAD.d.1284, 31. The book indicates that in total 196,000 ak¢e were paid for this expense.
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show, the festival continued day and night. Indeed, most of the marvelous firework
displays took place at night, either at Okmeydani or on the Golden Horn. The
detailed accounts of Vehbi on the nocturnal shows reveal that the planners of the
festival had carefully balanced daytime and nighttime events of the festival program,
something different, for example, from the 1582 imperial festival. As some important
studies have already put forth, this nocturnal aspect of the festival shall be seen
parallel to the expansion of urban social life and advances in pyrotechnic
technology.™

Apart from illuminating the festival space, another urgent task seems to have
been preparing giant candy gardens, which were one of the most significant
components of “the rites of display”*** in the 1720 festival. Made out of tons of
sugar, which was still a rare and luxurious food item in the eighteenth century,'*
these giant candy gardens almost embodied the might and authority of the host/s thus
manifesting the benefaction of the sultan in the form of a conspicuous display.
Signifying the prominence of these display items for the festival, among the earliest
archival documents on the preparations of the festival we see two short lists of
provisions for the preparation of candy gardens.**®

Archival material on festival’s preparations continues in a daily fashion until
the end of the festival. Approached from a mere quantitative perspective, the present
state of the archival documents, especially their amounts, can give us a hint to gain
an insight into the major preoccupations of the officials who were in charge of

planning and organization of the festival. For example, the number of documents (of

13 K arateke, “Illuminating Ottoman Ceremonial,” 282-307; Kafadar. “How Dark is the History of the
Night,” 243-269; Wishnitzer, “Into the Dark,” 513-531.

14 Falassi, “Festival: Definition and Morphology,” 4.

115 5dyney Mintz notes that although refined sugar became relatively cheaper and more available in
Europe starting with the mid seventeenth century, only after 1900s it became a commonplace
commaodity in non-royal kitchens. Mintz, Sweetness and Power.

18 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/11; 1/12. Documents date 22 Ramazan 1132 (28 July, 1720).
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various types) on the preparations of na/:/s and candy gardens and those on the
provisioning of utensils for the festival kitchen and for banquets markedly exceeds
the number of all others. While taking into consideration that some of the archival
documents might have been lost or damaged, this situation still urges one to
speculate that possibly these two were among the most complicated and the most
labor-intensive preparatory tasks. The rest of the documents can be broadly grouped
under themes such as the provisioning and distribution of foodstuffs for banquets and
daily allowances, the call for and registration of performers across the empire, the
preparation of gifts for dignitaries of the state, and for circumcised boys and the
registration of those boys to the book of circumcision. Material and social details of
these tasks and their signification in the festival morphology will be approached in
Chapter 3, Chapter 4 and Chapter 5, respectively.

The superintendent of the festival, Halil Efendi, was the official in chief for
all these matters. Most significantly, he was concerned with determining the
scheduling of events and customary rites of etiquette. In addition, he was the sultan’s
respondent to all sultanic orders on festival matters. Parallel to that, whenever a
petition was summoned to the sultan, the response was directly sent to the
superintendent, ordering him to take care of the matter. While Halil Efendi was the
first referee and the most visible figure in festival matters, he was not alone in this
huge organization. A number of officials who handled important matters on the
planning and organization of the festival assisted him. In addition, hundreds of
workers and functionaries participated in this process. Sirname texts mention the
names some of these important figures, such as the superintendent’s deputy in
charge, Mehmed Agha, who was the steward of the deceased chancellor Mehmed

Pasha, and the festival’s chief scribe, Ibrahim Efendi, from the office of imperial

56



chancellors.**” Apart from these, some other court officials such as vekil sarc-:
hassa-1 sehriyari (the imperial deputy [responsible for the purchase of foodstuffs for
the imperial palace]) Abdurrahman Agha, odun emini (the superintendent of
firewood) Mustafa Agha, and bostancibas: (the head of imperial guards) also had
important roles in the organization of the festival.

Throughout the festival period, Halil Efendi seem to have been mostly
concerned with the planning, that is, designating the general outline of the festival
morphology and determining rules of protocol and etiquette. Under his supervision
his clerks were responsible for keeping registers of every single financial or
organizational detail regarding the preparations of the festival. These registers are
referred to in the documents as defter-i sitan (the book of the imperial circumcision
festival), sir-1 hiimayin defteri (the book of the imperial festival) and as sir emini
defteri (the book of the superintendent of the festival). Often in the scholarship, it is
assumed that one single book comprised this definition. However, the archival
documents clearly indicate that this was not the case. These were rather generic
terms referring to all books of registers kept by the clerks of the superintendent of the
festival and by his deputy Mehmed Agha. Indeed, information that was recorded in
these books seems to have been taken as the most valid reference for bureaucratic
matters. For example, after the end of the public festival, on 30 Zi 'I-ka ‘de 1132 (3
October, 1132), an official from the imperial dockyard Ali bin Osman received
unused amounts of timber that had formerly been borrowed by the superintendent of
the festival. As Ali bin Osman stated in the official document certifying the return of

the timbers to their original place, this document of proof was based on the

1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/11; 1/12.
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information recorded in the superintendent’s book of registers.'*® In another
document, which again dates after the end of the festival, we see that the central
account division of the imperial chancery (mukasebe-i evvel) asked the
superintendent of the festival to send his account books to their office to designate
the exact amounts of daily allowances that had been given to 1,270 janissaries, who

1.1*® Moreover in one of the account

were given special duties during the festiva
books that were prepared after the 1720 festival, a margin note in the section, which
registered all expenses made directly by Halil Efendi, read that this information was
recorded upon the document of the superintendent that was sent on 14 Zi’l-ka ‘de
1133 (6 September, 1721).*% A similar note is seen in the account book of the
former circumcision festival, the one that was held in Edirne in 1675. The note at the
end of the book once again indicates that the expenses recorded in the book were
copied after the daily registers (rizznamge) of the superintendent of this festival,
Mehmed Efendi.'**

After Halil Efendi, his deputy in charge Mehmed Agha was perhaps the most
active figure for festival matters, as he seems to have possessed the greatest
responsibility in the day-to-day organization of the festival. Siarname texts mention

that Mehmed Agha was responsible for designating the daily wages and daily

allowances of hundreds of workers who were involved in preparations.*? Yet, as the

18 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/84. “Bifi yiiz otuz iki senesinde vaki‘ olan siir-1 hitan-1 hiimayin i¢iin
yapdirilan mahyadan ba‘de't-tamam fazla kalan kereste-i miitenevvi‘a sa‘adetlii siir-1 hiimayiin emini
efendi ma‘arifetiyle balada tahrir olunan defter mucibince tamamen tarafimiza teslim olunmagla
kabzimizi miis‘ir tarafimizdan isbu temessiik verildi. Fi Selh Zi’l-ka‘de 1132. Bende ‘Ali bin Osman
Tersane-i ‘amire.”

9 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/70. This document has two pages, it includes different correspondences
between bureucratic units on that matter dating between 2 Mujarrem 1132, 22 and 23 Mu/arrem
1132 respectively.

120 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 77: “tezkire fi 14 Zi’l-ka‘de 1133 dade emin-i miima-ileyh.”

121 BOA. MAD.d. 3770. fol. 21b: “Bundan akdem vaki® olan hitan ve ‘ariis-1 siir-1 hiimay@inlarin siir-1
hiimayiin emini olan Mehmed Efendi kullar1 ma‘arifetiyle harc ve sarf olunan kendiilerifi riznamgesi
mucibince icmal olundugi tizere...”

122 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 31; Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 180.
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archival documents demonstrate, this was only one of his many duties. Mehmed
Agha was in charge of maintaining communication between various units of the
court in the preparatory phase and during the time of the festival. This was primarily
because he was responsible for the allocation of all foodstuffs and other necessary
items before and during the festival. The allocation of foodstuffs and other materials
seem to have been one of the most time-consuming tasks, as it began days before the
inauguration of the festival and continued until its end. Archival documents clearly
show that this process of the allocation actually started four days before the festival
with the distribution of rush mats (kasir) and woven matting (kilzm) to the court
officials and festival functionaries who would reside in tents that had been pitched at
Okmeydani in 9 Zi'I-ka ‘de 1132 (12 September, 1720).**® Among the documents
there are various orders of the superintendent Halil Efendi to Mehmed Agha related
to his allocations of these items.*?* Candles, lanterns and ewers were other items that
were distributed before the start of the festival to some officials, upon their
request.'® In addition, Mehmed Agha delivered some tableware items to the imperial
taster two days before the festival, including spoons for compote and wooden spoons
that would be used during the imperial banquets.*?°

The process of the allocation of goods seems to have gained pace with the

inauguration of the festival. In addition to the aforementioned items, Mehmed Agha

12 The document dates 2 Zi 'I-ka ‘de 1132 (5 September, 1720) and notes that on 9 Zi'I-ka ‘de (12
September, 1720) the tents would be pitched at Okmeydani. BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/192. Sirnames
also give this date for officials’ pitching of the tents at the festival space. Vehbi, Sirname, 476, 477,
Hafiz Mehmed, Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 183. Another contemporary author Sadreddinzade
Telhisi Mustafa Efendi, who also attended in the festival, notes however that the imperial tents were
picthed one day later, on 10 Zi l-ka ‘de. 1 am thankful to Selim Karahasanoglu for bringing this source
into my attention and for kindly sharing with me his work in progress transliterated text. For the
Telhisi Mustafa Efendi’s aformetioned dating for the pitching of tents, see BOA. KK.d. 7500, 130.
12YBOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/38; 2/43; 2/44; 2/45; 2/51; 2/52; 2/56; 2/63; 2/65; 2/69; 2/70; 2/71; 2/73;
2/74; 3/60; 3/115; 3/117; 4/155.

122 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/53; 2/56; 2/66; 2/68; 2/72; 274, 4/7; 4/133.

12 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/189. For types of spoons used at the Ottoman palace see Bilgin, “Klasik
Donem Osmanli Sarayinda Kullanilan,” 291, 301, 302.
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was also responsible for the control and distribution of most of the foodstuffs that
had been provisioned for the festival. As sirnames mention, these foodstuffs were
kept in a house at Ok Meydani that was emptied for the festival.*>” Most of these
foodstuffs were for the use of festival’s kitchen that was preparing food for each
day’s banquets. A detailed book and separate documents indicate that the amount of
necessary foodstuffs for the preparation of each day’s menu was determined in
advance.*®® Thus, each day these predetermined amounts were brought from the
cellar of the imperial festival to the festival’s kitchen. Yet, the documents show that
sometimes, extra demands were inevitable. For example, a number of orders to
Mehmed Agha relate that sometimes he had to deliver extra amounts of onions, rice

d.*?° Yet, this was

or butter to the head cook of the festival kitchen upon his deman
only one aspect of the allocation process. During the time of the festival, all officials,
soldiers and functionaries were given a daily allowance (¢a ‘vinar) in kind.**® These
daily allowances were typically consisted of bread, meat, rice, clarified butter and
sometimes also included honey, depending on the social status of the functionary.**!
Further, the higher-ranking officials of the court units such as stewards,
superintendents, chief stewards, chief aghas of the imperial palace and chief clerks
were receiving extra, more luxurious, consumption items such as coffee and sugar.

Although upon the order of the sultan a certain amount of these items was assigned

to the officials in advance, this did not prevent them from making extra demands

121 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Stinnet Diigiinii, 184.

128 This defter (book of registers) is made up of twelve folios and organized in a daily order. It starts
from one day before the start of the festival and continues until the last day of the festival. (14

Zilka ‘de 1132 -29 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1132). By mistake, the list from the fifth day was put at the beginning of
the book. But, for the rest of the book, page sequences follow right order. BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75.
We see same information in separate documents such as BOA. D. BSM. SRH. 4/154; 5/129; 6/21;
6/35; 6/92, 6/151; 6/178.

12 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 5/123; 6/1.

B30 or Ottoman court’s distribution of some foodstuffs among dynasty members and court officials see
Artan, “Aspects of the Ottoman Elite's Food Consumption,”107-200; Reindl-Kiel, “Breads for the
Followers, Silver Vessels for the Lord,” 93-104.

31 This hierarchical aspect of the distribution of daily allowances is approached in detail in Chapter 3.
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during the time of the festival. Throughout the festival, Mehmed Agha was in charge
of meeting all these demands, as the superintendent of the festival frequently ordered
him to give extra amounts of coffee, sugar, rice to court officials.** Interestingly,
even for the chamber of the superintendent of the festival, the allocation of goods
was made by Mehmed Agha. For example, a petition from the chamber of the
superintendent of the festival, which was dated the fourth day of the festival, noted
that Mehmed Agha should deliver two and half kilograms of soap to Tripoli.** This
example further indicates that most of the goods and foodstuffs that had been
provisioned for the festival were under the responsibility of Mehmed Agha.

Another significant duty of Mehmed Agha was to make payments to workers
and to purchase certain items before and during the time of the festival. The earliest
of these payments dates was 15 Sevval 1132 (20 August, 1720). Most of these
documents are in the form of a payment order, very possibly directed by Halil Efendi
to his deputy in charge. In a simple format, Mehmed Agha was ordered to make
payments to workers or for items purchased. For example, in a document dated 15
Sevval 1132 (20 August, 1720), Mehmed Agha was asked to pay 560 guriis and 14
akge to na/ul workers, designer/painters, box makers, binders and workers of candy
gardens.** On 4 Zi’I-hicce 1132 (7 October 1720), this time he was asked to pay

3,195 akce for five different types of pickles.*® In addition to these payment orders,

132 These are from different days of the festivals between 15 Zi’l-ka‘de -29 Zi'l-ka‘de 1132. BOA.
D.BSM. SRH. 3/32; 3/59; 4/35; 4/90; 4/99; 5/99; 5/123; 6/17; 7/118; 7/119; 7/120; 7/123; 7/130;
7/137.

133 BOA. D. BSM. SRH. 4/127: “da’ire-1 emin-i stir-u hiimaytn: sabtn-1 trablis. Emin efendiniii
kendii da’iresine yalfiz 2 vukiyye sabtin viresiz. 18 Zi’l-ka‘de 1132.” Arif Bilgin mentions that
although soap was produced at the imperial confectionary (helvahane), still a substantial amount was
purchased from Tripoli, which was one of the chief centers for soap production. Bilgin, Osmanli
Saray Mutfag:, 64.

13 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/102. Other such orders from the same date can be seen in D.BSM.SRH.
3/161; 3/162; 3/163; 3/164; 3/165; 3/176.

35 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/114.
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sometimes Mehmed Agha himself summoned petitions to make payments.**® Beyond
these, all expenses that were made by Mehmed Agha for the festival were recorded
in a summary register entitled “expenses of Mehmed Agha, the deputy in charge of
the imperial circumcision festival.”**" Accordingly, his payments began on July
1720, before the start of the festival and continued after the end of the festival until
November/December 1721. In totality, Mehmed Agha paid 9,379.5 gurus (1,125,540
akg:e)138 for the festival’s various expenses from the budget of the superintendent of
the festival that was assigned to him from the imperial treasury. This amount
comprised almost one fourth of the cash expenditures for the festival, which was in
totality 33,533 guriis (4,023,960 akce).**

Mehmed Agha seems to have been responsible also for the accommodation
and registration of performers such as dancers, musicians, acrobats, jugglers, and
wrestlers who were called from various parts of the empire and arrived in the capital
city at different times. As many documents clearly designate, upon their arrival to the

10 (literally “Inn of

imperial city many of these performers came to El¢i Han
Ambassadors”) where they resided before the start of the festival. Interestingly, some
of these performers wrote petitions to the sultan asking for the incorporation of their

names in the book of the imperial festival. In one of these petitions, the acrobat

wrestler Hasan referred to Mehmed Agha as the assigned officer who was

1% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/25.

37 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 3/184: “masarifat-1 Mehmed Aga vekil harc-1 stir-1 hiimaytn-1 hitan.”

138 BOA, MAD.d. 1284, 77. In the account book of the festival 9,379.5 guriig was mistakenly
calculated as 1,124,979.5 akce. Yet, here | have mentioned the true calculation amount.

139 BOA, MAD.d.1284, 77. In the account book of the festival 33,533 guriis was mistakenly
calculated as 4,019,960 akce. Yet, here | have mentioned the true calculation amount. Apart from that,
at end of the book the clerks indicated that in addition to 33,533 guriuy that had already been paid in
cash, 25,133 guriis was remaining as the debt to be paid after the festival.

140 This building was built as a part of Atik Ali Pasa complex at Cemberlitas in the early sixteenth
century, which could not reach today. It was used as the resident place of many ambassadors during
their stay at Istanbul. Various ambassadors mentioned this building in their travel accounts. See Eyice,
“El¢i Hani,” 15-18.
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responsible for the festival’s performers.™*! Yet, with the start of the festival the
responsibility of the performers seemed to have passed to bostancibas: (the head of
imperial guards). A detailed list indicating the number of tables and dishes that
would be served to 449 performers during the festival mentions that these performers
were attached to the chamber of the head of the imperial guards.*** Parallel to this
information, Hafiz Mehmed, in his sizrname, noted that performers were under the
responsibility of the head of the imperial guards during the festival.'** Considering
all these together reveals that, with the start of the festival, there was a transfer of
duty from Mehmed Agha to the head of the imperial guards on the control of these
performers.

Mehmed Agha was extremely busy with festival’s organization yet; his duties
did cease with the end of the festival. When the public festival and the circumcision
ritual of the crown princes ended, a huge process of returning borrowed objects and
unused materials to their original places began. This mainly included redelivery of
valuable objects to the imperial treasury and hundreds of copper utensils to the
imperial armory, to court officials, guildsmen and city dwellers as well as returning
some unused materials to the imperial dockyard. This process seems to have lasted
almost two months between the final day of the circumcision festival 7 Zi’I-hicce
1132 (10 October, 1720) and the first days of December. Mehmed Agha was actively
involved in this process as well. For example, on 1 Safer 1133 (2 December, 1720),
Mehmed Agha returned 24 different types of tableware items including maritime

ivory, ebony spoons, and various types of clothes, tablecloths, napkins, bowls and

“'BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/48: .. iizerimize me‘mir olan Mehmed Aganiii defterine kayd itdirmek
babinda emr i ferman devletlii ve merhametlii sultanimiiidir.12 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1132.”

Y2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/6, document dates 16 Zi’I-ka ‘de 1132.

%3 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 189.
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dishes of Kiitahya to the imperial treasury.*** The document clearly states that these
were brought back to the inner treasury by the hand of Mehmed Agha. On the same
day, also Halil Efendi returned some borrowed items to the coffeehouse of the
imperial palace.'*

While Mehmed Efendi, was busy with the daily organization, the chief scribe
of the festival Ibrahim Efendi and his apprentices were concerned with keeping
registers of all expenses and recording names of boys to the book of imperial
circumcision. Hafiz Mehmed, in his si#rname, mentioned that when the public
announcement of the circumcision festival was made, uncircumcised boys and their
families came to Ibrahim Efendi to register their names to his book of
circumcision.**® Quite interestingly, this book of circumcision (or its copy) that was
kept by Ibrahim Efendi, which includes these uncircumcised boys’ names, their

. . . . 147
fathers’ names and their residence location, survived.

A note at the opening part of
the book indicates that Ibrahim Efendi started keeping the book on 6 Sevval 1132 (11
August, 1720), two weeks after the start of the festival preparations. Although most
parts of the book of registers do not bear any dating, some other notes that were
recorded on 14, 17, 27 Sevval (19 August-1 September, 1720) and 18, 21 Zi’l-ka ‘de
(21-24 September, 1720), respectively show that additions were made at different
dates. This means that Ibrahim Efendi’s registration of the names of the
uncircumcized boys, some servants of the imperial palace as well as sons of some

dignitaries continued for weeks. In addition to this book of registers, two other

lengthy books, one that designates the daily ordinance of the circumcision and

““BOA. D.BSM: SRH. 9/77.

1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/76.

8 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 181.

“TBOA. D.BSM. SRH. 5/76. The book, which is unknown up to day in the scholarship, is made up of
seventy folios and it is in a very good condition. The organization of the book and the order of pages
indicate that either this was the final copy of the book or that the scribe kept a very orderly record.
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another that organizes names of the boys according to seven main districts of the

city, also survived.'*®

As Ibrahim Efendi was responsible for keeping the first book,
it is highly possible that he and his apprentices prepared the other versions. These
interesting books of registers, | think, also show the sophisticated structuring abilities
of these court officials of the imperial festival.

Apart from this duty, a number of documents mention that Ibrahim Efendi
kept records of daily allowances that were distributed to the court officials upon the
order of the sultan and of some foodstuffs that were provisioned for the imperial
banquets.'*® On the basis of this evidence, we may surmise that, in addition to the
clerks of the superintendent of the festival, he too was keeping records of festival
expenses and possibly also records of the festival’s provisions. Indeed, Hafiz
Mehmed makes a similar point, albeit briefly, where he says that lbrahim Efendi
recorded all necessary information concerning the imperial festival.*®

A formerly unknown figure, odun emini (the superintendent of firewood)
Mustafa Agha, also had a critical position in the daily arrangements for the festival.
While Mehmed Agha was responsible for the allocation of most of the foodstuffs and
other items, Mustafa Agha was in charge of delivering the necessary amounts of
firewood and occasionally coal to their assigned places. As tents were pitched on the
festival space at Okmeydani six days prior to the festival on 9 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1132 (12
September 1720), Mustafa Agha immediately began to meet fire wood demands,
most primarily from the cellar and the kitchen of the festival, as well as of from the

head butcher and head cooks. The earliest surviving of these demands dates three

days prior to the festival, 12 Zi’I-ka ‘de (15 September, 1720).**! The demand for

¥ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 6/88; 1/139.

Y BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 5/131; 7/93.

10 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Stinnet Diigiinii, 180.
BLBOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/78; 2/79; 2/134.
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firewood seems to have gained pace with the start of the festival. A short document
dated15 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1132 (18 September, 1720), the inauguration day of the festival,
mention that the agha of Istanbul had handed over 2,790 ¢eki (697,500 kg) fire wood
to Mustafa Agha, comprising almost the half of the total amount of fire wood that
were used throughout the festival.'>® Thereafter, each day different fire wood
demands came to Mustafa Agha until the end of the festival. For coal, on the other
hand, interestingly, all surviving demands are from the last days of the festival.
Maybe the rest of such demands did not survive. Alternatively, this might have been
related to the fact that, compared to fire wood, coal had a greater heating power.
Parallel to that, the last days of the festival coincided with the colder and rainy days
of autumn. Indeed, sirnames mention that because of the extensive rain, the
nighttime shows of the ninth day and daytime shows of the eleventh and twelfth days

came to a halt.*>

Thus, the rising demand for coal during the last days of the festival
was perhaps related to the harsher conditions of the weather in these days.

The last important official for festival preparations was the vekil sarc-:
hassa-1 sehriyari Abdurrahman Agha. This official was normally working under the
bureaucratic organization of the imperial cellar (kilar-: ‘amire) of the imperial
palace. While in the sixteenth and seventeenth century the official in this position
was concerned with purchasing all kinds of necessary foodstuffs from the market, by
the end of the seventeenth century, he was only responsible for purchasing the

154

grain.”" Abdurrahman Agha’s duty during the festival preparations however was not

2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 3/94. The total amount of firewood that was used during the festival was
5,165 ¢eki (1,291,250 kg equivalent to 1,291.25 ton). In addition, 8,210 vukiyye (10,532.9 kg;
equivalent to 10.5329 ton) coal was used. This information is mentioned in the summary register book
of the festival expenses MAD.d. 1284, 27.

193 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 627, 641, 642, 655, 661.

154 Often, there is confusion between vekil harc-i hassa-1 sehriyari and bazarbasi-i sehriyari (an
official in charge of purchasing foodstuff for the palace kitchen), who seem to have been responsible
for the same duty. In some account registers on the expenses of the imperial kitchens, the name of
bazarbagsi was mentioned and in others vekil harc was noted. Nevertheless, as Arif Bilgin mentions
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directly related to that. Hafiz Mehmed mentioned in his narrative that all necessary
copper utensils for the banquets of the festival were borrowed from the state
officials, aghas and guildsmen of the city and these had been handed over to the vekil
harc-1 hassa.”® Although Hafiz Mehmed did not mention this official’s name, in the
related archival documents, this official was referred to as Abdurrahman Agha. From
these documents we understand that all borrowed copper utensils either from the
state officials or from city dwellers, were handed over to Abdurrahnman Agha. Thus,
he was responsible both for taking delivery of these thousands of copper utensils and
for issuing receipts to lenders. As will be discussed in detail below, the officials’ and
city dwellers’ delivery process of utensils began as early as 8 Sevval 1132 (13
August, 1720) and continued until the inauguration day of the festival.**® In addition,
utensils were borrowed from the imperial armory, starting with 13 Sevval (18
August, 1720)."" Moreover, Abdurrahman Agha too seems to have been involved
also in the process of returning those borrowed copper items and various other
objects to their places of origin. A document indicates that two months after the end
of the festival, Abdurrahman Agha delivered various utensils to the imperial armory
on 9 Safer 1133 (10 December, 1720) upon the order of the superintendent Halil

Efendi.*®

none of the monthly wage registers of the imperial kitchens includes a position under the title
bazarbasi. This urges him to reach a conclusion that either these two titles referred to the same official
at the Ottoman palace or bazarbas: was a temporary position that was filled in time of need. Besides,
there was also a sehir bazarbasist who was an official in charge of helping the mu/tesib (market
supervisor) for distribution of all foodstuffs that entered the city. Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfag:, 67,
n. 420, 117.

15 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Stinnet Diigiinii, 181.

1% There are dozens of such receipts in BOA. D.BSM. SRH. Folder 1. For examples see BOA.
D.BSM. SRH. 1/ 40; 1/41; 1/43; 1/44; 1/46; 1/47; 1/48; 1/49; 1/51; 1/53; 1/56; 1/57; 1/58; 1/61; 1/62;
1/63; 1/64; 1/68; 1/69; 1/72; 1/73; 1/74; 1/76; 1/77; 1/78; 1/79; 1/80; 1/81; 1782; 1/83; 1/84; 1/85;
1/86; 1/88; 1/89; 1/90; 1/91; 1/92; 1/93; 1/94; 1/95; 1/96; 1/98; 1/99; 1/103.

" BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/74.

18 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/78.
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2.2.1 The functionaries of the festival

Apart from the chief officials who were in charge of carrying out critical duties in the
organization of the festival, hundreds of functionaries and workmen were also
involved in this huge organization. In one document, the superintendent of the
festival Halil Efendi mentioned 14 different groups, who were referred to as “the
functionaries of the imperial festival.”**® As shown in Table 1, these people were
water dispensers, slaves, cooks, tulime: (clownish attendant responsible for
controlling the public who were holding greasy bags in their hands made of goat
leather), roof ridge makers, torchers, tray carriers, janissaries, palace pages,
halberdiers of the old palace and of the imperial palace. This list seems to have
comprised only those functionaries who had service-related duties in the festival
throughout the festival. Nevertheless, as will be mentioned below, a larger group of
workmen and craftsmen was involved in the preparatory phase of the festival as well
as throughout the festival program.

For most of those functionaries a daily wage was not specified in the account
books of the festival.’®® Taking into consideration that many of these men were in
palace service, one may assume that for this reason they were not receiving an extra
payment except their daily provisions that were given in kind, which will be

discussed in Chapter 3 in detail.

¥ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52: “hademe-i siir-1 hiimaytin.” Hafiz Mehmed in his siirname also
mentions the same groups of functionaries. Interestingly, the numbers given by Hafiz Mehmed exactly
matches the aforementioned archival document. See Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet
Diigiinii, 17.

10 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 15; MAD.d. 4729, 29-31.
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Table 1. Festival Functionaries, Total Numbers and Wages'®*

Name of the Group Total Number | Daily Wage
Old Palace Halberdiers 50 -
(Teberdaran-i saray-1 ‘atik)

Halberdiers with side locks 50 -
(Teberdaran-i ziiliifliyan)

Imperial tasters and subsidiaries 40

(Casnigiran ma‘ yamakan)

Water dispensers of the Imperial Palace and subsidiaries 50 -

(Sim sakayan ma ‘ yamakan)

Cooks from the outer palace/outside™® 60 50 akce
(Tabbahin-i birini)**®

Tray carriers™ 200 -
(‘Akkaman-i rabla-kugan)

Torchbearers'® 300 40 akce
(Mes ‘aleciyan)

Roof ridge makers™® 60 60 akce
(Mahyaciyan)

Attendants carrying greasy bags made out of animal skin ' 120 40 akce
(Tulimcryan)

Palace pages 100 -
(Gimanan-1 ‘acemiyan)

Tanners™ 100 -
(Esnaf-1 debbag)

Slaves of the Imperial Dockyard 100 -
(Isara-y1 tersane)

Water dispensers of the janissary corps™® 50 -

(Sakayan-i orta)

Water dispensers of the city'”° (Sakayan-i sehr) 15 -

Water dispensers of the kitchen 15 -
(Sakayan-1 matbah)

Other servants - B
(Hademe-i sa’ire)

The functional relationship between most of these functionaries’ service and food-

related rites of the festival are striking. For instance, water dispensers, tray carriers,

161 In this table I have based on BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52 yet, in this document the daily wages of
those groups was not mentioned. | have derived this latter information from the account books of the
festivals BOA. MAD.d. 1284 15-17; MAD.d. 4729, 29-31.

162 1n BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52 a note that was inserted at the margin of this group reads “bunlar
‘ulufelidir” (these are those receiving wages).

183 Three archival documents show that, some of these 60 cooks were assigned from the outside,
among the cooks of Sarachane. See BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 26; D.BSM. SRH. 1/173; MAD.d. 6889, 21.
164 11 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52 a note that was inserted at the margin of this group reads “bunlar
‘ulufelidir” (these are those receiving wages).

185 In BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52 a note that was inserted at the margin of this group reads “bunlar dahi
“ulufelidir” (these are those receiving wages).

1% 1n BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52 a note that was inserted at the margin of this group reads “bunlar dahi
‘ulufelidir” (these are those receiving wages).

17 1n BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52 a note that was inserted at the margin of this group reads “yalfiiz yiiz
nefer ‘ulufelidir” (only hundred members are receiving wages), remaining 20 members who were
subsidiary to the group are referred to as mil ‘abeciyan (those wearing short sleeved robes).

1%8 In BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52 a note that was inserted at the margin of this group reads “hademe-i
matbah” (servants at the kitchen).

189 |n BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52 a note that was inserted at the margin of this group reads “bunlar
‘ulufelidir” (these are those receiving wages).

10 1n BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52 a note that was inserted at the margin of this group reads  ‘ulufeli”
(receiving wages).
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palace pages and halberdiers all had duties during the imperial banquets. Here, the
mention of different types of water dispensers draws attention. Certainly, there was a
hierarchy among the tents of the court officials who were residing at the festival
space, and among the tents of the imperial banquets. Parallel to this hierarchy, water
dispensers must have been assigned to particular tents according to their rank. Then,
quite possibly 50 water dispensers of the imperial palace served at the highest-
ranking tents of the dignitaries and the guests, while 50 water dispensers of the
janissary corps, 15 from the city and 15 from the kitchen must have given their
service at the lower-ranking tents.

The cooks and tanners were also in charge of food-related rites of the
festival. Cooks were obviously working in the imperial kitchens for the preparation
of each day’s menu. According to a document, which recorded the names of the
cooks of the festival, we learn that 14 cooks were assigned from Saraghane and 36
came from the personnel of the imperial kitchens.*’* The tanners were another group
of functionaries who were also assigned to the kitchen of the festival as it was clearly
stated in a document that date the first ten days of the month Zi’I-ka ‘de.t™ These
men must have been in charge of tanning the skins of the animals that were
slaughtered in great numbers for the preparation of the menu of the imperial
banquets and for the distribution of daily allowances to festival officials and
functionaries.

Apart from these service-related functionaries, some others that were
mentioned in the list of Halil Efendi had duties in the festival space related to the

illuminating the festival space and policing/entertaining the crowd. The torchers and

11 BOA. MAD.d. 6889, 21, 22; D.BSM. SRH. 1/173, fol. 17b, 18a.

2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 3/186: “Siir-1 hiimayiinda matbah-1 ‘amirede hidmet itmek iciin ba-ferman-1
‘alt debbaglarif ta‘yin eyledikleri neferatdir ki ber vech-i ati zikr olunur. Fi eva’il-i Zi’l-ka‘de 1132.
Yigitbas: Isma‘il Aga.” The document mentions the name of 50 tanners that were assigned among the
members of the guild of tanners.
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mahyacryan (makers of roof ridge) had started working for the festival days before
the inauguration. Tuliumciyan on the other hand, carried out their dual duties of
policing the crowd and entertaining them within the duration of the festival.
Interestingly, this list of the functionaries does not include the hundreds of
skilled craftsmen who worked on the preparation of na/:/s and candy gardens or the
performers who made shows during the festival. Indeed, some other temporal
workers such as 27 laundrymen (daily 12 ak¢e), 63 sappers (daily 40 akge), 12
stonemasons (daily 40 ak¢e), 8 guards (daily 30 akg¢e), 804 tent pitchers, 16 porters

(daily 40 akce) are excluded from this list.*"®

Moreover, 200 physicians and barbers,
and 2,070 janissaries that were assigned duties during the festival are not mentioned
in this list of the superintendent, either.*’* Although these men also had important

duties in the festival’s preparation and in its daily organization, at least in the minds

of the planners of the festival, these seem not to have been among the core group of

festival functionaries.

2.3 Provisioning utensils for the festival

During special occasions such as reception ceremonies, imperial weddings, and
imperial circumcision festivals and during two religious festivals, the Ottoman court
needed to provide huge numbers of utensils for the use of the imperial kitchen and
for banquets. Usually, these utensils, including copper cooking pots, dishes and
cauldrons, were borrowed from city dwellers such as guildsmen, religious
foundations, and non-Muslims as well as from inhabitants of particular districts.

Signifying the limited material resources of the court, this seems to have been an

> BOA. MAD.d. 1284 15-17; MAD.d. 4729, 29-31.

1% For name lists of the physicians and barbers see BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/22; MAD.d. 6889, 11-12.
Janissaries’ names were not mentioned in documents rather their numbers were noted BOA. D.BSM.
SRH 8/3; MAD.d.1284, 17; MAD.d. 4729, 31.
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established practice. Among the expense registers of the new and old palace of
Istanbul in the late fifteenth and sixteenth centuries, one occasionally encounters
such indications of borrowing copper utensils from the city dwellers for imperial
feasts.'”> On 27 Ramazan 981 (20 January, 1574) for instance, for the banquets that
were held in honor of the Venetian bailo, the Ottoman court borrowed copper
utensils from the city, and the court officials paid 300 akce for this.!”® In 1715,
during the occasion of the celebrations of the religious festival at the imperial palace,

the janissaries were served food through the ritualized form of yagma®’’

(aritualized
form of scrambling for food). Interestingly, 40 copper utensils that had been
borrowed from the guildsmen of the city were lost during this ritualized form of food
distribution and the court had to compensate for the losses of the guildsmen.*"®
Although this practice of borrowing copper utensils for the needs of special
celebratory occasions in the court has already been a point of interest in the
scholarship,” the details including process of the selection, delivery and redelivery
of these utensils are not properly known. In the light of the related archival

documents, the present section aims at illuminating each single step that were taken

by the officials of the 1720 festival for achieving this significant task.

7> Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarma Ait.” 77, 132.

178 1bid. 140. Another such case of borrowing of utensils for the receptions took place during the
occasion of banquet that was held in honor of the Austrian embassy on 7 Ramazan 981 (31, January
1573). Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarma Ait.” 142.

7 The ritualized form distributing food through yagma dates back to the traditions of Central Asian
Turcoman tribes. In Dede Korkut stories one also sees the ritual of scrambling the house of the bride
during wedding celebrations. In the Ottoman period during special occasions such as receptions,
public festivals, court ceremonies as well as three monthly salary days of the janissaries and court
officials, janissaries and sometimes commoners of the city were served food in such ritualized form.
Gokyay, “Bir Saltanat Diigiinii,” 44; Inan, “Han-1 Yagma Deyiminin Kokeni,” 645-648; Arslan,
“Osmanl Saray Digiinlerinde Yagma Gelenegi,” 54-57; Gokalp, Tiirk Medeniyeti Tarihi, v. . 63, 64,
Yelge, “Evaluating Three Imperial Festival,” 97.

178 Cited in Reindl-Kiel, “Chickens for Paradise,” 64, n.40.

19 Syraiya Faroghi has drawn attention to this process of provisioning of utensils on the basis of the
information provided in the account book of the festival that was kept after the end of the festival by
the imperial chancery. For some of her works that address this process see Faroghi, “When the Sultan
Planned a Great Feast”; Idem,“Bringing Gifts and Receiving Them.”
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The earliest surviving document on the 1720 festival provision of utensils
dated late Ramazan 1132 (late July/early August 1720), a few days after the
appointment of the superintended of the festival. As has been unearthed by Suraiya
Faroghi, an order issued by the religious judge of Istanbul stated the total number of
copper utensils that the guildsmen of the capital were supposed to contribute.
Accordingly, the guildsmen were expected to contribute 3,000 copper dishes, 300
cooking pots, and 15 cauldrons for the imperial festival."®® Signifying the urgency of
this task, among the archival documents we see a succession of orders dated the first
days of August, each relating to a different aspect of the provisioning of utensils. On
2 Sevval 1132 (7 August, 1720) an imperial order addressed trustees of 11 religious
foundations of the city. Accordingly, the imarets of Sultan Ahmed, Sultan Selim,
Sultan Mehmed, Sultan Ahmed, Sultan Bayezid, Haseki Sultan, Sehzade, Eyylib
Ensari, Davud Pasa, Mihrimah, Valide-i Cedid and Valide-i Atik each had to deliver
two ladlers, two cauldrons and two skimmers to an appointed official. The order also
stated that the receipts that would be issued upon their delivery would be taken as the
sign of proof. *® Following this order, on 3 Sevval (8 August, 1720), this time the
order addressed the superintendent of the festival, indicating that the copper utensils
under the possession of the imperial kitchen should have been promptly repaired due

to the great necessities of the imperial festival.®? Indeed, the author of one of the

180 {stanbul Bab Mahkemesi 124, fol. 201b cited in Faroghi, “When the Sultan Planned,” 217.

181 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/20: “‘Izzetlii evkaf-1 kuyudat (?) miitevelliler agalar zide kadrihum ingallah-
1 te‘ala Okmeydaninda mukim olan stir-1 hiimaytn-1 hitan ziyafet(i)¢iin ziyade evani tedarikine
muhtac olmagla balada ta‘yin ve tasrih olundigi iizere her bir ‘imaretten ikiser kazgan, kepge ve kefgir
ile mecmil* yigirmi iki kazgan ve yigirmi iki kefgir ve yigirmi iki kepge yine hitam-1 hidmet tesltm
olunmak sartiyla stir-1 hiimaytn emini tarafindan ta‘yin olunan miibasire teslim virilen makbuzini
miis ‘ir temessiik idesiz fi 2 Sevval 1132.”

2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/22: “‘izzetlii matbah-1 ‘amire emini efendi zide mecduhii. Stir-1 hiimaytinda
tabh olunacak ta‘am igiin ziyade evani-i niihas iktiza itmegle matbah-1 ‘amirede mevcitd olan kebir
kazgan ve tencere ve sahanlar meremmat olunacak, evanilerifi bir giin evvel meremmat ve ta‘mir idib
hazir amade idesiz fi 3 Sevval 1132.” The same imperial order was also copied in a book of registers.
See D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 4.
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surnames, Hafiz Mehmed, also mentions this repair process.183 One day later, on 4
Sevval (9 August, 1720), we see a brief list, possibly an excerpt from a book of
registers, indicating the number of copper utensils that the guildsmen and non-
Muslims of the city were supposed to contribute.*®* From this document we
understand that in addition to the guildsmen of the city, non-Muslims—Armenians
and Orthodox Greeks —were expected to contribute copper utensils for the festival.
The use of term kilise (church) for referring to the contributions of the Armenians
and Orthodox Greeks indicate that their religious institutions made those deliveries.
The Jewish residents, on the other hand, seem to have been totally exempted from
contributing. This must have been related to their religious practices.*® In the Jewish
religion, there are strict rules to food, such as not mixing milk products with meat
while cooking or eating. Since their utensils were not taken for the use at the festival,
this signifies that Ottoman authorities were aware of and sensitive to the Jewish
practices of food and cooking.*®®

Borrowing solely from residents, however, was not enough, because on the
next day, 5 Sevval (10 August, 1720), it was ordered to the superintendent of the

festival that utensils should also be borrowed from officials of the state.*®” On 6

18 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Stinnet Diigiinii, 182.

18 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/23: “Isbu bifi yiiz otuz iki senesinde vaki* olan siir-1 hiimayin igiin
Istanbiil’da olan esnafdan ve kiliselerden ferman buyurulan evani-i nithasimif tevzi® defteridir ber
vech at zikr olunur fi 4 Sevval 1[1]32.”

185 Faroghi, “When the Sultan Planned,” 217.

186 | am indebted to Hadar Feldman Samet who consulted for me the help of Prof. Yaron Ben Naeh
from Hebrew University, Jerusalem on Ottomans’ attitudes towards the Jewish rituals of food. Prof.
Naceh kindly informed me that Evliya Celebi mentioned the awareness of the Ottomans towards the
Jewish laws on food and cooking. For example, Evliya noted that the Jewish people did not eat the
meat that was cut by Muslim butchers. | am thankful to Prof. Naeh. For this information see Evliya
Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, |, 242.

¥ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/29: “Matbah-1 ‘amire emini ‘izzetli efendi. Ol vakt-i siir-1 hiimayan i¢iin
iktiza iden kebir sini ve baklava tebsileri bir mikdari rical-i devletden tedariik olunmasi muktaza
olmagla ...”
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Sevval and 7 Sevval (11-12 August, 1720), respectively, two documents indicate the
number and types of utensils that were borrowed from the imperial armory.*®®

These successive documents that date the early phase of the preparations
clearly show that the provisioning of utensils was an urgent task. As we understand,
utensils were borrowed from court institutions, guildsmen, non-Muslims and
officials of the state. Indeed, the state authorities seem to have had a high level of
diligence for the care of these borrowed items until they were returned to their
owners, as an imperial order dating 27 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1132 (30 September, 1720)
articulates.™® This attention must have been related to the fact that the court was
customarily obliged to compensate losses and damages, so the authorities must have
wished that these would remain at a minimal level. Despite this attention of the
authorities, at the end of the festival 1,800 guriis was spent for all deductions and
repairs.®® One may assume that part of the amount might have been spent for
repairing damaged utensils.

A critical question related to this complicated borrowing process is how these
utensils were delivered to the officials of the festival and how they were returned to
their places of origin or to their owners. As has been discussed before, Abdurrahman
Agha was the official in charge of all these tasks. All utensils were delivered to him
prior to the festival and he was responsible for issuing documents certifying their
delivery. Yet, it is not known “how individual owners might have recognized their

191 \when they came to the court to take them back This question also holds

property
for dozens of undifferentiated items that were borrowed from the imperial armory,

the imperial kitchen or the imperial confectionary. Thanks to a variety of documents

%8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/34; 1/35.

18 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 6/172.

%0 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 78-79.

101 Faroghi, “When the Sultan Planned A Great Feast,” 217.
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including account books, preparatory lists, correspondence and documents of
delivery, we are able to understand the background of such a system of borrowing.
As these documents show, all borrowed items either from individual owners or from
pious foundations or from court institutions, were first weighted.** If borrowed
items were composed of different type of utensils, the total weight of each type was
calculated separately and was recorded on this basis. Yet, items borrowed from the
imperial treasury seem to have been exempted from this weighing process.** This
must have been related to the fact that those valuable items were easily recognizable,
so there was no risk of confusion at the time of returning.

A short petition written by Halil Efendi indicates that these borrowed utensils
were also stamped. In this petition, Halil Efendi requested permission to purchase
two kilograms of wax that would replace darkish stamps, which had formerly been
marked on borrowed copper utensils from the guildsmen and officials of the state.’*
On these stamps, possibly the date of the festival was written since some utensils
from the collection of the Topkap1 Palace Museum bear similar stamps, which read

“the imperial festival (10)86”195

referring to the 1675 festival.
Books kept by the clerks of the superintendent of the festival documented all
these borrowings including their amounts, types and weights respectively.*® Indeed,

the same information was recorded in the receipts issued by Abdurrahman Agha,

which were taken as proofs of the delivery. Dozens of these documents or their

192 The copper utensils’ value changed according to their production technique. Those that were made
with ince dévme teknigi (thin wrought) technique were lighter and those with kalin dovme teknigi
(thick wrought) were heavier and parallel to that their prices also changed. I am thankful to Omiir
Tufan from Topkap1 Palace Museum to share this information with me.

1% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/58; 9/77.

1% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/86: “Benim efendim sultanim: esnafdan gelen gerek rical-i devlet
tarafindan gelen evani-i nithasa vaz‘ olunan miihiir karanlik olmagla bir buguk vukiyye sem*‘-i ‘asel
tedariki i¢iin ferman eyleyesiz fi 14 Sevval.” (19 August, 1720). Vehbi also mentions this stamping
process in his sarname. Seyyid Vehbi, Sarname, 475.

95 TSM. inv. no. 25/111, 719, 112, 705, 106, 702, 709, 720, 109, 107,1349, 748.

1% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/39; 1/75; 8/36.
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copies survive among the archival documents, so we can certainly understand when
and by whom a particular type of utensil was delivered to the court officials. These
receipts were given to the artisans of the city, state officials, non-Muslims and to the
chief responsible officers of court institutions such as the treasury and imperial
armory. Lenders must have used these documents when they came back to the court
to take possession of their items after the end of the festival.

The major needs of the festival’s kitchen seem to have been copper
cauldrons, dishes and cooking pots. Nevertheless, various other types of utensils,
especially kitchenware items, were also needed for the preparations. One document
indicates that the clerks of the superintendent of the festival first recorded the
belongings of the imperial kitchen and the confectionary. Accordingly, the imperial
kitchen had 14 big cauldrons, 14 medium cauldrons, nine thin iron plates for
cooking, nine big skewers, and four pay-: kebab (a kind of utensil for portioning
kebap or a stand for cooking kebap). In addition, the imperial confectionary had 20
big cauldrons in its possession. A margin note above these items indicates that some
of them required repair.'®” These utensils however were not enough for the needs of
grand banquets. As Table 2 shows, the clerks also registered some other necessary

items that needed to be supplied from the outside.*®®

¥TBOA. D.BSM: SRH. 8/114: “elyevm mevciid olub ancak ba‘zilar1 ta‘mire mecburdur...”

The front side of the document indicates the menu of the festival; at the backside we see the lists of
belongings and other necessary items for the banquets.

198 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/114: “Zirde mestur olan mithimmit tasradan tedariki mecburdur.”
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Table 2. Some Necessary Utensils for the Service of the Imperial Banquets'*®

Type of the Utensil Size Necessary Number
Cooking Pot (Tencere) Big and medium 400
Cauldron (Kazgan) Big 20
Skewer (S7s) Big™ 30
Skewer (Sis) Medium 400
Skimmer (Kefgir) - 20
Ladle (Kepge) - 20
Skimmer and ladle for boiled rice and - 10
starch pudding with saffron

(Pilav ve zerde-i kefgir ma‘ kepge)

Pocket knife with razor (Ustura ¢akr) - 30

A hooked kitchen utensil for extracting - 15
pieces of meat that are stuck to the bottom

of a cooking pot

(Yahnikes)*™*

Iron shovel (Temmir kiirek) - 15

A portable? Stand (Safir ayak) - 10 pairs
Frying pan for kebap (Tabe-i kebab) - 5

A kind of utensil for portioning kebapora | - 10 pairs
stand for cooking kebap (Pay-i kebab)

Drainer (Siizgi) Big 5
Drainer (Siizgi) Middle 5
Copper plate for cooking (Sac-1 niihas) - 20
Large knife for cutting meat (E? satirt) - 40
Scythe (Twrpan) - 15
Large knife (Satir) - 20
Pastry board (Hamur tajtas:) - 10
Copping board (Kiyma tahtast) - 10
Rolling pin (Oklagva) - 25
Rollerc (Merdane) - 5

Metal plate with lid (Kapaklu elvah) - 20
Marrow [spoon (?)](//ik)*® - 20
Sieve for rice (Girbal-1 erz) - 5
Pickaxe (Kazma) - 10

Ax (Balta) - 10
Wooden skewer (Sis-i ¢iib) - 60
Large haircloth sack (Girar) - 15 pairs
Rope - 15 pairs
(Urgan)

Metal plate with [...]? (Tirpeze-i? elvah) - 10
Tray (Tebsi) - 200

A flat pan for baking flaky pastry with - 15
filling (Tabe-i borek)

At this point, a relevant question that needs to be raised is how the organizers of the

festival determined where to find the necessary items. One short document provides

9 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/114: “Lazim-1 mithimmat-1 mezkiirin der hidmet-i ziyafet-i siir-1 hiimaytn.”
200 At a personal conversation on 11.05.2017 with Omiir Tufan, the curator of the kitchen and imperial
confectionary section at Topkap1 Palace Museum has kindly informed me that there is one big skewer
preserved at the collection of the museum, which is approximately three meters at length. These kind
of big skewers must be used for roasting the lamp or sheep as a whole.

201 priscilla Mary Isin says that this kitchen utensil was mentioned among the registers of the imperial
kitchen in the fifteenth century. Isin, Osmanli Mutfak Sozligii, 402.

292 |n other registers | have encountered marrow spoons, so as a possibility, this might indicate
number of spoons made of marrow.
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illuminating insights on that matter. The document mentions types of necessary items
for the festival. Strikingly, a note in the document addresses the chief agha of the
imperial armory, asking him whether these aforementioned items were present
among the belongings of the imperial armory.?*® These necessary items were small,
medium, and large coffee ewers, washbowls for ablution, large and small jugs with
handles, brass coffee spoons, coffee boxes, copper bowls for pastry filled with thin
layers of cheese or other fillings, copper drainers for sorbet, copper hangings for
coffee and leather smelting stove. As the scribe of the document noted in red ink—
possibly at a later date—among the items on this list, only five large and five small
copper jugs with handles and five washbowls for ablution were available at the
imperial armory. What one understands from this request is that, lists of necessary
items were sent to the chief officials of court institutions such as the one in the
example of the imperial armory, to check whether they had these items or not.
According to the response from those places, the superintendent and his subsidiaries
determined the delivery or else looked for different solutions such as purchasing
them from the market.?** This document also illustrates clearly that the

communication between units of the court was based on documentation.

2.3.1 Borrowing utensils from court institutions and purchases from the market
The imperial armory seems to have been the first place to look for necessary items.
Indeed, in a book of registers all borrowed items from the imperial armory were

mentioned altogether as a separate entry.”® The list includes mainly copper utensils

2% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/30: “‘Izzetlii cebecibasi aga, defter olunan esya mevcid-1 cebehane var
midir, derhal yazub i‘lam edesiz.”

24 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/75; this document lists some of the purchased items for the imperial kitchen
and for the imperial banquets. Same information is also mentioned in one of the account books of the
festival see BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 25.

25 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/75, 4.
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as well as some other types of utensils for the use of festival’s kitchen. In the list, the
number of copper dishes (700 all told) attracts attention. In addition, 30,000 wooden
spoons were also listed among those items. These were some of the most essential
objects for banquet tables. Interestingly, when the account book of the festival that
was kept after the end of the festival and this list of borrowed items are evaluated

jointly,?%

one sees numerical differences between the numbers of delivery and their
return. As Table 3 indicates, some of these borrowed items must have been lost or
damaged during the course of the festival.

Table 3. Copper Utensils Borrowed From and Returned to the Imperial Armory®®’

Type of Copper Utensil Number Borrowed Number Returned
Dish (Sahan) 741 738
Cauldron of sekban corps (Kazgan-i sekban) 150 145
Large cauldron®™ (Kazgan-1 kebir) 32 -
Cooking Pot (Tencere) 150 135

Lid for cooking pot (Tencere kapagi) 150 118
Drainer (Siizgi) 25 23
Skimmer (Kefgir) 90 75
Ladle (Kepge) 90 74
Large laundry basin (Camasgir legeni) 5 5
Pickaxe (Kazma) 15 14

Iron shovel (4hen kiirek) 15 15

Iron ax (Ahen balza) 15 14
Copper steelyard (Kantar niihas) 100 57
Large] jug with handle (Giigiim) 40 18
Round kitchen tray (Sini-i marbal) 83 39
Wooden spoons (4gag kasik) 30,000°% 1,430
Large haircloth sack for glass workshops 15 pairs 8 pairs
(Girar-1 sisehdane)

Large haircloth sack for dishes (Girdr-1 sahan) | 3 pairs -

Large haircloth sack for castanet (Gurar-1 10 pairs 10 pairs
¢alpara)

Rope (‘Urgan) 15 pairs 10 pairs

The delivery of those items from the imperial armory to Abdurrahman Agha started

as early as 6-7 Sevval, (9-10 August, 1720).%*° Indeed, the deliveries did not happen

206 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 24. A copy of this page also exists as a separate document among the archival
documents. At the end of this document, the scribe indicated that those items that were listed in the
document were those remaining ones. D.BSM. SRH. 9/77: “...evani-i niihas ve mithimmat-1 sa’ireden
kusur kalandan...”

27 This list is made with a joint consideration of documents that registered the borrowed and returned
amounts. For borrowed amounts see BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/75, 4. For amounts returned see MAD.d.
1284, 24; D. BSM. SRH. 9/77.

2% This information is mentioned in another book of registers D.BSM. SRH. 2/10, fol. 2a.

29 These 30,000 spoons were delivered to officials of the superintendent of the festival on 12 Sevval
(17 August, 1132). Information is mentioned in BOA. D.B§SM. SRH. 1/65.
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all at once; rather, different types of utensil were given to Abdurrahman Agha on
different days. As we understand from some successive documents on that matter,
following the first phase of deliveries of the imperial armory on 6 and 7 Sevval, (9-10
August, 1720), after some days—on the 12", 13" and 15" Sevval (17, 18, 20 August,
1720)—the rest of the utensils were handed over for festival uses.?*

Besides the copper utensils or the kitchenware items, there were more
specific needs for imperial banquets. For instance, various tableware items, including

large and small dining spreads,**?

tablecloths, table napkins, and towels had to be
provisioned for the imperial banquets. Except for dining spreads, most of these items
seem to have been supplied from the imperial treasury. Indeed, among those items
there were valuable ones such as ebony spoons and spoons made of maritime ivory
and towels of certain types.?* It would not be wrong to assume that these more
valuable tableware items that originally belonged to the imperial treasury and were
used during the banguets for the highest-ranking guests and dignitaries of the state.
The pictorial representations of the festival provide some visual evidence of the
physical appearance of these high-ranking dining spreads. For instance, in the
paintings of Levni and Ibrahim, imperial tasters and halberdiers are seen holding
lidded copper dishes and sometimes ewers in their hands. On the banquet tables, the
food was typically served in copper dishes (without lids). Yet, in some of Levni’s

banquet paintings, one occasionally sees that the food was also served in porcelain

dishes and bowls (Fig. A1, A2). In addition to that, in Ibrahim’s banquet scenes,

20 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/34; 1/35.

2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/62; 1/74; 1/75 fol. 3b; 1/101.

212 According to the mention in the account books of the festival 15 big, 10 medium-sized leather
dining spread (sofra), and 10 big, 15 medium-sized long dining spread on which food is set in a line
(mesin simayt) were purchased for the imperial banquets. Moreover, 21 stout leather (kosele) big size
long dining spread and 17 stout leather dining spread were also purchased. BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 8;
MAD.d. 4729, 26; D.BSM. SRH. 9/75.

23 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/27; 8/57; D.BSM. SRH. 9/75.
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small blue and white porcelain bowls (Fig. A3, A4), in which possibly dried fruits
were served, were depicted. Parallel to these visual representations, among the
borrowed items from the treasury, 17 bowls of Kiitahiyye and 34 plates of Kiitahiyye
were mentioned. Therefore, Levni and Ibrahim must have paid attention to the use of
these objects in the banquets for dignitaries. Apart from that, in some paintings one
sees that, while they were seated around leather dining spreads, the guests covered
their legs with large long table napkins of different colors (Fig. A5, A6, A7). The
grand vizier on the other hand, in one episode that was painted by Ibrahim, was
depicted as covering his leg with a smaller size piece of embroidered cloth (Fig. A8).
Reflecting upon the visual testimony of these paintings, among the borrowed items
from the imperial treasury we see 18 large and medium sized, new table napkins and
33 embroidered food napkins.

There were various other kinds of tableware items that were used in the
dignitaries’ banquet tables. As seen in Table 4, a variety of tableware items were
borrowed from the imperial treasury for these banquets. Among the list there are
porcelain plates and bowls from Kiitahya, ebony, marrow, beautiful new spoons,
cloths used as handkerchieves from Mardin, embroidered napkins, colorful napkins

from Egypt and Tire, and incense burners and rose water flasks.***

24 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/58 indicates borrowed items from the imperial treasury and from the
imperial armory. Above each item, a note was added indicating its place of origin.

82



Table 4. Items Borrowed from the Imperial Treasury and Returned Amounts

215

Item Type Number Borrowed | Number Returned
Large knife for cutting meat - 24 -
(Lahm satirr)
Table spoon (Yemek kdgig) Mastic tree”’® (Sakiz) 210 162
Table spoon (Yemek kdsigi) New and beautiful (Yeni ziba) | 9 -
Rose marmalade spoon Bone 3 3
(Giilbegeker kasigi) (Kemik)
Table spoon (Yemek kdsigr) Ebony and maritime ivory 9 (8 ebony, 1 9
(Abanoz, balik disi) maritime ivory)
Marrow spoon (flik kasigr) Marrow (/lik) 2 1
Compote spoon (Hosab kasigi) | Bone (Kemik) 40 40
Compote spoon (Hosab kasig:) | Maritime ivory (Balik disi) 1 1
Compote spoon (Hosab kasigr) | White (Beyaz) 2 -
A cloth used as a towel during With pile, used 24 23
ablution (dbdest makramast) (Havl, miista ‘mel)
A cloth used as a handkerchief | From Mardin (Mardin) 6 6
[when serving] coffee (Kahve
makramast)
Napkin used for ablution From Egypt, used 1 1
(Abdest peskiri) (Musur, miista ‘mel)
A cloth used as a handkerchief | Used (Miista ‘mel)
for [wiping] grease (Yag 32 32
makramasi)
Chair cover (Iskemle pusidesi) | Colorful and made of silkor | 7 7
satin cloth (Elvan, sandal)
A cloth used as a Embroidery (Isleme) 33 33
handkerchief/towel [during]
dining (4s makramast)
Dining spread (Sofra) Big and medium size, used 18 18
(Kebir ve sagir, miista ‘mel)
Napkin (Pegkir) From Egypt, made of colorful | 10 10
silk and cotton, old
(Musur, alaca, miista ‘mel)
Napkin (Pegkir) [From] Tire, used 6 6
(Tire, miista ‘mel)
Napkin (Peskir) Havli, miista ‘mel 1 1
(With pile, used)
Bowl (Kase) From Kiitahya (Kiitahiyye) 17 17
Plate (Tabak) From Kiitahya (Kiitahiyye) 34 33
Incense burner and rose water Cloth of silk and warp and 7 7
flask (Buphirdan ma‘ giilabdan) | cotton (Helalr)
Tray cover (Tabla pusidesi) From Diyarbakir, printed 18 18
cloth, used (Diyarbekir bezi
basma, miista ‘mel)
Colored kerchief (Boyama) Used (Miista 'mel) 28 28
Cap Y (Kellepus) Broadcloth (Ciika) 627 570
Quilt (Yorgan) Used (Miista ‘mel) 77 77

215 This table is prepared with the joint consideration of two documents, the first indicating the
borrowed and the latter noting returned amounts of items to the imperial treasury. BOA. D.BSM.

SRH. 8/58; 9/77.

218 1 registers often it emerges as sakiz kasik, spoon made of mastic tree. Yet, in one instance it was
written as sakiz kasigi. As there was a certain type of spoon made out of mastic tree and due to its
frequent appearance as such | have followed the first definition. Yet, another possibility is that it
referred to a spoon used for eating mastic. For types of spoons used at the Ottoman palace see Bilgin,
“Klasik Donem Osmanli Sarayida Kullanilan,” 291, 301, 302.
27 These must have been used for sons of the dignitaries and of pages of the palace who were
circumcised during the festival. In Chapter 3, the numbers and social-statuses of those circumcised
boys and the rite of clothing, especially of boys across through the benefaction of the sultan the city

will be thoroughly addressed.
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One observes once again numerical differences between the borrowed and returned
numbers. Nevertheless, when compared to the items borrowed from the imperial
armory, the losses seem to have been minimal for the treasury. This must have been
related to the fact that these valuable items were for the use of the dignitaries only. In
addition, it would not be wrong to assume that the officials in charge must have paid
greater attention to the care of these items. As we learn from a later document, these
items were returned to the treasury on 1 Safer 1133 (2 December, 1720), almost two
months after the festival. The document indicates that these items were returned to
the treasury in person by Mehmed Agha, the deputy of the superintendent Halil
Efendi.*®

While the planners of the festival had surveyed belongings of a number of
court institutions (such as the imperial armory, the imperial confectionary and the
imperial treasury) and borrowed utensils from city dwellers, purchases from the
market still seem to have been inevitable. As we understand from a document of
redelivery and from the account books of the festival, these purchased utensils were
delivered to the imperial armory after the end of the festival.?*® As seen in Table 5,
on the list there are those necessary items already seen in Table 2 and other
additional needs, mainly for the festival kitchen and for the preparation and service

of the imperial banquets.

28 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/77: « Balada zikr olundug: vech iizere siir-1 hitan-1 hiimaytnda isti‘mal
olunan esya-y1 mezkure siir-1 hiimayiin emini olub hala matbah-1 ‘amire emini olan El Hac Halil
Efendi tarafindan adamlar1 vekil harct Mehemmed Aga yedinden bade’t-tamam ahz -u kabz ve vaz ‘-1
hazine eyledigimiz ecilden isbu mahale serh olind1. Fi Gurre-i Safer sene 1133 Bende Ahmed ser
hazine-i birtini.”

Y BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/75; MAD.d.1284, 25.
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Table 5. Utensils Purchased for the Imperial Festival®?°

Type Number
Copper thin plate for baking baklava (Niihas baklava sact) 19
Ewer with handle and large bowl (/brik ma ‘ legen) 1
Copper large drainer (Niihas kebir siizgi) 30
Copper frying pan for kebap (Niihas tabe-i kebab) 6
Copper hanging for coffee (Niihas kahve askusi) 8
Middle-sized hanging for coffee (Sagir kahve askisi) 17
Copper bowl (Niihas tas) 12
Coffee ewer (Kahve ibrigi) 11
Coffee tray with copper sides??? (Niihas kenarl: kahve tebsisi) 1
Metal drinking jug (Masraba) 1
Copper sherbet bowl (Niihas serbet tasi) 3
Sherbet drainer made of felt (Kege siizgi-i esribe) 3
Copper felt (?) for kebap®® (Niihas kege-i kebab) 5
Large, stout leather long-table (Kebir kosele simat) 21
Stout leather dining spread (Kdosele sofra) 17
Brass coffee spoon (Piring kahve kasigi) 4
Stout leather sherbet bag and brass tap (Késele serbet filiimu mi ‘ piring musluk) *= 19
Large steelyard for weighting used by butchers (Kebir kanzar-i kassab) 1
Large knife for cutting meat (Kiyma satiiri) 24
Skewer for fish (Mahi sisi) 42
Leather basket for bread (Sarag¢li sepet-i nan) 17
Middle size skewer for kebap made of iron (Ahen sagir kebab sisi) 250
Big skewer for kebap made of iron (4hen kebir kebab sisi) 34
Tripot cooking pot/cooking stand (?) made of iron [that is used for cooking] kebap 19
(Ahen kaz ayagi-i1 kebab)

Razor and knife made of iron (4hen ustura ve bigak) 12
A hooked kitchen utensil for taking meat out of the cooking pot (Yaknikes) 11
Used, Frankish string for roof ridge®* (Miista ‘mel frengi sicim-i mahya) 161
Wooden dining spread (4ga¢ sofra) 15
Used stout rope (Miista ‘mel ‘urgan) 31
Wooden circular tray (4gag¢ tabla) 91
Pastry board (Hamir tahtasi) 13
Boxwood oil lamp [for making] roof ridge (Simsir kandil-i mahya) 1,200
Small case for oil lamp (Kutu-: kandil) 6,000
Coffee box (Kahve kutust) 2

Although all these lists illustrate a large portion of the necessary utensils that were
either borrowed or purchased for the festival’s kitchen and imperial banquets, there
were certainly other objects that were provisioned by the court. For example, one
short document points out some extra provisions that were not mentioned in the
aforementioned lists. Accordingly, two days prior to the start of the festival, on 13

Zi’l-ka ‘de 1132 (16 September, 1720), certain tableware items were delivered to the

220 This table is prepared through a joint consideration of BOA. SRH. 9/75, MAD.d. 1284, 25 and also
SRH. 8/27, 8/58. In these documents the objects were mentioned in different ordinance.

221 In BOA. SRH. 9/75 and MAD.d. 1284, 25 it appears as kendrl: tebsi, yet in other documents we
see a more detailed definition as niihas kenarli kahve tepsisi. See SRH. 8/27; 8/58.

222 |n BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 25 it is written as such but in SRH: 9/75 it was written as kece-i kebab.

2 In BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/75 and MAD.d. 1284, 25 it was written as pirin¢ musluk, yet in SRH.
8/58 one sees the full definiton of the object.

24 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/58 mentions it as old, Frankish string.
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chief imperial taster.”® In this list of items were 300 spoons made of mastic (tree)
and 100 spoons for compote. As seen in Table 4, a certain number of these types of
spoon was mentioned among the borrowed items from the imperial treasury. Yet, this
borrowed number was less than the number of spoons delivered to the chief imperial
taster. Therefore, the remaining ones were possibly purchased from the market.
Likewise, in the account book of the festival, in addition to other types of skewer,
1,200 wooden skewers, each purchased for six akce, were noted.?®® Yet, in the
aforementioned list there is no mention of wooden skewers. Although 60 wooden
skewers were noted as being necessary for the kitchen’s uses, this number is less
than the actual number purchased. These examples signify that the provisions for the

festival were even more extensive than the extant documents suggest.

2.3.2 Utensils from the officials, utensils from the city

In addition to securing utensils and necessary items from court institutions and
purchasing them from the market, the Ottoman court borrowed a substantial number
of utensils and tableware items from officials of the state and from city dwellers. As
has already been mentioned before, in the early August, the imperial court had
notified its officials and dwellers of the city on their obligatory contribution to the
festival. These orders clearly stated that the superintendent of the festival and his
clerks had to keep extensive registers for documenting this borrowing process.
Thanks to these documents, we are able to understand some of the previously
unknown details of this borrowing process, such as the types and exact number of
utensils each particular group had to contribute, their delivery to the court, and

differences between the number requested and the number delivered. Interestingly,

22 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/189.
226 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 26,27.
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we also learn that, besides 11 pious foundations, the non-Muslims, guildsmen of the
city, officials of the state and the inhabitants of three particular districts—
Okmeydani, Kagithane and Vezneciler—had to contribute to the festival by lending
their copper dishs and cooking pots.??” Unfortunately, for this latter group, the details
of the borrowing process, for example, which household was supposed to contribute
and how the number of contributions was determined are not known. Maybe the
functionaries of the festival collected these utensils from the dwellers on a random
basis. This might be the reason behind the silence of the documents on the details.
Table 6 indicates the total number of contributions expected from various
groups for the festival. One encounters a very similar table at the end of one of the
books of registers. The title of this register reads “this is the book that records copper
utensils that will be taken from the officials of the state and from elsewhere.”??®
Inside the book of registers, the clerks noted the name of each particular official and
his expected contribution. At the end, we see a summary table recording the expected
borrowings from the officials and from the city. Interestingly, when examined
thoroughly, it appears that all groups were supposed to lend different types of
utensils. For instance, the officials of the state had to lend certain tableware items
such as trays, bowls, dishes, napkins, ewers and basins while the guildsmen, non-

Muslims and the residents of three districts of the city had to contribute cauldrons,

cooking pots and copper dishs.

22T BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/114.
222 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/36: “rical-i devletten ve gayri mahallerden cem‘ ve muhassal olunacak
evani-i nithasii defteridir. Der sene 1132.”
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Table 6. Number and Types of Utensils Requested®*®

@ 2 g8
JE| B 2|8 |B |& |8 | B |2
@ =] [5) — [<5) _— D = 4
e ©3 E S |x3| P> |€>| 2S5 |28 & S
§ S8 73 S|3E| SE |88 83 |6838| B o
Officials of
the State 27 94 182 | 126 84 670
Eleven
Religious
Foundations 22 22 22
of the City
Inhabitants of
Kagithane,
Ok Meydani, | 15 1.500 | 150
Vezneciler?®
Armenians 8 1,500 100
Greeks 7 1,500 | 200
Guildsmen of
the City = 3,000 | 300
Total 67 22 22 27 94 182 | 126 84 8,170 | 750

As the title of the book suggests, this must have been a preparatory register to
determine the expected quantities of borrowings. For some reason, in the account
book of the festival, these requested amounts were recorded as actual borrowed
amounts.?*! Crediting this information, however, would mislead us because luckily,
other books of registers recorded actual delivery amounts.?*? Thus, we understand
that some of those lenders did not contribute through the expected amounts. Indeed,
one shall also cross check this information with the receipts that were issued by
Abdurrahman Agha to lenders. From these documents one also learns the exact dates

of those deliveries.

22 This table is made with joint consideration of a number of books of registers and documents
including BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/36; 8/124; 1/111; MAD.d. 1284, 62-69.

230 In SRH. 8/36 the clerk simply noted sekeneha (the inhabitants). Yet, thanks to another document
we understand which districts comprised those inhabitants. In BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/114, the back
side of the page at the bottom left reads: “sekaneha-y1 kagidhane ve okmeydan ve vezneciler.”

1 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 62-69.

2% For the book of registers that noted the actual delivery amount of officials’ utensils see BOA.
D.BSM. SRH. 1/39; for those of the guildsmen D.BSM. SRH. 1/75.
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When these sources are analyzed altogether, it appears that the guildsmen of
the city and the churches did not supply all the demanded amounts. The officials of
the state, on the other hand, seem to have contributed exactly the expected amounts.

Who were these officials of the state? They comprised the chief janissary
aghas and their stewards, aghas, stewards and clerks of the corps of the imperial
armory, of the imperial artillery, of sekban and silahdar corps, members of the
imperial chancery, retired members of the imperial chancery, aghas of the imperial
court, trustees of sultanic foundations, and superintendents of the state.”* These
officials were supposed to contribute six different types of tableware items. Yet it
appears that some could lend five items or some could solely deliver three out of the
six. This must have been something predicted in advance because, as seen in Table 6,
the expected quantities of different type of utensils varied. For example, while 670
dishes with lids were listed among those expected borrowings, the number of silk
napkins was only 27. This indicates that when determining what to borrow and from
whom, the superintendent of the festival and his clerks must have had prior
knowledge about the material belongings of the officials. Additionally, this situation
implies, albeit indirectly, that the possession of some items such as silk napkins was
something related to one’s social status in the hierarchical organization of the
military or bureaucracy.”* Following this interpretation, only the highest-ranking
members of military corps and the chief members of the various chancery branches
were able to lend silk napkins for the festival banquets.?*> Besides the type of the

items, the quantity might also designate social status. For instance, the higher-

23 BOA. D.BSM: SRH. 1/39, 8/36; MAD.d. 1284, 64-69.

234 possession of certain types of objects often designates the social-economic status of its owner.
Various books of registers of the Ottoman court and the inheritance inventories containing assets and
belongings of deceased individuals are the most significant sources for the study of this subject. See
Faroghi and Neumann eds. Illuminated Table and Prosperous House; Quataert ed. Consumption
Studies.

#5 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/39.
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ranking officials seem to have lent either two or three soup bowls. Yet, the lower-
ranking members typically gave only one utensil to the officials of the festival.

The court officials’ delivery process seems to have begun as early as mid-
August. The earliest surviving documents certify the delivery date of 8 Sevval 1132
(13 August, 1720). On that date, the chief imperial treasurer, Ahmed Agha, and
Hafiz Efendi from the account bureau of the treasury (mufkdasebe-i hazine) had
handed over their tableware items to Abdurrahman Agha.?*® Parallel to the
aforementioned suggestion that there was a relationship between one’s social-
political status and the number and type of utensils one might contribute, while
Ahmed Agha delivered silk napkins for the use of festival banquets, Hafiz Efendi did
not.

As the backsides of the receipts show, the officials of the state personally
delivered those items to Abdurrahman Agha. These deliveries seem to have
continued until the end Sevval, the first days of September.?*” The concentration of a
huge number of receipts between 8 and 29 Sevval (13 August-3 September, 1720)
urges us to surmise that a large portion of the delivery process must have been
realized between those dates. From an organizational point of view, this seems
highly plausible because the festival began on 18 September. Thus, bringing all
necessary utensils and tableware items for the use of the imperial festival two weeks
before the inauguration might have been related to the deliberate planning of the
officials. Indeed, in the first days of September, the major preoccupation of the
superintendent and his subsidiaries seem to have been the distribution of daily
foodstuffs to the assigned functionaries and performers, and the allocation of

necessary items to the court officials that would reside in their tents throughout the

20 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/40; 1/41.
237 The last surviving document of this type dates 29 Sevval 1132 (3 September, 1720). BOA. D.BSM.
SRH. 1/183.
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festival period.?*® For all these reasons, the supply and delivery of utensils and
tableware items must have been finished before the start of the festival.

Where the guildsmen of the city are concerned, their period of delivery seems
to have been shorter than that of the officials of the state. The guild of shoe makers-
sellers made the earliest delivery on 10 Sevval (15 August, 1720) and the barbers of
the city made the last one on 20 Sevval (25 August, 1720). While the majority of the
receipts mention the name of the guildsmen who made the delivery to Abdurrahman
Agha, only a few indicate whether this man had a specific duty in the organization of
the guild. In a few such cases, we see that the steward of that particular guild made
the delivery.?*® When it comes to the types and quantity of utensils, each of 29 guilds
and their subsidiaries were asked to contribute on a different basis. As Table 7
shows, broadly speaking the majority of the guilds were asked to lend copper dishes,
but in diversified amounts. From some guilds, cauldrons, trays and cooking pots
were also requested.

When all documents are examined, it emerges that some guilds were not able
to contribute the expected amounts and types of utensils. Especially interesting in
this respect is a particular book of registers dated 5 Sevval (10 August, 1720). The
opening page of the book of registers is headed “this is the declaration of the copper
utensils of the guildsmen that were ordered for the imperial circumcision festival.”*°
We see that each guild’s name and their expected contribution amount was recorded
in the book’s pages. In addition to this information, strikingly, underneath the name
of each guild, the clerks opened another entry entitled “delivery” (teslim). There,

clerks noted the exact quantities and types of delivery and the total weight of the

238 See 255 documents that roughly date 8 Zi'l-ka ‘de -14 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1132 (11 September-17
September 1720) in BOA. D.BSM. SRH. Folder 2.

29 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/99; 1/114.

2% The book is made up of six folios. See BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/75, fol. 1a: “stir-1 hiimaytn-1 hitan
i¢lin esnaftan ferman olunan nithas evani beyanidir. Fi 5 Sevval.”
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delivered copper utensils so that one can clearly understand which guilds were able
to contribute the expected amount and expected type and which were not. Although
for many guilds, this book of registers did not mention the date of delivery, the
receipts that were issued by the vekil harc-: hassa-1 sehriyari Abdurrahman Agha
upon the delivery of utensils clarify that matter. Thanks to these documents, we are
able to learn the exact days of the delivery for the majority of the guilds, which can
ben seen in Table 7.

Another interesting piece of information that we derive from this book of
registers is that clerks seem to have revised some of their notes indicating the types
of utensils. As has been mentioned above, the clerks started preparing this book of
registers on 5 Sevval (10 August, 1720), when the expected quantities of contribution
for each guild was recorded in the book. Yet, one day later, on 6 Sevval (11 August,
1720), some parts of the book of registers seem to have been revised. Accordingly,
the expected type of utensils for 11 guilds was cancelled and replaced by another
type of utensil.?** Thus, while the number of expected utensils from these guilds
remained the same, their type was revised. Parallel to that, these guilds contributed
through this revised information. This sudden revision in the book implies that
possibly a clerical mistake occurred during the copying process, which was promptly

corrected on the next day.

1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/75, fol. 3b, 4a, 4b.
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Table 7. Guilds’ Contributions of Copper Utensils for the Festiva

|242

Guild Name Expected type Delivered Total Date of the
and quantity quantity weight delivery

Guild of bakers and subsidiaries 120 copper dishes | 120 copper dishes | 100 vukiyye | 15 Sevval

(Esnaf~1 habbazan ve yamaklar) and 39 lids

Guild of butchers and 150 copper dishes | 150 copper dishes | 122.5 -

subsidiaries (Esnaf~1 kassaban- and 50 lids vukiyye

ganem ve bakar ve yamakan)

Guild of grocers, fruit vendors 200 copper dishes | 200 copper dishes | 146 vukiyye | 13 Sevval

and subsidiaries and 56 lids

(Esnaf-i bakkalan ve yas

yemigciler ve yamakan)

Guild of candle makers 80 copper dishes | 80 copper dishes | 58 vukiyye | 12 Sewval

(Esnaf~1 mumciyan) and 30 lids

Guild of new and old shoe 400 copper dishes | 399 copper dishes | 386 vukiyye | 10 Sevval

makers/sellers and subsidiaries and 92 lids

(Haffafan-1 cedid ve kéhne ma

yamakan)

Guild of dealers in sheep’s 200 copper dishes | 200 copper dishes | 139 vukiyye | 11 Sevval

trotters and artisans of the old and 50 lids

bazaar and subsidiaries

(Esnaf~1 pagaciyan ma‘ bezastan-

1 ‘atik ve yamaklar)

Guild of broadcloth 100 copper dishes | 100 copper dishes | 90 vukiyye | 12 Sewval

makers/sellers and makers of and 30 lids and 30 lids

baggy trousers (Esnaf-:

cukaciyan ve ¢aksirciyan)

Guild of cloth merchants and 200 copper dishes | 200 copper dishes | 183 vukiyye | 16 Sevval

subsidiaries and 100 lids and 80 lids

(Esnaf-1 bezzazan ve yamaklar)

Guild of iron tip makers and 50 copper dishes | 50 copper dishes | 37 vukiyye | 11 Sewval

subsidiaries (Esnaf~ na ‘Igaciyan | and 17 lids and 17 lids

ma ‘ yamaklar)

Guild of gun makers and 50 copper dishes | 40 copper dishes | 29.5 15 Sevval

subsidiaries (Esnaf~ tifeiikciyan and 10 lids vukiyye

ma ‘ yamaklar)

Guild of mohair makers 2 10 copper dishes | 10 copper dishes | 14.5 14 Sewval

(Esnaf-1 sofciyan) and 10 lids and 10 lids vukiyye

Guild of gunstock makers and 50 copper dishes | 20 copper dishes | 17.5 16 Sevval

subsidiaries (Esnaf~ kundakciyan | and 5 lids and 5 lids vukiyye

ma ‘ yamaklar)

Guild of timber merchants®* 30 copper dishes, | 30 copper dishes | 38 vukiyye | 16 Sewval

(Esnaf-1 kerasteci) 28 lids and 28 lids

Guild of barbers and subsidiaries | 300 copper dishes | 300 copper dishes | 187.5 11 Sevval

(Esndf-1 berberan ve yamaklar) and 50 lids and 25 lids?*® vukiyye and 20

Sevval

242 In this table I have followed the ordinance and the exact way the names of the guilds mentioned in
BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/75. Besides, the account book of the festival (BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 62-63) and
delivery receipts of the utensils as seen in D.BSM. SRH. 1/44; 1/51; 1/52; 1/53; 1/61; 1/62; 1/63;
1/81; 1/82; 1/83; 1/103; 1/105; 1/108; 1/111; 1/116; 1/117; 1/120; 1/140, 1/137 have also been
considered.

243 This guild is not mentioned as a separate guild in the account book of the festival (BOA. MAD.d.
1284) yet one sees that it was mentioned SRH. 1/75. Indeed, among the surviving documents there is
also the delivery receipt of this guild as one sees in BOA. D. BSM. SRH. 1/82.

24 This guild is not mentioned as a separate guild in the account book of the festival (BOA. MAD.d.
1284) yet, one sees that it was mentioned SRH. 1/75. Indeed, among the surviving documents there is
also the delivery receipt of this guild as one sees in BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/120.

3 In BOA. SRH. 1/75 it was written that they delivered 300 dishes and 50 lids and the total weight
was 187.5 vukiyye but actually the delivery receipts show that they delivered 300 dishes and 25 lids
with the same total weight. Thus, these indicate that the clerk of SRH. 1/75 seems to have made a
clerical mistake when recording the delivery amount.
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Guild Name Expected type Delivered Total Date of the
and quantity quantity weight delivery
Guild of tailors (Esnaf-: 350 copper dishes | 350 copper dishes | 135.5 -
hayyatan) and 80 lids Vukiyye
Guild of silk manufacturers and 100 copper dishes | 100 copper dishes | 87 vukiyye | 19 Sewval
subsidiaries (Esnaf-1 gazzazan and 33 lids
ma‘ follaciyan ve yamaklar)
Guild of herbalists/perfumers and | 350 copper dishes | 350 copper dishes | 253.5 15 Sevval
subsidiaries®®® (Esnaf ‘attaran and 37 lids vukiyye
ve yamaklar)
Guild of wool fluffers and 50 cooking pots 50 trays 118 vukiyye | 12 Sevval
subsidiaries (Esnaf-1 hallacan (replaced with)
ma ‘ yamaklar) 50 baklava trays
Guild of cooks and subsidiaries 60 cooking pots 60 trays 90 vukiyye | 16 Sevval
(Esnaf-1 ascryan ma ‘ yamaklar) (replaced with)
60 round trays
Guild of sword makers and 70 cooking pots 70 trays 113 vukiyye | 18 Sewval
subsidiaries (Esnaf-1 kilicciyan (replaced with)
ma ‘ yamaklar) 70 baklava trays
Guild of bow and arrow makers 20 cooking pots 20 trays 40 vukiyye | 14 Sewval
(Esnaf-1 kemangeran) (replaced with)
20 round trays
Guild of blacksmiths and 20 cooking pots 20 trays 40 vukiyye -
subsidiaries (Esnaf~i na ‘lbendan | (replaced with)
ma ‘ yamaklar) 20 round trays
Guild of hair rope makers and 25 cooking pots 20 cooking pots 149.5 14 Sevval
subsidiaries (Esnaf~1 muytaban ve Vukiyye
yamaklar)
Guild of packsaddle makers and 12 cooking pots 12 trays 28 vukiyye | 12 Sewval
subsidiaries (Esnaf-1 semerciyan | (replaced with)
ma ‘ yamaklar) 12 baklava trays
Guild of tinsmiths and 13 cooking pots 13 trays 21 vukiyye | -
subsidiaries (Esnaf~1 kalaycryan (replaced with)
ve yamaklar) 13 round trays
Guild of coach drivers and 10 cooking pots 10 trays 18 vukiyye | 12 Sewval
subsidiaries (Esnaf~t ‘arabaciyan | (replaced with)
ve yamaklar) 10 baklava trays
Guild of armorers and 5 cooking pots 5 trays 11 vukiyye | 10 Sewval
subsidiaries (Esnaf~i cebeciyan (replaced with) 5
ma ‘ yamaklar) trays
Guild of coppersmiths and 5 cauldrons and 5 cauldrons, 15 - -
subsidiaries (Esnaf-1 kazganciyan | 15 cooking pots trays
ma ‘ yamaklar) (replaced with)
15 baklava trays
Guildsmen of Saraghane and 10 cauldrons 10 cauldrons - -
subsidiaries (Esnaf~1 Saragchane
ma ‘ yamaklar)

Seeing the numerical differences between the expected and delivered amounts, one
speculates about whether some registers of the court were up to date or whether a
kind of negotiation took place between those guilds and the assigned officials on the
borrowing of utensils. A particularly striking case in that matter is the example of the

Orthodox Greek contribution. As recorded in the account books of the festival, they

248 The subsidiaries of this guild include the guild of ketenciyan that delivered 50 copper dishes and 20
lids and sem ‘~i ‘asel sellers that delivered 17 lids. This information is recorded in BOA. SRH. 1/75 fol
2b and also in delivery receipt of ketenciyan D.BSM. SRH. 1/99.
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were supposed to contribute 1,500 copper dishes, 200 cooking pots and 7
cauldrons.?*” However, other documents such as the receipt of delivery and a book of
registers show that they contributed less than half, as they lent only 500 copper
dishes and 50 cooking pots.>*® This raises the possibility that the non-Muslim
religious institutions of the city, just as some of the guilds, were not eager to lend
huge numbers of utensils for use at the festival— items which they would not be able
to take back for months. Although the documents are silent on the background of this
process, | think a kind of a negotiation might have happened between lenders and the
court officials on that matter. In the end, the lenders seem to have given what they
could for the festival. This aspect of the provisioning process, | think, also signifies
an indirect social tension on the part of obligatory contributors. Indeed, Suraiya
Faroghi has also noted a similar tension among the guildsmen on the preparation of
their customary/obligatory gifts to the sultan.?*® These obligations, which took place
behind the scenes, must have been a burden for the limited material resources of the
inhabitants of the city, without whom the staging of such a grand-scale festival

would not have been possible.

2.4 Preparing symbolic objects of display: Na/:ls and candy gardens

One of the most dramatic moments during the 1720 imperial circumcision festival
was the procession of four giant na/:/s, forty small na/:/s and four candy gardens in
the imperial city. As narratives of the festival related, at the end of the public festival,
the celebrations continued for one more week at the imperial palace until the

circumcision ritual of the crown princes on 7 Zi’l-hicce (10 October, 1720). One day

T BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 63. Also recorded in BOA. D.BSM.SRH. 1/75, fol. 3b, 4a.

8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/75, fol. 6b; D.BSM. SRH. 1/111, this document indicates that the delivery
was made on 16 Sevval (21 August, 1720).

29 Faroghi, “Bringing Gifts and Receiving Them,” 399, 400.
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before this ritual, the circumcision procession took place in the imperial city. The
naki/s— large and small—and candy gardens that had already been prepared at the
Old Palace were displayed in the city in a pompous procession of court elites,
members of the religious hierarchy, and soldiers. The procession started from the Old
Palace, passed through Vezneciler, Saraghanebasi, and Aksaray, and then from
Divanyolu they marched through Laleli Cesme, Eski Darphane, Valide Hamami
before finally reaching the New Palace. Four of these na/:/s were so large that it was
not possible to pass through the gate that opened to Bayezid Square; thus, a
temporary door was constructed in situ. Moreover, roofs of some buildings along the
procession’s route, between Miskg¢iler Kapisi (that opened to Vezneciler) and New
Palace, had to be destroyed as well.?*°

These objects, especially the na/u/s, were indispensible material items at
wedding and circumcision ceremonies. Such symbolic objects that were made out of
wax and wood and heavily decorated with fruits, flowers, spices, and mirrors were
often carried in front of the wedding and circumcision processions of both Muslims
and non-Muslims. When there was a wedding, the family of the bride and when there
was a circumcision, the family of the boy had to commission a na/:/. It is argued that
carrying a virtual palm tree in front of a procession was an ancient Greek rite
symbolizing renewal and fertility in feasts welcoming the spring.?®* Another
meaning derives from the Arabic tradition, from the commemorative ceremonies of
Muharram, when the martyrdom of the Prophet’s grandsons was mourned by

carrying a najul symbolizing the coffin of the martyrs.?*? Although the origin of

250 Seyyid Vehbi, Siarname, 680-682; Hafiz Mehmed, Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 227.

! Mehmed Zeki Pakalin notes that carrying na/:/ in front of a parade dates back to the ancient Greek
Dionysus/spring feasts. Pakalin, Osmanli Tarih Deyimleri ve Terimleri, v. I, 642. And, “Osmanl
Diigiinlerinde Nahillar,” 16-18; Nutku, “Ttiirk Senliklerinde Gii¢ ve Bolluk Simgesi”; Arslan, Osmanli
Saray Diigtinleri, v. 1, 194-208.

%52 Information cited in Rahimi, “Nahils, Circumcision Rituals, and The Theatre State,” 101.
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carrying na/uls in Ottoman wedding and circumcision rituals is obscure, Hammer-
Purgstall was the first to comment on the symbolic meaning of such objects. As he
noted, these objects were symbols of virile strength and fecundity and they were
indispensible parts of royal weddings and circumcision festivals.?* In addition to this
interpretation, these objects shall also be seen as symbols embodying the rite of
passage that designated the change of social status and the gender role of the bride
and the circumcised boy.***

Starting with the sixteenth century, contemporary narratives and testimonies
of European observers provide details on material and visual representatins of these
objects, particularly on those that were displayed during royal wedding and
circumcision celebrations. For example, in the wedding festival of the grand vizier
Ibrahim Pasha in 1524, ten slaves walking at the beginning of the procession were
carrying golden na/uls in their hands.?®® Additionally, two large na/uls that were
commissioned by the grand vizier and his best man were also displayed. These big
pieces were made out of 60,000 and 40,000 different objects, respectively.?® In the
1582 imperial circumcision festival, the total number of na/:/s was 150, four of
which were giant—higher than 24 meters—and were carried by 100 men.?’
Similarly, in the 1675 and 1720 festivals, small na/:/s and a number of giant na/uls
were prepared for sumptuous displays during imperial processions.

In addition to na/u/s, during these special occasions sugar figures in the shape

of various animals, fruits, flowers, imaginary creatures, objects, and castles were also

23 Information cited in And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 238; for the original reference see Hammer-Purstall,
Historie de I’Empire, vol. V1I1, 150-151.

4 For different types of rites of passage in the Western European context see Muir, Ritual in Early
Modern Europe, 21-61; also see Turner, The Ritual Process.

2% Cited in And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 243; for the original reference Marino Sanuto, | Diari (1879-1903),
XXXV, 507.

2% And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 243.

2T And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 246, 247; for the original source see Nicolas von Haunolth, “Particular
Verzechnuzs was ceremonien,” 460, 470.
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prepared. In the 1582 festival, for example, these were made in the shape of
elephants, camels, horses, tigers, lions, fish, monkeys, giraffes, peacocks, giant
phoenix, mermaids, castles, fountains, flowers, and different fruits. In totality, 171
kantar (9,652.779 kg) of sugar was used for the preparation of these statutes and,
with all other expenses, including the wages of the Jewish confectioners, the total
cost was 366,437 ak¢e.”® In the 1675 festival, there were 120 different types of
sugar figures, including an ostrich, a bear, a hound, a swan, an elephant, an aries, a
pelican, cattle. For this special event, confectioners were brought from Venice.**® For
the 1720 festival, although textual narratives do not specify the types of those sugar
figures, in pictorial representations (Fig. A9, A10), we see that there were
confections in the shape of various animals and fruits that were carried on trays. The
painting of Ibrahim provides more detail on that matter because, unlike Levni, he
depicted 40 different sugar figures that were carried by the members of the Imperial
dockyard. In his composition, which seem to have been left partly unpainted, (Fig.
A9) one sees a lion, rabbits, a peacock, a monkey, different birds, an Aries, an
elephant, a goat, a tiger, swans, and objects such as a carriage, a castle, a flower vase
and a ewer, all made of sugar.

Such three dimensional sugar figures were an indispensible part of the
European feasts as well. By the mid-fifteenth century, elaborate models made of
sugar had become fashionable all over European courts. These confections were

made from sugar paste, which was often prepared by mixing powdered sugar with

258 Metin And gives the reference of a book of registers from the Topkap: Palace Museum Archives
(TSMA.d. 10015), as the original source of this information. Nevertheless, although | have checked
the same book of registers and another book (TSMA.d. 10022) on the same festival, | have seen that
unfortunately they do not include such information. May be the inventory number of the cited book of
registers might have changed. And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 88.

29 Arslan, Osmanl: Saray Diigiinleri ve Senlikleri, v. 4-5, 488; Vandal, L’ Odysee d’'un Ambassadeur,
197.
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gum mastic or gum tragacanth, and egg whites, which were then, colored.?*
Sometimes for malleability, instead of gummastic or tragacanth, inedible substances
such as glue were also used.?®* These sugar figures were both part of the
entertainment in form of sumptuous display, and they were indirect expressions of
the princely magnificence in festive occasions.”® Until the mid-seventeenth century,
they were mostly edible items, which were put on display as decorative table items
during the feasts and were distributed to the servants when the occasion ended. Yet,
by the late seventeenth century sugar, figures began to be prepared as inedible table
decorations. This change was largely related to the fact that, by the eighteenth-
century, sugar became relatively more affordable for a larger group of consumers in
Europe. Thus, it gradually lost its signification as “material distinction and courtly
prestige.”?®® Ottoman uses of sugar figures that were carried on trays (seker

tasviri)®®*

during the imperial festivals indicate interesting parallels to this situation.
Testimonies from the 1582 and 1675 imperial festivals indicate that, during these
occasions, sugar figures were edible items. In the 1582, festival sugar figures were
distributed among the guests and the remaining pieces were given to the people®® in
the 1675 festival upon an official permission the audience scrambled all sugar
confections.?®® Nevertheless, for the 1720 imperial festival, sources do not make such

a reference. From a short document that recorded the required quantity of some

materials that were used for the preparations of sugar figures we learn that at least

260 Mason, Sugar and Plums, 137-149.

**L |bid.149.

%2 Imorde, “Edible Prestige,” 105.

%63 Starting with the mid-seventeenth century sugar became more available to the growing number of
urban bourgeoisie in the Europe. Yet, broadly speaking until the beginning of the nineteenth century it
was still regarded as a luxurious commodity for ordinary people and entered kitchens of simple house
only afterwards. See Mintz, Sweetness and Power.

264 Mentioned as such in BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/16; D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, fol. 3a.

25 And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 91. For the original reference see Haunoult, “Particular Verzechnuzs was
Ceremonien” 472.

266 7orlutuna, “XVIL. Yiizyili Ikinci Yarisinda,” 281.
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some of them included non-edible items such as chemical red, yellow paint, and
yellow glue with indications that they were were to be used by painter/designers.?®’
This information indicates that such sugar figures that were carried on trays during
the royal processions might have been transformed into inedible display objects,
implying a parallelism with the contemporary European practice. Yet, it is worth
mentioning that sugar was still a luxury commodity for a major part of the Ottoman
society in the eighteenth century. Thus, the main reason behind the changing
function of those sugar figures cannot be the same as the European case. Perhaps this
change was related to the Ottomans’ interest in appropriating new trends in the
European courts. Parallel to that, as has been mentioned above, for the 1675 festival,
confectioners were brought from Europe. During the 1720 festival, on the other
hand, some of the confectioners were Jewish masters,?®® who might have been
trained in or aware of contemporary European practices in the field of confectionary
making.

Besides these smaller-scale portable sugar figures, in the 1675 and 1720
festivals there was an additional type of object, namely big candy gardens. Inside
these three dimentional garden representations, there were kiosks surrounded by
fountains, trees, flowers and birds, mostof which were made of sugar and
confections. These were incredibly costly projects. Even if one considers solely the
enormous amount of sugar that was used for their preparation, one grasps the scope
of the luxury. For instance, in the 1720 circumcision festival, 5,627 vukiyye

(7,219.131 kg) sugar was used just for the preparation of candy gardens and, for

2T BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/107: “Cedid siparis olunan tablalara verilecek: nakkas iciin tatkal sari 1
vukiyye, nakkas i¢iin siiliigen 350 dirhem, nakkas i¢lin sar1 boya 1 vukiyye, 20 dirhem (...), nakkas
i¢lin siiliigen boya 2 vukiyye...”

%8 See BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/173, 3, 5, 6.
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smaller-scale sugared forms. Indeed, this was almost two times more than the total
amount of sugar utilized for preparing dishes for the imperial banquets.?*

Spending such a huge amount of money for preparing these objects signifies
that they were charged with additional semiotic meanings. Without any doubt, their
size, height and luxury symbolized the wealth, magnificence and power of the
commissioner and the actual owner of the object, that is, the bride or the crown
prince. Yet, one shall also draw a conceptual parallelism between the utilization of
such hyperbolic material forms in Ottoman festivals and medieval as well as early
modern European carnivals.?” In his analysis of medieval carnivals, Bakhtin
discusses the hyperbolic grotesque, a cosmic and universal concept that was often
put in display in the exaggerated form of valuable materials and foodstuffs in popular
festive forms.?* This material hyperbole indeed was a positive image representing
the superabundance, productivity and growth, and which also promised a kind of a
utopian affluence during the temporality of the festive occasion.?’? I think the
excessive uses of valuable materials for constructing these objects and their
exaggerated forms relied on a very similar concept of the utopian abundance that was
accessible to all people, albeit on a different basis and temporally. Yet, in the
particular Ottoman context, the source of this material superabundance was the
benefaction of the sultan. Therefore, conceptually only through his will this utopian
affluence could be available. Conceived from this framework, I think these giant and

luxurious objects can be perceived as incarnations of the sultan’s benefaction in the

form of conspicuous display.

9 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, s. 28.

2% such a conceptual parallelism between Ottoman festival forms and the concept of the carnival was
first proposed to the literature by Derin Terzioglu in her seminal study on the 1582 circumcision. See
Terzioglu, “The Imperial Circumcision Festival”.

2"t Bakthin, Rabelais and His World, 184-222; 256-276.

2" 1bid. 184.
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2.4.1 The craftsmen working for the project
According to sirnames, craftsmen that were involved in the construction of these
display objects were na/:/ masters, confectioners (from the imperial confectionary
and from outside), gilders, designer/painters, carpenters (neccaran) and lathe makers
(¢ctkrik¢ryan). Yet, craftsmen specialized in various other crafts were also assigned to
this project.

Archival documents indicate that, besides these aforementioned groups,
various other craftsmen (specialized in 20 different crafts) were also involved in the

project.?”

Archival documents show that each group worked for a different number
of days.?”* As Table 8 shows, the earliest start was for naju/ workers (nakilciyan),
candy garden workers (isciyan-1 bagge-i seker), and carpenters (neccaran), who
seem to have begun their work the last days of July (as soon as the festival
preperations began) and worked until the first week of September, finishing their
work just before the inauguration of the festival. Yet, some other craftsmen’s work
continued even during the course of the festival such as gilders (varak¢iyan), lathe
makers (¢ikrikgryan), imperial confectioners (helvaciyan-i has ve ‘akideciyan) and
candy makers (sekerciyan). These latter craftsmen must have been concerned with
the final refinements before the public display of those items in the imperial city that

took place on 7 Zi’l-hicce (10 September, 1720) when they marched from the streets

of the city with a solemn procession.

2B BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 11-12; MAD.d. 1284, 14-15.
2% A number of book of registers include this information see BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 14-15; MAD.d.
4729, 11-12; D.BSM. SRH. 1/173.
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Table 8. Craftsmen Involved in the Preparation of Na/:/s and Candy Gardens®”

Name of the Craft Number of | Duration of work Daily
Workmen Wage

Na/ul masters (Nahilciyan usta)™ 10 24 Ramazan-2 Zi'l-ka‘de | 65 akce
Na/ul assistant master (Najulciyan kalfa)®”’ 15 24 Ramazan-2 Zi'l-ka‘de | 45 akce
Workers of candy gardens (/sciyan-1 bagge-i seker) | 20 25 Ramazan-6 Zi’l-ka‘de | 60 akge
Box makers (Kutuciyan) 5 2 Sewal-4 Zi'l-ka ‘de 50 akce
Painter/designers (Nakkagsan) 9 3 Sewal-3 Zi'l-ka ‘de 60 akce
Locksmiths (Cilingiran) 7 27 Ramazan-18 Zi’lka‘de | 45 akge
Blacksmiths (4hengeran) 25 2 Sevval-14 Sevval 40 akge
Pulley makers (Makaracryan) 10 1 Sevval-7 Sevval 40 akge
Timber men (Togramaciyan) 4 5 Sewval-22 Zi'l-ka ‘de 50 akce
Carpenters (Neccaran) 25278 26 Ramazan-9 Zi’l-ka‘de | 45 akce
Marquetry makers (Oymaci marangozan) 10 7 Sevval-15 Zi’l-ka ‘de 60 akce
Decoupage makers®” (Oymaciyan-1 kagid) 23 2 Sevval-13 Sevval 60 akee
Helva and candy makers of the imperial 17 4 Sevval-29 Zi’l-ka ‘de 40 akce
confectionary (Helvaciyan-1 has ve ‘akideciyan)

Binders (Miicellidan) 16 2 Sewval-25 Zi’l-ka ‘de 60 akce
Gilders (Varak¢iyan) 10 29 Ramazan-29 Zi’l-ka ‘de | 60 akge
Lathemakers (Cikrik¢iyan) 5 2 Sewval-25 Zi'l-ka ‘de 50 akce
Confectioners (Sekerciyan) 4 1 Sevwal-25 Zi’l-ka ‘de 60 ak¢ce
String makers (Sicimciyan) 6 2 Sevval-19 Sevval 50 akge
Rope makers (Haladciyan) 24 22 Zi’l-ka ‘de 60 akge
Cabinetmakers (Marangozan) 10 1 Sevval-6 Zi’l-ka ‘de 50 ak¢e

As shown in Table 8, 255 craftsmen (specialized in 20 different crafts) were involved
in the project. These men received a daily income based on their craft ranging
roughly between 60 ak¢e and 40 ak¢e, with the exception of nas:/ masters and the
chief master of candy gardeners Usta Mustafa whose daily income was more than

any other craftsmen, at 65 ak¢e. In 1720, the average daily wage in Istanbul for a

275 For the preparation of the Table, | have based on two account books of the festival. Yet, | have also
crosschecked the information contained in the account books with two books of registers, which are
more detailed in the sense they recorded also the names of all workers on a weekly basis. See BOA.
MAD.d. 4729, 12-13, MAD.d. 1284. 14-15, D.BSM. 1/173, MAD.d. 1687.

2% In BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 12. The number of na/:/ masters and assistant masters was mistakenly
written as 77. However, both in the other account book (MAD.d. 1284, 14) and in a book of registers
(D.BSM. SRH. 1/173) that recorded names of those workers; the total number including masters and
assistants seem to be 25.

27| have translated the term kalfa as the assistant master to differentiate them from those craftsmen
referred to as usta in the same group. However research on the eighteenth century Ottoman
architecture shows that during this period, this term (kalfa) was used also for master craftsmen. One
obvious example is the non-Muslim architect of Nuruosmaniye mosque, Simeon Kalfa. Indeed, his
chief assistant also carried the title kalfa. For these non-Muslim architects of the eighteenth century
see Riistem, “Architecture for a New Age,” 212-216.

28 |n BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 13 and MAD.d. 1284, 14, the number of workers was mistakenly written
as 254. However, when one examines BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/173 and when one calculates their total
salary it emerges that actually carpenters was composed of 25 craftsmen.

2® This group is not mentioned in MAD.d. 1284. Although the group is mentioned in MAD.d. 4729,
13 in this case the daily wage and number of workers was not written. Yet, in D.BSM. SRH. 1/173,
fol. 5b we see the whole information.
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skilled worker was 42.4 akce and for an unskilled worker it was 26 ak¢e.”®
Approached from this perspective, the majority of the craftsmen’s daily incomes
during the preparations of the 1720 festival seem to have been relatively higher than
the average amount. In addition to these craftsmen, four water dispensers and ten
slaves were also assigned to the project; water dispensers received 20 ak¢e and
slaves only six akg¢e daily income. The total amount of all these wages was 622,498
akge, comprising almost one third of all expenses spent for the preparation of na/uls
and candy gardens.

Two detailed books of registers that were kept either by the clerks of the
superintendent of the festival or by his deputy in charge point out that these
payments were made on a weekly basis.?®! The weekly organization should have
been a practical solution to prevent mistakes during the calculation of payments
because, as has been mentioned above, each week, different numbers of craftsmen
worked. For instance, in the three weeks between 19 August and 6 September, the
number of candy garden workers was 25, 29, and 10 weekly.?®?> However, in the
account books of the festival, as Table 8 shows, the number of those workers was
simply mentioned as 20. When these different sources, the account books and two
detailed books of registers on na/:/s and candy gardens are evaluated together, it
emerges that the account books recorded a uniform number to indicate the amount of
workers without differentiating each particular week. Thus, it would not be wrong to
suggest that that the clerks of the account bureau possibly noted an average number
of workmen for each group.?® The divergences between different types of archival

documents remind us of the complicated nature of these types of sources. Thanks to

280 pamuk, Istanbul ve Diger Kentlerde 500 Yillik Fiyatlar, 71.
%1 BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 13-14; D.BSM. SRH. 1/173.

82 BOA. MAD.d. 1687, 2-5.

83 BOA. MAD.d. 1687; D.BSM. SRH. 1/173.
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the great diversity of the archival documents on the 1720 festival, we are able to

grasp these unknown aspects that often remain silent to us.

2.4.1.1 The social composition of na/:/ and candy garden workers
Naz:/ workers and candy garden workers, who were mentioned in the first place in
all books of registers, need special attention. Evliya Celebi, in his Seyahatname,
mentions that in seventeenth-century Istanbul there was a specific guild specialized
in making na/uls. Accordingly, the guild was composed of 55 people and had four
workshops across the imperial city.?®* What is unknown however is their social
composition. Our archival documents on the 1720 festival illustrate a vivid picture
on that matter. First of all, na/:/ workers and candy garden workers, often mentioned
as zzimre (group) in the archival documents, were composed of skilled workers
specialized in different crafts. For example, among na/:/ workers there were binders
(miicellidan), pulley makers (makaraciyan) and hair-rope makers (muytaban), and
among candy garden workers there were designer/painters (nakkasan) and a biistci
(bust maker[?]).”® Thus, it seems that under their organization, these crafts
combined men of different skills. However, in the 1720 festival, other craftsmen
aided na/u/ workers and candy garden workers. This additional work force must have
been related to the grandiose of na/:/s and candy gardens and to the strict timeline of
the festival’s preparations. Indeed, the complicated designs of these objects must
have also necessitated the involvement of some other craftsmen with specific skills.
From the archival documents, it emerges that while some particular crafts

were involved in the preparation of na/:/s, some were solely concerned with the

284 Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatamesi, |, 292-293.
5 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/174; MAD.d. 1687.
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construction of candy gardens.?® For example, in addition to na/u/ workers,
locksmiths (¢ilingiran), blacksmiths (akengeran), pulley makers (makaraciyan), rope
makers (haladciyan), binders (miicellidan) were involved in the preparation of
na/uls. Confectioners (sekerciyan), marquetry makers (oymact marangozan),
decoupage makers (oymactyan-1 kagid) and timber men (togramaciyan) on the other
hand were helping to make the candy gardens. Others such as painter/designers
(nakkasan), box makers (kufuctyan) and carpenters (neccaran) seem to have been
involved in the preparation of both. As will be discussed later, this division of labor
must have been out of the designing requirements of these objects.

As far as candy garden workers are concerned, interestingly, among that
group there was also an assistant master architect (kalfa-: mi ‘mar) named Molla
Bekir.?’ In another place, he was referred to as the fiduciary of the office of the
imperial architects (mu temed-i assa mi ‘maran).?®® Possibly he was assigned by the
office of the imperial architects to oversee the project. Additionally, as will be
discussed later, he might also have been involved in making a model for these three
dimensional candy garden representations that included architectural details such as
kiosks, gardens, and fountains.

A master craftsman was serving as the head of each group. While Usta
Mustafa was the chief master of candy garden workers, Hac1 Mustafa was the chief
master of najul workers, each receiving a daily wage of 65 ak¢e.?®® For overseeing
the construction of na/u/s and candy gardens an usher named Mehmed Agha was

assigned.” In addition to that, in one document, the name of a na:/ emini (literally

8 BOA. MAD.d. 1687 does not include this information. Yet, D.BSM. SRH. 1/173 and 1/174 clearly
illustrates this matter.

" BOA. MAD.d. 1687, 3.

28 BOA. MAD.d. 1687, 4.

8 BOA. MAD.d. 1687, 3,6.

20 BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 12: “miibasir-i nahil-1 kebir Mehmed Aga.”
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the superintendent of na/u! refers to the official who was in charge of supervising the
construction of these objects) Mehmed Agha was mentioned.”** This agha must have
been the same man who was referred to in the other document as the usher. Mehmed
Agha must have been the highest-ranking official among all and must have served as
the chief responsible for all matters related to the construction of naj:/s and candy
gardens.

As far as the social composition of na/:/ and candy garden workers are
concerned, one sees a predominantly Muslim population, with the exception of a
number of Jewish craftsmen among the candy garden workers, who were specialized
in marquetry.”®? Interestingly, these craftsmen were differentiated from the other
members by the addition of the word “Jewish” (yehudi) under their names. In fact,
this sort of differentiation through religious affiliation is seen throughout two books
of registers that recorded names of all craftsmen. Accordingly, when crafts were
composed of mixed religious groups, Christians were differentiated by the word
zimmi (literally meaning non-Muslim) and Jewish members were marked by word
yehudi.?®® This differentiation also helps to prevent confusion in identifying names
that were jointly used by different religious groups such as the case of Kasimpasali
Baki from cabinetmakers (marangozan) and zimmi (non-Muslim) Usta (master) Baki

from marquetry makers (oymact marangozan).

1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/93.

%2 In BOA. MAD.d. 1687 candy garden workers were mentioned as a composite group Vet, in
D.BSM. SRH. 1/173 they were divided in sub-groups according to their crafts such as marquetry
makers, confectioners, kelva makers that were all mentioned as being attached to the candy gardens
(ie. fol. 5b: “neferat-1 oymaciyan-1 kagid der ziimre-i bagge-i seker.”)

23 This kind of a differentiation through religious affiliation is frequently seen in the judiciary
records. For example Bruce Masters in his study on the sectarian relations and identities of non-
Muslims in Ottoman Arab lands between the sixteenth and early twentieth century puts forth that non-
Muslims were often identified by the use of a different terminology such as the term walad to denote
sons of non-Muslims in place of the term ibn, which was used for Muslims. Another way of
differentiation was through misspelling names that were shared among Muslims and non-Muslims.
Masters, Christians and Jews in the Ottoman World, 32, 33; Marcus, The Middle East on The Eve of
Modernity, 40.
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The titles or nicknames before the names of these craftsmen may provide
hints to help unearth their social make-up. While titles in Ottoman society clearly
designated social standing, recent studies show that significant social and economic
disparities were observed among holders of the same title.** Keeping this in mind,
although one shall not reach definite conclusions on the wealth level or exact social
rank of a person through his/her title, title holding was still an important social
marker, especially when compared to non-title holders. When names and titles of all
the craftsmen who worked in this project are examined, it is possible to roughly
divide those title-holding craftsmen into two categories, titles denoting their social
and occupation status, and residential location. To start with titles indicating the
social and occupational status, this group comprises a long list, including religious
and military titles such as bese, aga, molla, ¢elebi, various occupational titles as well
as titles referring to one’s pilgrim status or that of descendent of the prophet
Muhammad. The frequent appearance of occupational titles in our list is not
surprising since these were all craftsmen under the organization of a specific
workshop. Thus, titles such as nakkas (painter/designer), berber (barber), terzi
(tailor), muytab (hair rope maker), miihri (seal maker) that one encounters among the
group of candy garden workers and na/:/ workers must indicate the profession of
those men. Yet, there are also a few examples when the occupational title refers to a
generational transfer of status, such as the case of Hurmacizade Ibrahim and Terlik¢i
Oglu Mehmed.?® In another case, the titles of the craftsmen seem to have been
related to a different occupation than his craft, since two craftsmen among the candy

garden workers were mentioned as sayalr, a title used for shadow theatre players. In

2% Marcus, The Middle East on The Eve of Modernity, 37-72; Tiiliiveli, “Honorific Titles in Ottoman
Parlance.” For title holding in provincial context see Ergene “Wealth, Poverty, and Inequality in the
Ottoman Empire,” 23-46; Idem, “Inheritance and Wealth Transmission,” 25-47; Canbakal, Society
and Politics in an Ottoman Town.

2% BOA. MAD.d. 1687, 6.
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addition to these, there are other titles referring to the social hierarchy of the
craftsmen inside their workshop such as usta (master), kalfa (assistant master) and
sakird (apprentice).

When it comes to titles such as aga and molla, they appear very rarely. Two
craftsmen with the title agha belonged to na/:/ workers; indeed one was Mehmed
Agha, the overseer of na/u/s and candy gardens. As agha often denotes a higher-
ranking position in the military establishment or government service,?*® we may
assume that these two men had a higher social position than their peers. Molla, on
the other hand, seen only once in our list, is used solely for the assistant master
architect Molla Bekir, as has been mentioned before. This title also designates a
higher rank in the religious establishment, so again it must have signified a higher
social status.

Celebi seems to be the most pervasive title among all others in our list that
one encounters it almost in all groups. Some studies show that, both in urban and
provincial context, this title was owned by a relatively large group of people across
social and economic strata, including scribes, higher and lower members of the
religious affiliation, merchants, craftsmen and non-Muslim Armenians and Phanariot
Greeks.?" In this respect, classifying holders of this title according to their social or
economic status is very difficult. Bese, is the second most pervasive title that is seen
among box-makers, binders, cabinetmakers, Zelva (halva) and ‘akide (candy)
makers of the imperial confectionary, confectioners, na/:/ workers and candy garden

workers.?* The frequent appearance of this title among our group of craftsmen

2% Marcus, The Middle East on the Eve of Modernity, 71; Tiliiveli, “Honorific Titles in Ottoman
Parlance,” 21.

27 Marcus, The Middle East on the Eve of Modernity, 71; Tiliiveli, “Honorific Titles in Ottoman
Parlance,” 21, 22.

2% BOA. MAD.d. 1687; D.BSM. SRH. 1/173.
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brings to mind the close relations between the military establishment and the
marketplace starting with the seventeenth century.**

As far as status titles such as zact and seyyid are concerned, they occasionally
appear in our list of the craftsmen. While pilgrim status is widely seen among na/:/
workers, candy garden workers, binders, painter/designers, and confectioners, seyyid
is seen only three times in our list, and only among na/:/ workers and binders.>®
These status titles conferred social and religious prestige on the holders, but
understanding whether there was a positive relationship between these titles and
one’s economic status is difficult. Still, perhaps it is relatively easier when it comes
to identify pilgrims because, certainly, performing this religious ritual required a
certain level of economic power.** Identifying seyyid status, however, is much more
complicated because both the social and economic composition of seyyids across the
Ottoman lands were vey disparate.**® In this respect, beyond acknowledging the
prestige of these titles, it is not possible to draw clear-cut conclusions on the socio-
economic status of the holders.

Besides these titles designating occupational or social status, some craftsmen
had forenames that indicated their residential location or physical characteristics.**
These can be divided into two groups, those denoting an affiliation with a particular
city or with a district of Istanbul. The first one includes various cities across Ottoman
geography including Edirne, Bosna, Sumnu, Karaman, Kiitahya, Misir, Tekirdag,

Pazarcik, Aksura, Diyarbakir, Hafa, and Kayseri. And the second group encompasses

299 Faroghi, Artisans of Empire; Yilmaz, “Blurred boundaries between soldiers and civilians,”175-
194,

%0 BOA. MAD.d. 1687; D.BSM. SRH. 1/173.

%01 Broene and Berker, “Wealth and Inequality,” 39.

%02 Canbakal, “The Ottoman State and Descendants of the Prophet,” 542-578; Khoury, State and
Provincial Society in the Ottoman Empire, 83, 88, 90; Marcus, The Middle East on the Eve of
Modernity, 57, 62; Ergene and Berker, “Wealth and Inequality,” 36- 42.

303 See Tiiliiveli, “Nicknames and Sobriquets.”
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various districts of Istanbul such as Ayasofya, Uskiidar, Tophane, Yenicesme, Ada,
Uzun Carst, Kumkapi, Galata, and Kasimpasa.*® Apart from that, as a last category,
some craftsmen were recorded with their nicknames that seem to be related with
their physical characteristic such as Kara Siileyman, Kabakulak Ahmed, Danabasg
Ahmed, Uzun Mustafa, Colak Ali. In all, from all these it emerges that the craftsmen
that were involved in the construction of na/:/s and candy gardens were composed of

socially diversified members.

2.4.2 Preparing na/uls and candy gardens

Compared to Seyyid Vehbi, Hafiz Mehmed in his sirname provides relatively more
detailed information on the preparations of na/:/s and candy gardens. As he relates,
for the preparations a certain place was assigned in the gardens of the imperial palace
next to the patient rooms of the inner palace pages. Some necessary items such as
square sail (seren®* yelkeni) were brought from the imperial dockyard and others
including sugar, fruits, flowers, and boxes were provisioned from elsewhere. In a
short time, nak:/ masters, and confectioners from the imperial confectionary and
from outside, gilders, designer/painters, carpenters and lathe makers started working
there.*®® Although the initial idea was to prepare these objects in the Imperial Palace
and then to transport them to the Old Palace before the inauguration of the festival,
both sizrnames mention that the sultan had changed his mind on that matter. After
having seen the giant scale of these objects, the sultan ordered that they should be
immediately brought to the Old Palace to prevent any difficulty related to their

transportation on the day of their public procession. Thus, on 9 Sevval (13 August,

%4 BOA. MAD.d. 1687.

%05 Seren is round and long trunk of pine tree which is used to make scaffold. Arseven, Sanat
Ansiklopedisi, v. 4, 1782.

%06 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 180.
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1720) they were transported to the Old Palace.*®” This is all we learn from the
surnames on the preparation phase of na/u/s and candy gardens, which leaves us with
questions such as how the craftsmen designed these objects, which specific items
were used for na/uls and for candy gardens, and what kind of an impact did they
make over the audience.

The archival documents show that the provisioning of necessary items for the
preparations of na/u/s and candy gardens started immediately. Four days after the
assignment of the superintendent of the festival, the workplace for na/:/s and candy
gardens was set up in the gardens of the imperial palace, behind the patient rooms of
the pages of the inner palace (enderiin) as both Hafiz Mehmed’s narrative and a
marginal note dated 25 Ramazan 1132 (3 August, 1720) in a book of registers
unearths.>® These patient rooms must have referred to the sections of the palace
hospital that was located at the right side of the Bab-: Hiimayun (The Imperial Gate)
of the imperial palace and was accessed through a separate door.>*

Two short lists of provisions dated 26 Ramazan 1132 (4 August, 1720)
indicate that necessary materials for the construction and design of these display
objects were determined instantly.*'° The officials seem to have been concerned with
the upkeep of these materials that were provisioned for the preparation of these
objects, which was stated in a copy of an imperial order. In this order, a precise
deadline was also mentioned for this significant task by stating that na/:/s, candy

gardens and sugar figures should be ready on the first day of the Zi 'I-ka ‘de (4

%07 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 471.

%8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, fol. 2b: “insallah-1 te‘ala zi’l-ka‘de gurresinde sehzadegan-1 civanbaht
str-1 hitanlar(1)¢lin miiceddeden yapilmasi iktiza iden dord kit‘a nahil-1 kebir ve kirk kit‘a nahil- sagir
ve dord kit‘a seker baggesi yapdirilmak muktazi olmagla emin-i stir-1 hiimaytn El Hac Halil Efendi
ma‘arifetiyle saray- 1 cedidde hastagan-1 gilmanan-1 enderiin otalariifi ard tarafinda yapdirilmak tizere
miibaseret ve iktiza iden 1azim her ne ise gonderiliib mevctd vakitte verilmesi lazim gelenler veriliib
ve milbaya‘a iktiza idenleri miibaya‘a idiib...”

399 See Necipoglu, “Chapter 2: The imperial fortress and the first court,” In Idem, Architecture,
Ceremonial and Power; also see Terzioglu, Helvahane Defteri, xvi.

S9BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/11; 1/12.
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September, 1720).3*! This urgency must have been related to the strict time
management of the festival because between the announcement and the inauguration
day, there were only 52 days. As a comparison, in the former circumcision festival of
the 1675, which was held in Edirne, the preparations started six months before.3?
Hence, in the 1720 festival, the officials and workers had to a very limited time to
complete all preparations.

The account books of the festival indicate that the total cost of four big
na/uls, forty small najuls and four candy gardens was 1,620,803.5 ak¢e.**® This
amount included wages of hundreds of skilled craftsmen (622,498 akce), the cost of
the construction materials such as different types of timber, gimlet and nails
(117,967.5 ak¢e) and all sorts of items for decoration (880,338 ak¢e). As a
comparison, in thel675 imperial festival the total cost for na/:/s and candy gardens
that were prepared both for the circumcision celebrations and for royal wedding of
Hatice Sultan was 1,329,605 akce.>'* Thus, in the 1720 imperial festival nau/s and

candy gardens were more expensive projects.

2.4.2.1 Provisioning materials for the construction and decoration of these display
objects

The na/uls and candy gardens of the 1720 festival have so far been approached
mainly through their pictorial representations in the Sizrname-i Vehbi. While some

studies have offered unfounded claims related to their forms,!® none of the studies

I BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/16; the same order was copied in a book of registers as a margin note see
D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, fol. 3a: “Siir-1 hiimaytin i¢in tertib olunan nahillar ve seker baggeleri ve seker
tasvirleri Zi’l-ka‘denin gurresine irigdirilmek tizere tekmilen ferman-1 ‘alf sadir olmagla ‘ameleye
ziyade tenbih ve te’kid ve gice ve giindiiz durmayub irsaddir (?) miimkin def ‘a ihtimam eyleyesiz
deyii ferman-1 ‘ali-i hiimayin emin efendiye sadir olunmusdur fi 29 Ramazan 1132.”

312 Arslan, Osmanls Saray Diigiinleri ve Senlikleri, v. 4-5, 483.

313 BOA. MAD.d.1284, 77-78; D.BSM. SRH. 8/9.

* BOA. MAD.d. 3770, fol. 21b-22a.

315 Rahimi, “Nahils, Circumcision Rituals and the Theatre State,” 90-116.
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put forth proper information on the material or visual aspects of these objects of
display. This is largely related to the scattered nature of archival sources on the topic
that so far have not been explored. Yet, when archival documents and textual-
pictorial narratives of the festival are considered together, one comes up with a
surprisingly vivid and illuminating picture to understand the details behind the
construction and design process of these objects.

Archival documents show that initially raw materials were supplied from
court institutions such as the imperial dockyard and imperial armory. Accordingly,
between 24 Ramazan and 25 Zi'l-ka ‘de (30 July-28 September, 1720) the imperial
armory delivered 29 kansar (1,637.021 kg) unrefined iron (ahen-i zam) for the
preparations of na/u/s and candy gardens.*'® The mention of 682 sacks of coal for the
use of blacksmiths in the preparation of na/u/s and candy gardens indicates that the
unrefined iron/steel was melted before its use.*!” The imperial dockyard on the other
hand provided boards made of elm (kara agag tahtast), mirror image boards made of
pine (aynali ¢am tahtast), four spars of a galley (kadwrga sereni), two stiles sawn
from the middle of a pine (¢cam sereni) and hornbeam tree (giirgen agac).**® In
addition to these materials, the agha of Istanbul delivered 58 ¢eki (14,500 kg) of
firewood.>'® These basic construction items must have been promptly delivered to
the na/u/ and candy garden workers, and to the carpenters, who started their work
before any other craftsmen, exactly on 24 Ramazan (30 July, 1720).

Four spars of a galley (kadirga sereni) must have been used for the poles of

four long na/uls. Unfortunately, the length of these spars were not mentioned in the

31 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 4.

317 This material was mentioned in BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 12.

318 BOA. D.BSM. SRH: 2/5, 4-5. For the materials used by the Imperial Dockyard and their
provisioning processess see Bostan, Osmanli Bahriye Teskildn, ldem, Kiirekli ve Yelkenli Osmanli
Gemileri, Bostan et al. eds. Baslangictan XVII. Yiizyilin Sonuna Kadar Tiirk Denizcilik Tarihi.

39 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 4-5.
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document. Yet, in an expense register of the Imperial Dockyard dated 1681, the size

of the spar of a galley was mentioned as 28 zirg * **°

(cubit), which is equivalent to
21.2 meters. As sizes of Ottoman galleys did not show drastic variation over time,**!
then the spar of a galley that was used for the construction of four big na/:/s of the
1720 festival very possibly had a similar size. Indeed, the account of the British
priest John Covel on the 1675 imperial festival also substantiates this claim, as he
says that, in this festival two long na/uls were 27 yards (equivalent to 24.68 meters)
in length.3? Parallel to that Haunolth says that big na/u/s of the 1582 festival were
longer than 24 meters.*® On the basis of this information one can surmise that the
length of such long na/:ls were often between 21 and 25 meters.

Twelve boards made of hornbeam tree were used for the construction of the
sal (literally means raft, here refers to the wooden base of these lengthy objects),
above which long poles of four big na/uls were set.®** A note in a book of registers
indicates that each one of these wooden boards was 13 zira ‘ (cubits) in length,
equivalent to 9.854 meters.3* Thus, for this purpose, a total of 118.2 meters of
wooden boards made of hornbeam tree were used. Since there were four big nasuls,
for the construction of each wooden base 29.5 meters of board must have been used.

The pictorial representations depict these bases as square or as rectangular forms,

much smaller than candy gardens. As will be discussed, for constructing the wooden

820 Bostan, Osmanli Bahriye Teskilati, 120.

%21 The sizes of Ottoman galleys were almost uniform. In the seventeenth century for example, the
length of a galley changed between 55-56 zira ‘ the height of the stern (ki¢) was 18 karus, the head
clearance (bas yiiksekligi) was 11 karis. 1dris Bostan in his book mentions that in the mid-seventeenth
century Katip Celebi stated that in the previous periods the sizes of galleys were just one karig smaller
than these aforementioned dimensions. For the information see Bostan, Osmanli Bahriye Teskilati, 85,
n. 25.

%22 Bent ed. Early Voyages and Travels in the Levant, 201.

323 And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 246, 247. For the original source see Nicolas von Haunolth, ‘“Particular
Verzechnuzs...” 260, 270.

%2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 5: “lazim-1 sal-1 nahil-1 kebir i¢in giirgen agag [tahtas1] 12 [teslimat] 13
Sevval.” In MAD.d. 4729, 24 the amount appears as 16, which was the asked amount yet; the
delivered amount was 12 boards of hornbeam tree.

32535 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 5; MAD.d. 4729, 24.
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base of each candy garden in totality 6 meters wooden boards were used. Then, the
use of such a big amount of wooden board for bases of na/:/s implies that these
might have been made of multiple layers. Indeed, these wooden bases might have
also have been supported underneath with a layer of iron to make them stronger. The
provisioning of a huge amount of iron for the construction of these objects further
substantiates this possibility. Indeed, the type of wood is also indicative of this
concern for durability, since na/uls were heavier and much longer; a stronger type of
wood, the hornbeam tree seems to have been preferred for their construction.

For the base of four candy gardens, on the other hand, two stiles sawn from
the middle of a pine (¢cam sereni), each with a hexadecimal size (possibly referring to

326 \was used.**’ Very possibly, both of

16 zira‘ [cubits], which is equal to 12.1 m)
these stiles sawn from the middle of a pine were cut into a number of pieces and then
nailed to form a square or rectangular frame. Models of the four candy gardens were
placed above these wooden frames for carrying. If the bases of the candy gardens
formed a square, then each side might have been 1.5 meters and the dimension of the
wooden bases of gardens was 2.25 square meters. If their bases had a rectangular
form, then each candy garden’s size might have been 2 square meters. In the 1675
festival, according to the authority of John Covel, the dimension of giant candy
gardens was equal to 1.7 square meters. Hence, these gardens seem to have been
relatively smaller in size than those of the 1720.%%

Besides the raw materials, various other types of construction and decorative

materials were also needed for making such giant objects. Account books of the

%28 |n the registers of the Imperial dockyard the sizes of seren and siizun that were used in the
construction of different types of galleons were often referred in zira‘, which is equal to arsin (1
arsin=0.758 m). See Bostan, Osmanli Bahriye Teskilati. On the basis of this information one may
surmise that possibly this meant that two seren each with 16 zira“ (cubit) length was used.

%27 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 5: “lazim-1 sal-1 bagge-i seker: ¢am sereni, on altisar olmak iizere [adet]
2.

328 Bent ed. Early Voyages and Travels in the Levant. 228-229.
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festival recorded the provisions for the preparation of na/:/s and candy gardens all
together. One of the most significant materials was certainly the wax. Indeed, 375.5
vukiyye (481.745 kg) wax of flower honey (sem ‘i ‘asel-i verd) and 634.5 vukiyye
(814 kg) wax of summer savory (sem ‘i ‘asel-i sa ‘ter) were used for na/:/s and candy
gardens.**® Other frequently used materials were different kinds of paper, certain
types of textiles, nails, gimlets and glues, mastic, pulleys, copper, ropes, wire, paints,
gold and silver leaf, and various types of spices and herbs, including cinnamon,
saffron, clove, black pepper, coriander, musk, and alum as well as roasted and
unroasted coffee beans.

Paper types display a great variety including lacquered, variegated, colored,
Istanbul, Azinkari, red, black, low-quality black, gilded, unpolished, polished, big
Damascus paper and green colored paper that was cut in the margins.®** The same
variety is also observed in types of paint. Six types of red paint namely kirmiz,

stiliigen, Frengi siiliigen, kirmizi boya, zencefre, siirh and la‘17,%** dark blue paint,

332 - 333 d

namely ¢ivit-i Lahor (indigo from Lahore),”** two types of white color isfida¢®™” an
Lahor beyazi, two types of black paint called siyah boya and zus siyah boya®* are

mentioned. In addition, ochre (as: boyast), which gives a dark yellow color and

%9 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 11,12; MAD.d. 4729, 5-9.

30 Yaldizli kagid, ebru kagid, elvan kagid, Istanbul kagidi, hiinkari kagid, al kagid, siyah kagid, hasi
kara kagid, kagid-1 yaldiz, miihrelenmemis kagid, miihrelenmis kagid, kebir Sam kagidi, kenari kesik
fistik kagid. See BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 11-15; MAD.d. 4729, 5-9; D.BSM. SRH. 7/141; SRH. 2/5.

%31 Red paint is divided into various types such as pink, orange like red, rose red, brick red, crimson,
ruby, vermilion according to its chemical reactions. While some red paints such as suiltigen were made
out of chemical substances such as lead oxide, some were pigments made from insects such as kirmiz
(cochineal). Arseven, Sanat Ansiklopedisi, v. 2, 1070, also see Simpson, “Why My Name is Red,”
282-284.

%32 Civit is a dark blue paint that was extracted from a plant that originally grows at China, India,
Pakistan and Yemen. This blue paint that was mentioned in the list came from Lahore, a city from
today’s Pakistan. Arseven, Sanat Ansiklopedisi, v.1, 413-414.

333 [sfidac was a grey paint that was used as white paint and was mixed with other paints to produce
different colors. Arseven, Sanat Ansiklopedisi, v.4, 2182.

%% Tugiya and rugi-i dide means polish; although I could not find the name of this paint in dictionaries,
I have encountered another name which is dide-i siyah. Dide-i siyah was a black paint made by
burning resin or some oils. As fugi-i dide meant polish, so possibly tusi-i siyah also denoted a kind of a
black polish or kind of a glaze that was applied over a painted surface. For the term zusiya and rusi-i
dide see Tulum, XVII. Yiizyu Tiirk¢esi ve Soz Varligi, 1785.
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crayon (mam boyas:**°

), which has wax inside, are also seen among materials of
na/uls and candy gardens.**® Indeed, an amount of saffron and turmeric mentioned in
the documents could have been used for making yellow paints.**” As will be
discussed below, such a variety of paints, paper colors and spices must have had a
role in the visual and sensory impact of these objects. I also argue that they further
highlight the material luxury and extravagance of these objects.

One of the obstacles related to the account books is that they mention
materials in an undifferentiated manner, which prevents understanding materials
used specifically for candy gardens and for na/uls separately. Yet, a separate
document and a book of registers clearly differentiated items for the construction of
na/uls and for candy gardens.®*® These sources provide a detailed list of items that
were provisioned for candy gardens between 25 Ramazan-6 Zi’l-hicce (31 July-9
October 1720), that is from the start of the preparations until the day of the
procession of those items.** Yet, when it comes to construction materials for na/u/s,

unfortunately the lists are only partial, implying that this section was left incomplete

in both documents.

2.4.2.2 Designing candy gardens and their visual-sensory impact
As the pictorial representations of Ibrahim and Levni show (Fig. All, A12, Al3,
Al4), in the 1720 festival, candy gardens were elaborately designed three-

dimensional forms, almost like smaller scale architectural models of the palace-

%35 Mixing the paint with wax was actually an old technique that was used for painting surfaces such
as musamba (waxcloth). After the wax was put inside the paint it was fired just before its application
to the oily surface.

%6 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 11-15; MAD.d. 4729, 5-9; D.BSM. SRH. 7/141; SRH. 2/5.

37 Yellow paint was most easily produced from saffron crocus. See Bloom and Blair, “Introduction,”
37.

%8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/141, D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 20; 32-35.

%% One difference between the documents that needs to be mentioned is that BOA. D.BSM. SRH.
7/141 does not register the names and amounts of most of the spices that were provisioned for the
candy gardens.
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garden complexes. In an incomplete book of registers that recorded materials for
candy gardens, one of these kiosks of the candy gardens was referred to as Terakki
Koskii.3* This reference implies that quite possibly these kiosks were modeled after
actual examples. The existence of an architect among the workers of the candy
gardens indeed suggests that these sugared gardens might have been made out of a
smaller scale architectural model.*** Due to the limitations of the two-dimensional
form of representation, the architectural models seem to have been more frequently
used in Ottoman architectural practice “to visualize three dimensional designs
tangibly. 3*? Indeed, in Ottoman history, there are some examples on the use of
architectural models for testing designs or for persuading the patrons to commission
a building. Moreover, European visitors and contemporary Ottoman authors
occasionally mention the use of such small-scale architectural models as souvenirs or
as commemorative decorative items.>** In addition to these usages, the architectural
models of castles, galleons or actual buildings such as a mosque, a coffeehouse, or a
a bathhouse seem to have been widely used in Ottoman festivities, dating back to at
least the late sixteenth century.>** All these exemplify different usages of small-scale
architectural models and their diffusion in the Ottoman material culture. | argue that
the elaborate candy garden models might be seen against this background.

In candy gardens, obviously the most essential construction material was

sugar; in totality, an enormous amount, 5,627 vukiyye (7,219.13) kg of sugar, was

%0 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/64.

1 Necipoglu, “Plans and Models,” 224-243.

342 Necipoglu, “Plans and Models,” 224-243.

%3 bid. 237-239.

4 In the pictorial representations of the 1582 festival, especially in the extensively illustrated
surname copy that was commissioned by the Ottoman court three years after the festival (TSM. H.
1344), one sees multiple examples on these three dimensional architectural models that were either
used in games or were displayed in the guild parades. Some paintings of the manuscript were
reproduced in various books on the Ottoman book painting yet, more extensively they can be found in
Nurhan Atasoy’s study. See Idem, 1582 Surname-i Hiimayun.
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utilized.>*® The sugar was composed of different types such as the Frankish sugar of
herbalists/perfumers, cane sugar, Frankish cane sugar, and refined Frankish sugar.
Surnames mention that these gardens were full of small sugar figures in the shape of
fruits, trees, birds and flowers, and the walkways of the gardens were covered with
sugared almonds.>*® The group of confectioners must have been in charge of making
these sugar figures, which were very possibly painted afterwards. In pictorial
representations of Levni and Ibrahim, one sees large lemons, oranges, pears,
pomegranates, cherries and peaches that sprang from trees, red and pink flowers, and
large golden birdcages that were placed on four sides of these gardens.?*” All these
sugar figures must have been made of sugar paste. In addition, some other parts of
these gardens, such as walkways and certain parts of the buildings, might have also
been covered with sugar paste. As has been mentioned before, sugar paste was
prepared by mixing powdered sugar, gum, and egg white, and sometimes glue was
also added. Among the provisions of candy gardens, besides sugar one also
encounters egg, gum mastic and different types of glue in huge quantities,®*® which
must have been used in making the sugar paste.

Sugar was also used to prepare specific types of confectioneries. For
example, kelva and ‘akide makers must have been concerned with preparing sugared
almonds. Parallel to that, our documents indicate that 196.5 vukiyye (252 kg) of
almonds were utilized for candy gardens.* Indeed, one of the paintings made by

Ibrahim provides visual evidence to this detail. In one of the gardens, one can see

> BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 28.

34 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 684.

%7 In the 1582 festival, among the gifts of Hadim Hasan Pasa to the sultan there were 200 cages made
of sugar. This former example indicates that such kind of sugared confections in shape of cages were
made. See TSMA.d. 5469, fol. 2a.

%8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/141; 2/5.

¥ BOA. D.BSM. 2/5, 20, 35. In the documents, the cost of 1 vukiyye almond was mentioned as 55
akce. Similarly, as it is discussed in Chapter 3, for the food provisions of the imperial kitchen (for
banquets) almond was purchased at a same price.
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that the walkways around a pavilion were covered with white pebble stones, which
must have referred to these sugared almonds (Fig. A12). In addition, the existence of
hundreds of kilograms of pistachios, dried date palms, common fennel and coffee
beans among the materials that were used for candy gardens imply that there were
other types of confectioneries made out of these substances. Evliya Celebi for
example, mentions that in the mid-seventeenth century, confectionaries made of
common fennel and coffee beans were among the most famous types of candies
produced by the confectioners of Galata.**® Unfortunately, pictorial or textual
narratives do not provide evidence to understand the decorative uses of such types of
confections made of pistachio, common fennel, dried date palms and coffee beans.
Yet, one may think that some might have been put inside the walkways of the
gardens and some might have embellished pools or kiosks.

As seen in the pictorial representations of Levni and Ibrahim, inside these
gardens there were also beautiful multi-storeyed kiosks and pavilions. Between two
of them there was a pool surrounded by long cypresses and fruit trees. Ibrahim’s
paintings additionally depict big golden birdcages around these kiosks (Fig. A11,
Al12). Although not seen in the pictorial representations, VVehbi also mentions that
lanterns made out of mirror glass also adorned these gardens. The existence of “nine
glasses for lanterns” among the materials of the candy gardens must have referred to
these decorative items.** In addition, 12 big mirrors were used in the construction of
candy gardens.®? Although the exact use of these mirrors cannot be recovered from
the documents, still one may imagine the sparkling effect that they might have

created under the sun.

%0 Byliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, |, 253.
1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/141: “9 adet kanadillik cam.”
352 |1

Ibid.
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The existence of carpenters, marquetry makers, and timber men among the
group of workers for candy gardens implies that the small elaborate kiosks of the
gardens were possibly made of wood. The provisioning of boards of wood, different
type of nails, gimlet, wires and glues for candy gardens also substantiate this claim.
Marquetry makers, for example, must have carved the window frames, doors, stairs,
and railings of these kiosks or pavilions. Interestingly, “eighteen scissors and
eighteen knives for marquetry” were also mentioned in the lengthy list of provisions
for candy gardens.>*® Moreover, the mention of different types of pulleys in the list
of items suggests in the inner design of the small architectural pieces pulleys might
have been used.

In addition to these aforementioned craftsmen, the involvement of 23
decoupage makers in the project signifies that some parts of these kiosks and gardens
must have been made of paper. For example, leaves of trees and some flowers might
have been made with a decoupage technique. Parallel to that, paper types that were
used for sugar gardens display a great variety, including colored, gilded, black,
simple, big size, lacquered, and red paper. Besides paper, certain types of textiles
were provisioned for the design of candy gardens. The account book specifically
mentions brocade (telli) zaza 7 (a kind of silk textile possibly with lotus patterns) of
eight ronluk (literally means for one garment which was equivalent to 8.16 m).%*
One might surmise that visible parts of the wooden bases of the candy gardens might
have been covered with such silk textiles.

Sugar figures and architectural pieces made of wood must have been colored
by painter/designers. A diversity of colors and hues, including different types of red

(kirmuz, siiliigen, Frengi siiliigen, kirmizi boya, zencefre, siirh, 1a ‘1), yellow, blue,

%3 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/141: “Oyma mikrazi, oyma bicagr.”
%4 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 18. One ronluk is equal to 12 zira ‘ (cubits). In textiles the standard size of one
zird Yarsin Was equivalent to 0.680 meters. see Inalcik, “Weights and Measures,” 987.
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black, and two types of white (isfida¢ and Lahor beyaz:) were used in their designs.
Apart from that, some of these paints might have also been mixed to create other
colors and hues. For example, the lack of the mention of green in the lists of
provisions for candy gardens raises the possibility that it could have been made
through mixing yellow and blue paints. Similarly, purple could be made through the
mixture of blue and dark red.

The existence of some organic paints such as cochineal (kirmiz), which was
often used in coloring desserts and drinks, and saffron and turmeric raises the
possibility that perhaps some sugar figures (flowers, fruits, birds) and some other
parts of the candy gardens (i.e. bird cages) were colored with these organic paints. If
this was the case then, one may surmise that contrary to the wooden parts and paper
pieces of the candy gardens, some of sugar figures and confectionaries that were
placed inside these gardens might have been edible items.

In addition, some parts of candy gardens might have been covered with white

lead. As alum and white, black, red, yellow and isinglass glue®>®

also appears in the
lists, some of these must have been put inside the paints to give a sticky texture and
to enhance the durability of the colors.®*® Some of these glues might also have been

used for making sugar paste,*’

and the rest of the glue was used to paste single
pieces to the wooden base of the gardens or to parts that were made of cardboard.
Some amount of mastic and juniper oil, on the other hand, should have been used for
giving brightness to the paints.**® After painting, these objects were sumptuously

ornamented with gold leafs, gold threads, and gold buckles by the guilders. As has

%% Balik titkal: that is translated as isinglass glue is a gelatin like strong glue, which is found in
sturgeon fish. Isin, Osmanlt Mutfak Sozligii, 47.

%% Arseven, Sanat Ansiklopedisi, v.4, 2278.

%7 Sometimes glue was added to the mixture of sugar paste, which was later replaced by gelatin in
modern times. See Mason, Sugar Plums and Sherbet, 149.

%8 Arseven, Sanat Ansiklopedisi, 1501.
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been mentioned before, unlike any other craftsmen who were involved in the project,
the guilders, together with the confectioners and /elva- ‘akide makers, seem to have
worked until the last day of the official public celebrations (29 Zi’l-ka ‘de). Then
these craftsmen must have made the final decorative touches and refinements just a
few days before the procession of such objects.

The splendid use of various paints and papers in the design of such objects
urges one to question whether this had a semiotic or functional aspect. Starting with
Alberti’s treatise on painting, the Renaissance painters devoted great attention to the
significance of colors in the overall visual experience. Accordingly, coloring was
one of the basic principles of a painting, and it was purely related to the “reception of
light.”359 This is to say that the color of an object is “determined by the light that it
both reflects and emits and by the way receptor’s eyes respond to light’s wavelength

%0 Thus, a painter’s play of dark and light by applying colors and

and luminosity.
hues across the surface of an object guided how the object was received. Indeed,
from the ancient times onwards, colors were also charged with semiotic meanings.
For example, color gold and yellow were often considered as the symbols of dignity,
and white as purity.*®* Red, on the other hand, was endowed with a dual attribute of
both the beloved/love and the warrior/violence,** so the choice of colors and hues
that were applied over the surface of an object or over a painting was not something
coincidental, at least in the Western European visual culture.

Medieval Arab theologians and philosophers did not develop a doctrine of

color independent from the ancient Greek tradition. Parallel to that, no one wrote a

9 Alberti, On Painting.

%0 Simpson, Why My Name is Red,” 279.

%1 Baxandal, Painting & Experience in Fifteenth Century Italy, 81-84.
%2 Simpson, “Why My Name is Red,” 271-304.
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monograph devoted specifically to the metaphor of colors.**®* However, the Koran,
the hadiths, the poetry, Sufi texts and artwork provide insights into how colors were
perceived in the Islamic world. For example, in the Koran, white is the color of

creation and refers to light, ** in contrast to black, which refers to darkness.

365 In
addition to that, yellow has negative connotations in the Koran and according to the
hadiths, the prophet found it inappropriate for men.**® Nevertheless, there is no
consistency in the meaning such colors and their uses in the Islamic lands due to the
divergences in local and regional traditions. For example, despite the negative
attributes of black and yellow, for the Abbasids black and for the Mamluks yellow
was the royal color.®®” This shows that the perception of colors displayed great
variety in the Islamic world.

In the Ottoman context, as in other parts of the Islamic world, there is no
theoretical knowledge on the meaning and reception of colors,**® but one still
wonders why the designers of candy gardens might have used such a variety of
colors. Especially interesting is the use of different hues of red that are mentioned in
the aforementioned list. Although one cannot discern the symbolic associations of

red in these objects, one should at least consider that “red has the longest discernable

wavelength, which explains why it elicits the strongest optical reaction of all

%3 For a thoughtful overview of the written sources from the Islamic lands that were concerned with
color and reception of color see, Bloom and Blair, “Introduction,” 1-52.

34 As exemplifying the special role of white color in Islam, both ihram garments and shroud are white
colored.

%3 Blair and Bloom, “Introduction,” 14.

% Ipid, 37.

%7 |bid. For the original reference Hilal al-Sabi, Rusum dar Al-Khilafah, 73, 74. Also see Fierro, “Red
and Yellow,” 82.

%8 One exception to this was that in the Islamic culture specific colors such as black, purple and dark
blue were associated with death rituals and mourning. In the illustrated manuscripts that were
produced between the fourteenth and late sixteenth century under dynasties such as llkhanids,
Mamluks, Turcomans, Timurids and Ottomans, these colors were continuously used. In addition, in
Ottoman context, the narrative texts also referred to the use of such colors in death rituals. See Bagci,
“Islam Toplumlarinda Matemi Simgeleyen Renkler,” 163-168.
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colors.”*®® On the basis of this, one can surmise that perhaps the generous use of
different hues of red might have been a deliberate choice of the designers to draw
more attention to these fancy objects and to further highlight their magnificence.
Besides the visual affect of these objects, they definitely should have created
a sensory impact over the audience thanks to the mixed variety of spices and herbs.
From a margin note in a book of registers we learn that some of these spices and
herbs were purchased from Osman Celebi, who was the steward herbalist/perfumer
at the Spice Bazar. After the purchase, the deputy of the festival’s superintendent,
Mehmed Agha, brought these spices to the imperial palace on the last day of
Ramazan (4 August, 1720).3° Although this list might not have designated the total

371

amount used for candy gardens,”’~ the mention of the names of spices is still

important. As the relevant page of the book shows, on that date, for the candy

gardens cinnamon, black pepper, musk, 32

clove, coriander (possibly fresh), roasted
coffee, unroasted coffee beans as well as pistachio, almond were purchased.*”® Other
pages of the same book of registers and another document additionally mention

saffron, turmeric and common fennel >’

While some of these spices must have been
used to give scent, some others might have been used for different purposes such as
giving flavor to sugar paste and to color to sugar figures. Indeed, as has been

mentioned before unroasted coffee beans, common fennel and pistachio might have

been used to make specific types of confections.?”

%9 Simpson, “Why My Name is Red,” 279.

0 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 20. This information was not mentioned in BOA. D.BSM. 7/141.

%71 As has been mentioned before, in the account book the amounts were given in an undifferentiated
manner. Only in D.BSM. SRH. 2/5 provides a detailed record of spices that were provisioned for the
sugar gardens and najuls.

372 In totality 20 ¢ekirdek misk were provisioned for candy gardens and najuls. Nevertheless, exactly
how much used for each object was not specified in the archival documents. BOA. MAD.d. 1284,
11,12.

373 |bid.

¥ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 35; BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/141.

¥ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/141; D.BSM. SRH. 2/5, 20.
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The variety and the splendid amounts of spices that were used in candy
gardens might have also symbolized the magnificence of these objects. In the early
modern period, both in the Ottoman world and in Europe, spices were considered
luxury items, which were charged also with semiotic meanings. Most commonly, due
to their luxury and rarity, they were regarded as “emblems of power, which were
displayed and consumed.”®"® Parallel to that, the princely banquets in the European
courts and the sultan’s feasts in Ottoman context were marked by the excessive use
of various spices.®’” Together with symbolizing the power and wealth, in the
medieval and early modern Europe, the taste and smell of spices were often
associated with the paradise imagery.®® This indicates the great symbolic value of
spices in the imagination of the people. Whether the spices of the 1720 festival’s
candy gardens evoked the image of paradise in the minds of their urban spectators or

379 must have embodied both the

not, the generous use of such “tastes of paradise
power and benefaction of the sultan.

The relationship between the fragrance of some spices such as musk, fresh
coriander, cinnamon and their intended effect is also worth mentioning. From ancient
times onwards, philosophers and physicians emphasize that of all the senses of
humans, smell is the strongest due to the very close positioning of the nose and the
brain.*® While this positioning had an impact in promptly attracting the senses of the

people, this also had a function in merging a close relation between smells and

emotions. To this end, often humans unconsciously associate certain smells with

%76 Schivelbusch, Tastes of Paradise, 7.

3" The anthropological meaning of food and spice, and how they were related to the existing social
hierarchies in the Ottoman imperial banquets in general and in the 1720 festival’s banquets in
particular, will be thoroughly discussed in Chapter 3.

%78 Schivelbusch, Tastes of Paradise.

39 I have borrowed the term from the title of Wolfhang Schivelbusch’s book. See Schivelbusch,
Tastes of Paradise.

%80 Corbin, Kokunun Tarihi, 17, n. 22.
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pleasant or unpleasant memories.*®! Approached from this angle, one might imagine
how the strong scent of candy gardens might have contributed to their visual/material
magnificence by triggering the senses of the spectators and turning this experience

into lasting memories.

2.4.2.3 Designing na/uis and their visual-sensory impact
As far as big na/uls are concerned, pictorial representations show them as richly
decorated long poles erected over square/rectangular bases that were carried by the
members of the imperial dockyard (Fig. A15, A16, A17, A18).%®? The painters seem
to have highlighted the length of big na/:/s by extending them over the gilded frame
of the manuscript pages. Furthermore, in Ibrahim’s paintings one sees that some men
were trying to balance the position of na/u:/s with ropes that they were holding in
their hand, which were also tied around their bellies (Fig. A17, A18).%®* Vehbi also
captured this detail exactly as Ibrahim represented it in his painting.%®* This minor
detail is indicative of the length of na/:/s, and the difficulty of their balancing them
during the procession in the city. Parallel to their representation in the paintings, they
were very long objects, often between 21-25 meters in length, as has been mentioned
before.

Over the wooden bases of such objects, one sees a square upper layer,
possibly made of cardboard, into which small kiosks and pavilions were set in a

garden composition. In a painting of Ibrahim, which represented two spherical

%1 Ibid,113.

%82 Apart from these, Levni also depicted four na/uls altogether in one composition at the beginning of
the book. In the episode that represented the visit of the sultan to the Old Palace for overseeing the
construction of najuls, the objects were depicted in a highly stylized manner. This depiction is
dramatically different from Levni’s other depictions seen at the end of the book both in terms of the
proportions and outer design of na/u/s and their garden bases.

%83 This detail is partly seen in one painting of Levni, yet it was conceived in a totally different vein.
Levni in his depiction of najuls has shown that ropes were tied to the poles of naj:ls and to the
handles of wooden bases of the objects.

%4 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 683.
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na/uls, one sees that there was also an additional hexagonal upper layer (Fig. A18).
This detail is not seen in paintings of Levni. Considering that often Ibrahim was
more attentive to the material details of events and objects or to the textual
narrative’s sequence of event, one may surmise that Levni possibly omitted this
second upper layer.*® Whether this existed or not, both pictorial representations
show that big na/:/s were designed in such a way to suggest that they were springing
out of small gardens.

What about the design of nak:/s? Which materials were used and how were
they designed? As far as the partial list of materials that were provisioned for na/:/s
are concerned, it is seen that similar construction items such as various types of nails,
wax, pulleys, glues, gimlets, and mastic were also used.*®® However, there were
important differences in the amount and type of these items when compared with
candy gardens. First of all, a larger amount of wax was used for the construction of
na/uls. Almost two-thirds of the summer savory wax was spent just for na/uls,
consisting of an amount of 204 vukiyye (261.7 kg). In addition, 307.5 vukiyye (394.5
kg) wax of flower honey was also utilized.®’ Certainly, wooden poles of four big
and forty small na/uzis were covered with wax, which must have been the reason for
this great usage. However, whether there was a functional difference between these
two types of wax is not known to us.

When compared with candy gardens, a larger number of gimlets seem to have
been mentioned in the list for na/:/s. These must have been used to make holes of
various sizes in the wooden skeleton of na/:/s, to which golden threads, paper flags,

fruits and flowers seem to have been hanged. Carpenters, locksmiths (¢ilingiran) and

%5 The divergence between the pictorial representations of two painters is approached in detail in
Chapter 6.

% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/141. At the reverse of the document, the materials for najuls were
indicated.

%7 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/141, the reverse side of the document.
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blacksmiths (ahengeran) must have been in charge of these steps. As has been
mentioned above, from the pictorial and narrative representations, one deduces that
the balance of big na/u/s was stabilized through ropes that were tied to the top of
na/u/s and to bodies of the imperial dockyard members. The mention of a variety of
pulleys, and the existence of pulley makers (makaraciyan), lathe makers
(¢ctkrik¢ryan), string (sicimciyan) and rope makers (haladciyan) among the group of
na/i/ workers indicates that at the top and perhaps at different levels of such objects
there were some unseen pulley systems. Indeed, the drawings of John Covel
substantiates this claim. In two of his drawings, it is seen that a dozen ropes and
strings were tied to different parts of na/ul/s that were made for this festival (Fig.
19).% These ropes and strings were definitely bound to pulley systems so that
porters who were standing on each side could adjust the balance of such objects.
Interestingly, the design of two na/u:/s was different from the other pair. As
seen in images of Levni and Ibrahim, two of the na/:/s were designed to look like
cypress trees adorned with silver and gold threads onto which flowers and fruits were
attached. The other pair, however, had a number of round layers, and above these
ball shaped parts silver and gold stripes were hanged. The striped and flower design
of these round layers implies that they might have been made of paper. Or
alternatively, they might have been made of metals and then covered by colorful
papers or textiles. In the pictorial representations, one also sees that textiles were
attached to these spherical na/u/s for decoration. Additionally, in Ibrahim’s painting,
poles of these spherical na/:/s seem to have been covered by striped red and silver

colored paper (Fig.18).

%88 These drawings are reproduced in And, 40 Giin, 40 Gece, 242, figs. a and b. Originally, they exist
in a manuscript at British Library under title Dr. John Covel’s Diary (1670-1679), Add. 22, 912,
Metin And mentions that there is a disorder in the manuscripts’ page sequence and he adds that those
pages related to the 1675 festival are in between 26-64.
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The archival documents indicate that dried date palms, four bouquets of white
flowers and six bouquets flowers of other kinds were also used for the decoration of
these display objects.*®® Certainly, gold and silver threads were used for their
decoration, as seen in paintings. Additionally, in the pictorial representations, one
sees different types of fruit models that were attached to na/:/s, which might have
been made of paper or perhaps of sugar paste. Although our sources do not point to
the involvement of decoupage makers and confectioners in the construction of
nahuls, it is possible to surmise that perhaps among the na/:/ masters and assistant
masters (composed of 25 men), there were a number of craftsmen specialized in
these crafts.

Besides the visual affect of these big na/uls, which were richly adorned in
gold and silver, flowers, colorful papers, and spices were used in their design.
Although the partial lists of materials for na/:/s mention only saffron, various other
spices must also have been used for decorating na/u/s. Indeed, a comparative
analysis of the account books that recorded the total amount of spices provisioned
both for na/uls and candy gardens, and the lists of items used for candy gardens
illuminate this matter.>*® Accordingly, in addition to saffron, cinnamon, clove, musk
and roasted coffee were utilized for na/:/s in huge amounts. Although in terms of
spice variety, na/u/s were not as rich as candy gardens, it is worth remembering that
in candy gardens, some of these spices were used in making confections that
embellished various parts of such gardens. This might be the reason behind the
relatively limited spice variety of na/uls.

The splendid candy gardens and the marvelous na/:/s of the 1720 festival

seem to have pleased both eyes and senses of the beholders. Excessive amounts of

%9 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/141.
%0 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 11-15; MAD.d. 4729, 5-9; D.BSM. SRH. 7/141; D.BSM. SRH. 2/5.
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gold, silver, and spice, and their rich variety of colors marked their luxury. Although
we do not have contemporary testimonies to understand exactly their impact on the
urban audience, their display of the material/visual abundance and their sensory
splendor must have been impressive. As embodiments of the sultan’s benefaction in
the form of display, these objects were definitely one of the most prominent

components of the festival’s overall morphology.

2.5 Conclusion

This chapter discussed the complicated and extremely labor-intensive planning and
preparation process of the 1720 festival. For approximately one and half months, a
large number of court officials, workers and craftsmen were concerned solely with
the festival’s urgent tasks. Indeed, the work did not finish with the end of the public
festival since afterwards, a huge process of redelivering items, gathering account
books and making final payments began. The financial burden and material
difficulties indirectly signify why the Ottoman court managed to stage only three
such large-scale festivals throughout its history. Definitely, these were extraordinary
events both in terms of their morphology and their complicated organization.

The discussion on the planning details of the chief officials and how they
divided labor among themselves shows the schema of the Ottoman court
bureaucracy’s daily routine in the early eighteenth century. The striking significance
of the documentation of every single detail was certainly related to the further
enlargement of the Ottoman scribal service in the eighteenth century. On the other
hand, the existence of similar registers for the earlier periods and the official’s
investigation of these former documents indicate the enduring prominence of

documentation in the Ottoman bureaucratic system.
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The Ottoman court’s provisioning of various types and amounts of copper
and other types of utensils for the kitchen and for banquets illuminated many
unresolved questions on the selection, delivery and redelivery of those items. While
court institutions such as the imperial treasury, the imperial armory and the imperial
confectionary were the first places to look for these necessary objects, provisions
from outside were inevitable. The residents of the city, both Muslim and non-Muslim
(but with the exception of Jews) and the guildsmen were obliged to contribute their
utensils to the festival. In addition, officials of the state also had to lend their material
belongings for the festival. Some of these officials could give only their soup bowls,
yet some gave their silk napkins. Thus, besides outlining who could lend and on what
basis, this utensil provisioning process also shows that the possession of certain
items or objects were indicative of one’s social and economic position. However,
considering the limited material resources of ordinary people in this period, it is not
surprising to find that some obligatory contributors were not eager to meet the
demands of the court. This indirect tension leads one to think about the burden of
such a grand-scale festival on various obligatory contributors and how the court was
dependent on the material resources and manpower of urban dwellers.

Finally, the chapter focused on the preparation of na/:/s and candy gardens.
The preparation of these luxurious and fancy objects seems to have busied hundreds
of craftsmen with different skills and cost an enormous amount of money.
Unearthing the social and material dimension behind this preparatory phase was one
of the intentions of the chapter; addressing their semiotic aspect was another. On the
basis of available documents, the chapter has primarily aimed at proposing an outline
of the construction and designing process of these objects. While specific uses of

some materials by the relevant group of craftsmen could be easily determined, for
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some others only suggestions are made. Yet, a joint consideration of the provisioned
materials, the skills of the craftsmen, as well as the textual and pictorial evidence
answered many unresolved questions related to the their production as well as design
process. Due to the lack of a more detailed work plan and design pattern of na/u/s
and candy gardens, at this point we need to rely on the information that can be
deduced from these available sources.

The reception of these objects by their contemporary spectators has also been
approached. It has been proposed that their giant scales, their sophisticated technical
features, and their colorful and sparkling appearance must have highlighted the
magnificence of these objects that symbolized the circumcised princes’ rite of
passage. However, whether there was theoretical knowledge behind the design of
such marvelous objects remains unknown to us. Still, one may at least surmise that
their conspicuous material abundance, vivid colors and charming smells must not
have escaped the attention of the spectators. It would not be far-reaching, therefore,
to propose that their public exhibition embodied the sultan’s benefaction in the form

of display.
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CHAPTER 3

THE BENEFACTION OF THE SULTAN THROUGH FOOD

On 21 September 1720 (18 Zi'l-ka ‘de, 1132), which was the third day of the public
celebrations of the imperial festival, an official document was issued after the
petition of a man named Abdurrahman. In this petition, written in poor handwriting
and with many grammatical mistakes, Abdurrahman complained about his miserable
state. He said that day and night he walked around in poor condition, and added that
at home his companion was pregnant and they did not have any butter, honey, coffee,
sugar or firewood. He asked for kindness and benefaction from the sultan.*** The
imperial order of the sultan can be seen in the upper left margin of the same
document. It addresses the superintendent of the imperial kitchens Halil Efendi, who
was also the superintendent of the festival, and reads, “The above recorded ten items
should be given for one time.”** These items and their amounts were coffee (6.4
kg), sugar (6.4 kg), honey (3.8 kg), clarified butter (38.4 kg), rice (256.5), chickpea
(51 kg), lentil (128 kg), black grapes (25.6 kg), red grapes (12.8 kg) and quality flour
(76.9 kg).>*® Thus, the wish of Abdurrahman was granted and the benefaction of the
sultan arrived at his home in the form of different types of basic foodstuffs as well as
some more luxurious items. Indeed, all of these were given in such huge quantities

that they must have been sufficient for his livelihood for more than a year. Yet, as it

¥LBOA. D. BSM. SRH. 4/144: “Devletlii sa‘adetlii ve meravetlii ve inayetlii sultanim hazretlerine:
hakipay-1 seriflerine yiiziim ve gdzliim siiriib du‘alar ve senalar ve sonra hakk -1 te‘ala nice nice bu
emsallere bu miiriivetlere irlisdiire ciimle efendilerimiz ile beraber cem amin. Beniim sa‘adetlii
efendim eger kullariniz ahvalinden zerre mikdar su’al olunur ise gice ve giindiiz fakirin halinde
gizerim evde yoldagim hamiledir yag bal kahve seker odun yokdur simet (?) efendim devrana kimlere
yas olam benim efendim liituf ve kerim idiib bu derdimden ricasin kabul idesiz baki liituf ve ihsan
sultanimdan. Bende kuliniz ‘Abdurrahmandan. Tezkire dade 18 Zi’l-ka‘de 1132.

%92 Ibid: “matbah emini efendi, balada muharrer olunan on ‘aded esyay: bir def*a viresiz, buyurildi”
%% Ibid. “kahve 5 vukiyye, seker 5 vukiyye, ‘asel 30 vukiyye, revgan-1 sade 30 vukiyye, birinc 10
keyl, nohid 2 keyl, mercimek 5 keyl, siyah tiziim 20 vukiyye, kirmizi iiziim 10 vukiyye, dakik-i has 3
keyl.”
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was clearly stated in the order, these foodstuffs would be given only for once,
something that also reminds us of the limits of the benefaction of the sultan.

Food, without any doubt, is the most essential basis of human life and it is
crucial “in constituting every social relationship.”*** Parallel to that, food has always
been the most basic item of gift exchange across cultures;** it fosters solidarity,
demarcates social and political distinctions and confers superiority to the distributor.
Unsurprisingly, in the early modern period, the rulers have always been preoccupied
with provisioning food to the people, which ascribed to food a very significant role
in defining and constituting political power.

Under the Ottomans the distribution of food as an act of charity ascribed a
highly diffused institutional form under the public kitchens, which were part of the
imperial wagfs that were established throughout Ottoman lands.**® Indeed, in the
Ottoman culture, showing benefaction through food “was so central to the

»397 that it almost defined and

legitimization and representation of imperial power
perpetuated the Ottoman patrimonial system that was based on patronage and
clientage.

Food was distributed not only from the public kitchens of the Ottoman
imperial endowments.>*® In the Ottoman court, certain foods were supplied on a daily

basis for the households of the members of the dynasty and for dignitaries.*°

Moreover, on the days of Imperial Council meetings, meals were served for the

%% Tierney and Ohnuki-Tierney, “Anthropology of Food,” 123.

% Mauss, The Gift.

%% Singer, Charity in Islamic Societies, 145-157.

*7 1bid, 132.

%% It should be stated that in the foundation inscriptions of the waqfs, the specific groups of
beneficiaries were clearly stated. Thus, even for big imarets such as that of Fatih and Siileymaniye,
feeding the poor, needy or the travelers was bound with the limited resources of these institutions.
399 Artan, “Aspects of the Ottoman Elite's.”

136



dignitaries, clerks and the court’s personnel.*® In addition, during some celebratory
occasions such as the month of Muharram, religious holidays, imperial weddings,
and circumcisions, food was distributed and banquets were held for officials, guests
and sometimes also for the common people. These celebratory events were
extraordinary occasions when food was unusually abundant and accessible to a
relatively large group of people. From a semiotic perspective, the superabundance of
food and its variety can be associated with the might and power of the sultan,***
which was a common concept in the early modern European princely feasts as
well.*®2 On the other hand, by dwelling on the Bakhtinian concept of carnival and
feasting, the material abundance that became available under such occasions can also
be interpreted as a sign of the productivity and growth, promising an almost utopian
affluence during the celebratory event.**

Although in the Ottoman case, the material abundance that derived from the
benefaction of the sultan was visible to the spectators, guests, officials and
dignitaries; it was not accessible on an equal basis to all participants. This was
because the amount of food allocated to each person was strictly bound to her/his
rank in the social hierarchy, determining where to sit, what and how much to eat and

k.*** This kind of a social differentiation through food was also observed in other

drin
contemporary court cultures. However, perhaps Ottomans were more notable for
their preoccupation with rank and protocol. Parallel to that, a late sixteenth observer,
the Moroccan ambassador to Istanbul between 1589 and 1591, was baffled by this

Ottoman obsession with rank, stating “...I have never seen men observe marks of

%% There are examples that during the Council Days the leftovers were often distributed to the
common people. Thus, during these days various people across social strata could receive food. See
Reindl-Kiel, “The Chickens of Paradise,”74.

1 Mintz and Du Bois, “The Anthropology of Food and Eating,” 117-134.

%92 Strong, Feast: A History of Grand Eating.

403 Bakhtin, Rabelais and His World, 184-222; 256-276.

%% Strong, Feast: A History of Grand Eating, 103.
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precedence more scrupulously.”405 Actually, it was during the reign of Siileyman I
when the ceremonial and visual representations of the imperial identity became
increasingly prescribed and elaborated. As a part this process, the ruling elite was
differentiated from the rest of the society and status variations among this group
were also redefined. As Giilru Necipoglu convincingly puts it, this hierarchical group
identity was communicated through visual and material signs that defined garments,
patronage patterns, and court etiquette *® Certainly, food and food-related rites were
part of this concern, and the 1720 festival’s food aspect should be perceived in this
contextual framework.

This chapter will start with a discussion of the provisioning of foodstuffs for
the 1720 festival’s banquets and for the distribution of daily allowances. Archival
documents help us understand the types of the basic food items that were supplied in
enormous amounts and also more luxurious foodstuffs that were reserved only for a
select number of people. At the same time, this consideration reveals the large scale
of food consumption during the festival.

The second part will focus on the distribution of food to officials and
functionaries both in terms of providing them food allowances for maintaining their
daily sustenance throughout the period of their service for the festival and granting
some of them donations of food. On the basis of detailed registers this part will
address the social differentiation that was articulated through the types and amount
of daily allowances of food and food donations.

The last part will be concerned with banquets of the festival while aiming at
illuminating the culinary aspect of the festival on the basis of the formerly unknown

menu of the festival, the registers on the daily provisions for each day’s menu, and

%5 Cited in Necipoglu, “A Canon for Arts,” 207.
%% Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 33-45; Idem, “A Canon for Arts.”
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some petitions as well as lists. The discussion will also reveal how the participants’
social rank determined all their relationship with food. Not only the number of
courses that they could eat but also the ingredients of these dishes including even the

type of seasonings, indicated the participants’ social distinction and power.

3.1 Provisioning foodstuffs for the festival

Holding a public festival that hosted thousands of people across social strata must
have required the provisioning of a huge amount of foodstuff in advance. Sirnames
mention only the provisioning of poultry that was purchased from districts of

Tekirdag, Sehirkdy, inecik and Hiidavendigar.*”’

Hafiz Mehmed additionally says
that chickens were put in stock at a khan near the Sultan Ahmed imaret and turkeys
were stocked at Eski Baruthane. Nevertheless, as account registers indicate some
other basic substances, cereals, fresh and dry fruits, vegetables, spices and other
types of seasonings were also supplied. An evaluation of these provisions indicates
that they were supplied in enormous amounts, which in turn signifies the great
importance that was given to the food in the festival.

When the account books of the festival are examined, one sees that the
amounts of the basic foodstuffs that were supplied for the festival were mentioned
separately. As seen in Table 9, these basic foodstuffs were flour, meat, rice and

sugar.*® Actually, sugar was a luxury item in the early eighteenth-century Ottoman

cuisine.*® Parallel to that, and as will be discussed in detail later, in the festival sugar

7 \/ehbi, Sizrname, 470; Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 181.

“% parallel to this situation these items were the basic foodstuffs that were provisioned annually for
the imperial palace. See Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfag:, 180.

%% |n Europe by the mid-seventeenth century sugar began to become relatively more available to a
larger group of people. Although until 1850s it did not enter ordinary kitchens, Sydney Mintz puts that
due to its expanded production and increased consumption, starting with the late seventeenth century
sugar gradually lost its signification of material distinction and prestige in Europe. Parallel to this
development, for example sugared collations, which were indispensible material forms of princely
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was used only in the dishes and drinks of the dignitaries. Nevertheless, a huge
quantity of sugar was provisioned for the festival’s kitchen and this must have been
the reason why the total amount of sugar was mentioned separately in the account
book. In addition to these, in the account books, the amount of firewood and coal that
was used during the festival was also recorded. Although the account books do not
differentiate between the amount used for the furnaces of the festival’s kitchen and
the amount for the tents of the dignitaries and officials, one may still surmise that a
good part of the total amount must have been spent for preparing meals. Indeed,
Vehbi, in his sirname, states that the furnace of the festival’s kitchen was so large
that sixty cauldrons could be placed there at once. Parallel to this information,
approximately two weeks before the start of the festival, on 4 Zi’l-ka ‘de (7
September, 1720), the superintendent of the festival ordered the head mason
(rascibast) to prepare some stone furnaces that would be used by the kitchen of the
festival.*

As seen in Table 9, flour, meat and rice were the basic items that constituted
daily allowances of the majority of the festival’s functionaries and officials. Besides,
these foodstuffs were also used for preparing each day’s banquets. Parallel to that,
huge amounts of these basic foodstuffs were provisioned for the festival’s overall

needs.

banquets, gradually disappeared from the courtly tables. Mintz, Sugar and Power, 122, 133; Reed,
The Edible Monument, 115-117.
0 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/201.
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Table 9. Basic Foodstuffs*!*

Type of Produce Amount Cost
Quality flour used for 67.5 keyl 13,500 ak¢e
baking quality bread and (1,731.98 kg) (1 keyl=200 akg¢e)

sweet bread

Lower quality flour used

3,155 keyl and 8 vukiyye

331,317.5 akge

for baking lower quality (80,964.4 kg) (1 keyl=105 ak¢e)
bread and sweet bread for

the imperial banquets and

for daily allowances

Flour used for dishes of the | 1,994 vukiyye 19,940 akge
banquets (2,558.1 kg) (1 vukiyye =10 akc¢e)
Meat used by the kitchen of | 18,125 vukiyye -

the festival for dishes of the
banquets

(23,253.3 kg)

Meat used for daily 11,834.5 vukiyye

allowances of janissaries (15,183 kg) -

and others

Sugar 2,252.5 vukiyye * 1 vuk=104 akge™
(2,889.8 kg)

Rice used for daily 2,889 keyl and 3.5

allowances vukiyye

Quality rice used for dishes
of the banquets

(7,4133.3 kg)

236 keyl (6,055.5 kg)

1 keyl=104 akge

Firewood used throughout 5,165 ¢eki -
the festival (1,291,250 kg) equivalent

to 1,291.25 ton)
Coal used throughout the 8,210 vukiyye -

festival

(10,532.9 kg; equivalent

to 10.5329 ton)

The most frequently used food item seems to have been flour, which was used for
baking bread and sweet bread (¢érek). Actually, two types of flour were used.*** The

quality flour (dakik-i has) was used for baking quality bread (nan-1 has) and quality

“' BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 6-7, 26, 27; MAD.d. 4729, 20.

2 This amount includes sugar that was used for preparation of the dishes of the imperial banquets,
preparation of sugared drinks and the royal donations to various officials and dignitaries.

M2 This price is the price of “the Frankish sugar” that was used to prepare assorted drinks for the
festival. In other parts of the account books, unfortunately there is no other indication of sugar price.
For this reason, | have included the price of this Frankish sugar in the list. For mention of assorted
drinks and the sugar’s price BOA, MAD.d. 1284, 10.

% |n the Ottoman palace there were two types of bread namely the quality bread (nan-1 has) and
ordinary bread (nan-i fodula). This difference referred to the type of flour that was used. For example,
the quality flour (dakik-i has) that was used for baking quality bread referred to the bread that was
given to the imperial family, the inner palace members and the dignitaries of the state. And, lower
quality floor (dakik-i fodula) that was used for baking ordinary bread (nan-1 fodula) was given to the
rest of the court officials and palace functionaries. Ordinary flour also had two types; these were the
middle quality (meyane) and the lower quality (zarci). Thus, the lower quality flour and bread referred
to the lowest quality bread, which had a darkish color and firm texture. Bilgin, Osmanli Saray
Mutfagi, 67, 68; 185-186. For provisioning of flour and the activities of bakers in Istanbul also see
Salih, Istanbul Degirmenleri ve Firinlari.
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sweet bread (¢corek-i has) for the imperial family, members of the inner palace and to
the dignitaries. The total amount of use of this quality flour was 67.5 keyl (1,721.9
kg), and 13,500 ak¢e were spent for this purpose. In contrast, an enormous amount
3,155 keyl and 8 vukiyye (80,964.4 kg) lower quality flour (dakik-i harci) was used
for baking the lower quality bread (nan-:1 harci) and sweet bread (¢orek-i harci) that
was distributed as daily allowances.*® Arif Bilgin mentions that bread that was
baked at the imperial palace was often made of flour, sesame, black sesame, egg,

gum and aniseed.**°

As will be discussed later, all of these items except aniseed were
provisioned for the festival’s kitchen. Therefore, we may presume that at least the
bread of dignitaries might have had a similar taste. In addition to these
aforementioned amounts of flour that were supplied for baking bread and sweet
bread, an extra amount, which is 1,994 vukiyye (2,558.1 kg) flour, was also supplied
for preparing the menu of the imperial banquets. Although the type of this flour was
not mentioned in the documents, it must have been either the ordinary or the lower
quality flour.

From the sixteenth century onwards, almost the majority of the imperial
palace’s quality flour need was supplied from Bursa, its surrounding regions and
Istanbul. The lower quality flour was provisioned largely from the Balkan region,
Thrace and southern Marmara. In times of greater need, supplements were again

made from Istanbul.**’

Although the archival documents do not mention from where
aforementioned two types of flours were supplied, quite possibly the provisioning

process must have followed a similar pattern.

> BOA.MAD.d. 1284, 26, 27; MAD. d. 4729, 96.

M8 Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfag:, 68.

7 For Istanbul’s provisioning see Faroqhi, “Istanbul’un lasesi,” 139-154; Idem, “Supplying
Seventeenth and Eighteenth-Century Istanbul,” 273-301; Murphey, “Provisioning Istanbul,” 217-263;
Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfagi, 181-186; Salih, Istanbul Degirmenleri ve Firinlart.
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As Table 9 indicates, meat and rice were the other basic foodstuffs, both of
which constituted the daily allowance of various groups and were also used as
ingredients of various dishes for the imperial banquets. As far as meat is concerned,
the account books show that the amount of meat used for banquets was more than the
daily allowances. Certainly, the generous use of meat in the imperial banquets
reflected the pomp of these feasts.*'® Although in various documents the meat was
simply referred to as gust (literally means meat), in some others it was differentiated
as mutton and lamb.**° These types of meat were real luxuries for the common

420

people.”” Thus, even this enormous amount reflects the range of the festival’s
material abundance. As far as the provisioning process is concerned, a large amount
of animal provisions of the imperial palace was supplied from Balkans. The period
between April and November was the period when the annual sheep requirement of
Istanbul and the imperial palace was satisfied.*** During this period, animals were
continuously brought to pasture lands outside the imperial city, and throughout the
winter the city and the imperial palace relied on these supplies. As the festival was
held between September and October, during this meat-provisioning period, some
amount of the festival’s meat requirement could have been supplied from these
pastures. In addition, starting with the seventeenth century, the imperial palace seems
to have supplied a substantial part of its meat from Istanbul’s butchers. Arif Bilgin
says that these supplies from the city were always differentiated in the archival
sources by recording the purchased amount of meat by weight (referring to the

purchase of meat after slaughter) as opposed to recording the number of animals.*??

8 Tierney and Ohnuki-Tierney, “Anthropology of Food,” 125.

9 For example see BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75, fol. 3b.

20 Other alternative ways of meat consumption was eating dried meat flavored with garlic known as
pastirma and mutton sausage named as sucuk, Faroghi, Subjects of the Sultan, 207.

421 Greenwood, “Meat Provisioning and Ottoman Economic Administration,” 96.

*22 Bilgin, Osmanl Saray Mutfag: 187-190.
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Parallel to this situation, in the account books of the festival, the total amount of
supplied meat was recorded in weight. Nevertheless, in some other documents there
are also indications that livestock trades were also made. For example, a book of
registers and Hafiz Mehmed mention that for the janissary scramble for food
(vagma) that took place for a second time on the seventh day of the festival, 500
sheep and lambs were used.*?® Indeed, according to the textual narratives, pigeons
were put inside these animals and when the janissaries scrambled for them, pigeons
started to fly and this vista amazed the spectators.*** In the pictorial representation of
this event by Ibrahim, one also sees that the animals were roasted and put on trays
just before the scramble (Fig. A22).

Just like meat, rice was also a luxury for the ordinary people, yet for the
imperial palace rice was among the most basic foodstuffs and was used in various
dishes and desserts.*?® During the festival, a huge amount of rice was used both for
the allowance of the officials and functionaries, and for banquets. In the account
book it was mentioned that in totality, 3,125 keyl and 3.5 vukiyye (80,188.8 kg) of
rice was spent for these purposes. However, a note indicates that 2,889 keyl
(74,128.8 kg) of rice was already stocked at the cellar of the imperial palace; in
addition, 236 keyl (6,055.5 kg) of quality rice (erz-i sas) was purchased.*?® Indeed, a
different page of the same account book shows that the total amount of this high
quality rice that was purchased was used for preparing dishes of the imperial

banquets.

22 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75, fol. 3b; Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 203.

*24 Seyyid Vehbi, Sizrname, 586, 587. Evliya Celebi also mentions a similar show during a banquet
that was held in honor of the governor of Crimea and Transylvanian king, when live pigeons as well
as rabbits were put inside cattle. See Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, VI, 198.

“2% Prior to the sixteenth century the Ottoman palace kitchens supplied their rice need from Filibe,
(Plovdiv). Starting with the late sixteenth century however the rice was mostly provisioned from
Egypt. Bilgin, Osmanl Saray Mutfagi, 199-202.

26 Accordingly, for one keyl 104 ak¢e was paid and in totality 24,544 ak¢e was given for this expense.
BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 7.

144



As far as sugar is concerned, the archival documents clearly differentiated the
total amount of sugar was used for the preparation of sugar gardens and the amount
used by the kitchen of the festival. A joint evaluation of a number of documents
reveals that the total amount of sugar given to the festival kitchen, which was 2,252.5
vukiyye (2,889.8 kg), was for a number of different usages. Sugar was used for the
preparation of the dishes for dignitaries, assorted sweet drinks and compotes as well
as for distribution to officials and dignitaries as royal donations. Luckily, the exact
amounts were also recorded in the archival documents. Accordingly, for the dishes of
the banquets, 624.5 vukiyye (801.1 kg), for assorted drinks 659 vukiyye (845.4 kg),
for compotes 400 vukiyye (513.1 kg) sugar was used.**’ Thus, the remaining 569
vukiyye (729.9 kg) must have been distributed as donations.

Clarified butter and honey should also be mentioned here because these two
were also among the basic substances that constituted daily allowances of various
groups and were used in the preparation of the menu for the banquets. In the account
books, these foodstuffs were mentioned along with grains, vegetables, fruits and
spices. Nevertheless, they differ from all other food items with their enormous
amounts and in that they were both distributed as allowances and used in the
banquet’s menu. Accordingly, 10,473 vukiyye (13,436.2 kg) of clarified butter and
9,444 vukiyye (12,116.1 kg) of honey were used for these purposes. In addition, as
will be discussed later, these food items were often given as a royal donation (in ‘am)
to various people, including the lower-ranking officials, functionaries and
performers.

At this point it is worth noting that the prices of these basic foodstuffs that

were provisioned for the festival. It is known that, when compared with market

2T For the amount of sugar used in banquets BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/78, for assorted drinks MAD.d.
1284, 10 and MAD.d. 4729, 24; for compotes D.BSM. SRH. 7/78 and MAD.d. 4729, 22.
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prices, foodstuffs were supplied at a relatively lower price for the kitchens of the
imperial palace.*?® What about the situation where there was a huge extra need, such
as in the case of the 1720 festival? A comparison between the average prices that
were paid by the imperial kitchens in year 1720 for rice, clarified butter, sugar,
honey and flour,** and prices of the festival’s provisions for the same foodstuffs
reveals an interesting picture. As seen in Table 10, for the festival’s kitchen, most of

these basic foodstuffs were purchased at a cheaper price than the average prices of

that year.

Table 10. Average Prices Paid by the Imperial Palace for Basic Foodstuffs*®
Foodstuff Average price in 1720 Price paid for the 1720 festival

Rice 120 akge 104 akge

Flour 13 akge 10 ak¢e

Honey 20 akge 20 akge

Sugar 141.5 akce 105 akge

Clarified butter 40.2 akge 40 akge

Unfortunately, the average annual prices paid by the imperial palace for other types
of foodstuffs have not yet been examined in the literature. For this reason, it is not
possible to compare prices of other foodstuffs that were provisioned for the festival
with the averages. Still, the prices listed in this table imply that the festival’s
enormous amount of food provisions were probably supplied at a lower price than
the imperial palace’s usual payment rate. This situation must have been related to the
temporary nature of the event. Holding such a public festival necessitated the supply
of great amounts of foodstuffs in a short period of time. Indeed, all these foodstuffs,
the value of which was almost equivalent to half the value of the imperial palace’s

annual provisions, would be used just in three weeks. This urgent need must have

428 pamuk, Istanbul ve Diger Kentlerde; Salih, Istanbul Degirmenleri ve Firinlart; Bilgin, Osmanl:
Saray Mutfagi; Faroghi, “When the Sultan Planned.”

29 pamuk, Istanbul ve Diger Kentlerde, 122-125.

%0 1 have based on the information that is provided by Sevket Pamuk for average prices of basic
foodstuffs that were purchased by the imperial palace in year 1720. Pamuk, Istanbul ve Diger
Kentlerde, 122-125. For the prices of the 1720 festival BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 6-7, 26, 27; MAD.d.
4729, 20.
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required temporary adjustments, and the festival’s food purchases at a lower price

must have been one of these adjustments that were put into practice.

3.1.1 Poultry, vegetables, fruits and spices

Apart from provisions of basic foodstuffs, the officials needed to supply various
other types of food items and spices for the preparation of the imperial banquets.
Starting with poultry, sirnames and archival documents provide some information
about their provisioning process. As has been mentioned before sirnames mention
that poultry was provisioned from the districts of Tekirdag, Sehirkdy, Inecik,
Goyniik, Golpazart and Yenice-i Tarakli. According to Vehbi, 8,000 chickens, 2,000
turkeys, 1,000 ducks, 3,000 chicks and 2,000 pigeons were supplied from these
districts. Hatiz Mehmed, however, says that these districts supplied 7,900 chickens,
1,450 turkeys and 3,000 chicks. Additionally, 1,000 ducks and 2,000 pigeons were
provisioned from Istanbul. The question is, which one of these is true? Fortunately,
one of the account books of the festival resolves this confusion, as it records the
exact numbers of provisions and their provisioning places.*** According to this
record, pigeons and ducks were supplied from the capital city.*** In this respect,
Hafiz Mehmed’s declaration seems to have been more reliable than that of Vehbi.
However, as seen in Table 11, in addition to the report of Hafiz Mehmed, 1,200

chickens were also supplied from Istanbul.

1 BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 96: el miibaya‘at der asitane-i sa‘adet.” This detail was not mentioned in the
other account book, which represents a more complete version (MAD.d. 1284, 26). Rather, in MAD.d.
1284 only the total numbers, which is 9,100 chickens, 1,262 ducks, 2,375 pigeons, 3,000 chicks were
noted. Due to this undetailed information however one omits the amount of poultry that was supplied
from Istanbul.

32 During the late fifteenth and sixteenth century, all poultry needs of the imperial palace were
supplied from Istanbul and its surroundings. Yet, as the demand rose, by the late sixteenth century
districts on the Marmara and Black sea regions such as Bolu, Hiidavendigar, Tekirdagi (Rodoscuk)
and Sehirkdy also began to supply chicken and chicks. For some specific species such as duck,
pigeon, and goose however Istanbul’s markets were (especially Tavuk Pazari) still the sole provider.
See Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfagi, 119, 193, 194.
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Table 11. Types, Amounts of Poultry and Place of Provisioning

Name of the Chicken Turkey Chick Pigeon Duck
Town/City (Makiyan) (Makiyan-1 misri) | (Pilig) (Kebuter) (Ordek)
Tekfiirtag: 2,500 500 1,000 - -
(Tekirdag)

Sehirkdy 2,500 500 1,000 -

(Sarksy)

Inecik 200 50 100 -

Golpazari 1,050 150 350 -

Goyniik 1,100 170 400 -

Yenice-i Tarakli 550 80 150 - -
Istanbul 1,200 - - 2,375 1,262
TOTAL 9,100 1,450 3,000 2,375 1,262

In sum, the total number of poultry items was 17,187. However, the account book
mentions that 13,382 animals were delivered to the imperial kitchens.*** This means
that quite possibly 3,805 animals were lost after their purchase. As poultry was more
sensitive to environmental conditions, such a loss was often observed in overall
palace purchases as well. For example, on the basis of the registers of the imperial
palace kitchens between 1625 and 1638, Arif Bilgin observes that the loss in poultry
ranged between 1.4% and 2.8%."** The loss in festival provisions, however, seems to
have been higher with 22%, which could have been related to either meteorological
conditions or transportation in the strict timeline of the provisioning.

The archival documents indicate that an official named Feyzullah Agha was
in charge of the delivery of the demanded poultry.**® Three documents that were
issued on 16 Sevval, 25 Sevval and 1 Zi’l-ka ‘de respectively certify the deliveries
from Goyniik, Yenice-i Tarakli and Gélpazari.**® So, one understands that while
some of these districts could supply the court’s demand promptly, it took others more
time. This was quite possibly related to the fact that some of these districts had
difficulty satisfying the requested quantities for the festival. An imperial order

addressed to the assistant judge (na’ib) of Sehirkoy (Sarkdy) and the substitute of the

¥ BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 26.
3 Bilgin, Osmanl: Saray Mutfag:,194.
“ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/119; 1/161, 1/186: «...kabzina me’mur Feyzullah Aga yediyle...”
436 1
Ibid.
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janissary commander in Gelibolu show that the people of Sehirkdy lived through
such a problem.**” The order is dated 18 Sevval 1132 (23 August, 1720) and begins
with a statement that the people of Sehirkdy had still not supplied the demanded
amount of poultry which was 2,500 chickens, 1,000 chicks and 500 turkeys. After
explaining that the people of Sehirkdy had difficulties in supplying the demanded
amounts, the document indicates that they asked for permission to purchase chickens
and chicks from nearby places.**® However, when it comes to the provisioning of
turkeys, the people of Sehirkdy stated that turkeys did not exist in their district, so
with this excuse, they asked for forgiveness on that matter. Nevertheless, the answer
was precise: no excuse or apology would be accepted, and the people of Sehirkdy
would supply all demanded amounts. Therefore, as Suraiya Faroghi has stated,
although it is not clear how the people of Sehirkdy were able to find these turkeys,**°
the aforementioned account registers show that somehow they did. However, this
search for turkeys might have caused a delay in their delivery date. As the imperial
order is dated the last week of August, after that time they had to find 500 turkeys.
As the account books show, for each type of poultry, a fixed price was paid.
Accordingly, for one chicken and young chicken 15 akce, for a turkey 80 ak¢e, for a

duck 25 ak¢e and for a pigeon 15 akc¢e were paid.**°

Although poultry was regularly
consumed at the imperial palace, at ordinary tables it was rarely seen.*** As Hedda

Reindl-Kiel puts it, the consumption of “poultry and wild birds was a demonstration

37 This order was cited in Faroghi, “Bringing Gifts and Receiving Them,” 391; Idem, “When the
Sultan Planned,” 218, 219. For the order see BOA. MAD.d. 09906, 591.

8 BOA. MAD.d. 09906, 591: «...tavuk ve pilici vilayetimizde mevcud oldugi mertebesi cem‘ ve
ma‘adasi bulunan mahallerden istira’ ve kariben teslim ideriz...”

¥ Faroqhi, “Bringing Gifts and Receiving Them,”391; Idem, “When the Sultan Planned a Great
Feast,” 218, 219.

0 BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 96; MAD.d. 1284, 26. As a comparison, in 1640 market price indices, the
cost of one chicken was 14 ak¢e and one chick was 9 ak¢e. Kiitiikkoglu, Osmanlilarda Narh
Miiessesesi, 93.

*1 Faroghi, Subjects of the Sultan, 207.
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of wealth and prestige.”*** Then, uses of such a variety of poultry in the imperial
banquets of the festival that hosted high-ranking guests, dignitaries as well as middle
and lower-ranking officials and functionaries must have further added to the
grandeur of the event. Among the types of poultry, turkey seems to have been even
more luxurious, as indicated by its high price. Although between the fifteenth and
seventeenth century turkey was not a frequently consumed type of poultry at the

3 this situation seems to have slightly changed in the early eighteenth

imperial court,
century since it was served during the banquets of the 1720 festival. Indeed, as will
be discussed later in detail, not only dignitaries and the most esteemed guests, also
middle ranking officials and retinues of the dignitaries could also taste this expensive
bird.

For the preparation of the dishes of the imperial banquets that were held for
15 days, fresh and dried fruits, vegetables, spices and other flavorings were also
needed. Although archival documents do not mention their provisioning process,
they record their types, amounts and prices. As seen in Table 12, a variety of
vegetables, legumes, fresh and dried fruits, spices, seasonings as well as milk
products were provisioned for the banquets. Nevertheless, as will be discussed later

only the dishes of the highest-ranking guests and officials could display such a great

variety.

42 ReindI-Kiel, “Chickens of Paradise,” 87.
3 Reindl-Kiel, “Chickens of Paradise.”
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Table 12. Types, Amounts and Prices of VVarious Types of Foodstuffs

444

Vegetables and Fruits Spices gnd Milky products, Fish Pickle
legumes Seasonings egg, butter
Squash Apple Cinnamon Milk Assorted Squash pickle
8274 vukiyye 288 vukiyye 3 vukiyye and 1902 vukiyye types of 33 vukiyye
(10,615 kg) (369.4 kg) 100 dirhem (2,440 kg) fish (42.3 kg)
(4.1kg) 50 vukiyye
(61.4 kg) 1 vuk=15 akg¢e
1 vuk=16 akge 1 vuk=10 ajk¢e 1 vuk=1600 ak¢e | 1 vuk=5 akge 1 vuk=15
akge
Eggplant Quince Black pepper Fresh cheese™ | Sea bass Pepper mint
39,640 774.5 vukiyye 92.5 vukiyye and | 306 2 vukiyye pickle
(993.6 kg) 100 dirhem (2.5 kg) 30 vukiyye
(118.9 kg) (38.4 kg)
1 eggplant =0.5 1 vuk=12 aj¢e 1 vuk=140 akge 1 piece of 1 vuk=60 1 vuk=15 aj¢e
akge cheese=12 akce akge
Okra Date palm Cardamon Kagkaval Eggplant
162,100 181.5 vukiyye 2.5 vukiyye and | cheese™® pickle
(232.8 kg) 25 dirhem 8.5 vukiyye 26 vukiyye
(3.3 kg) (10.9 kg) (33.3kg)
1 okra=0,04 1 vuk=20 aj¢e 1 vuk=1600 akce 1 vuk=15 aj¢e
akce 1 vuk=25 ajge
Kavata™ Fresh lemon Sesame Clotted cream of Pickled*™®
14,080 2,817 2 Vukiyye milk*® caper
(2.5 kg) 169 tabak (plate) 33 vukiyye
(42.3 kg)
1 kavata=15 1lemon=1ak¢e | 1vuk=24 akce 1 plate=50 akg¢e 1 vuk=30 aj¢e
akge

*% This table is made through a joint analysis of two account books (MAD.d. 1284 and MAD.d. 4729)
and a two-page document, which lists some of the provisioned foods and their amounts. This
document seems to have been excerpt from a book of registers. BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 6-7, 26-27-28-
29; MAD.d. 4729, 14-15, 96; D. BSM. SRH. 7/78.

5 Archival documents on expenses of the imperial kitchens show that certain types of cheese were
sold in jars or in dishes. This mention of fresh cheese in numbers must have referred to such a type of
cheese that was either sold in jar or in a dish. See Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfagi, 224.

8 This type of cheese began to be consumed at the imperial palace starting with the second half of
the seventeenth century. In addition, the author of Sohbetname, who was Seyyid Hasan, a seventeenth
century Sufi from Istanbul, also mentioned it. In the 1640 price indices it was registered as the most
expensive type of cheese. See Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfagi, 224; Gokyay, “Sohbetname,” 56-65;
Kiitiikoglu, Osmanlilarda Narh Miiessesesi, 94.

*7 In the literature kavara is commonly known as a bitter and green type of tomato. Nevertheless, in a
recent research Priscilla Mary Isin argues that actually kavara was a plant that originally came from
Africa. This plant that is known as solanum aethiopicum looks like a tomato but inside it is more like
the sweet red pepper. This plant’s earliest recorded entry to the Ottoman palace kitchens was 1694, as
Tiilay Artan has unearthed. Accordingly, at this year 13,350 kavara were purchased for Edirne palace
kitchens. Later on, among the daily allowances of the crown prince Selim (later Selim I11) for year
1774-1775, once again kavata is seen. See Artan, “Aspects of the Ottoman Elite’s Food
Consumption,” 114-115; Isin, Osmanli Mutfak Imparatorlugu, 213-228.

8 Although in account books it was simply mentioned as clotted cream of milk, in another book of
registers on the daily food provisions for the banquets, it was mentioned once as the clotted cream of
milk of Uskiidar (kaymak-i Uskiidar). BOA. DBSM. SRH. 7/75, fol. 1b. Actually, Uskiidar’s clotted
cream is also seen among the purchases of the imperial palace kitchens from the seventeenth century
onwards. Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfag:, 224.

9 Caper plant is not widely used today in the Turkish cuisine. Yet, naturally it grows in Anatolia.
The buds and stem of the plant was used to make pickles, which was named as kebere, or gebere
pickle. Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfag, 62; 229.

151



I\/egetables and Fruits Spices find Milky products, Fish Pickle
egumes Seasonings egg, butter
Melokheya™® Apricot of Saffron Yoghurt Fels™? Kebere
283 vukiyye damascus 43.5 vukiyye and | 209 tabak *% ?)
(363 kg) 290 vukiyye 100 dirhem (plate) (Pickled caper
1 vuk=4 ak¢e (372 kg) (56.128 kg) bud)
1 vuk=90 ak¢e 1 vuk=1,200 1 plate=8 akc¢e 27 vukiyye
akce (34.6 kg)
1 vuk=30 aj¢e
Parsley Pomegranate™ | Coriander Yoghurt ** Rose pickle
312 bunches 5 vukiyye 3 vuk. 100 239 vukiyye 2 vukiyye
(6.4 kg) dirhem (306.6 kg) (2.5 kg)
(4.1kg) 1 vuk=30 aj¢e
1 bunch=2 akce 1 vuk=8 akce 1 vuk=1,200 1 vuk=6 ak¢e
akge
Spearmint Currant Cochineal Egg
172 bunches 499 vukiyye (karmiz)™® 6115
(1,139 kg) 70 dirhem
1 bunch=3 akg¢e 1 vuk=32 akc¢e (224 gr) 1 egg=0.8 akce
1 dirhem=13
akge
Onion Large and white | Vinegar Butter
6460.5 vukiyye grape with 774.5 vukiyye 57.5 vukiyye
(8,288.4 kg) seeds*® (993.6 kg) (73.7 kg)
980 vukiyye
(1,257.2 kg)
1 vuk=4 ak¢e 1 vuk=20 aj¢e 1 vuk=3 akce 1 vuk=50 ajkge
Black eyed pea Red grape Lemon juice Olive oil
148 vukiyye 108.5 vukiyye 470 vukiyye 12 vukiyye

0 |n the account books of the 1720 festival it was referred to as miilithiyye. The same plant was also
referred to as miilhiye and miilithya in other contemporary Ottoman documents. | have taken the
English translation from Karahasanoglu, A Tulip Age Legend, 115, n.40. Leaves of this plant are used
as a vegetable and it looks like marsh mallow. Ozge Samanci says that this was originally cultivated at
Cyprus between July and September. This plant was widely used in Arab cuisine; it was often cooked
with meat and was served with yoghurt. See Devellioglu, Osmanlica-Tiirk¢e Ansiklopedik Sozliik,
721; Ism, Osmanlt Mutfak Sézliigii, 270; Samanct, “Culinary Consumption Patterns of the Ottoman
Elite during the first half of the nineteenth century,” 174, n. 47.

! In the court records of 1639 Galata, a certain type of yoghurt, which was the yoghurt of Eyiip sold
in earthenware pot (Eyiib 'iin ¢anak yogurdr) was mentioned. In addition, in 1640 narh defteri (market
price indices) it was mentioned that the yoghurt of Eyiip and Kasimpasa were sold in ¢anak
(earthenware pot) and one such pot of yoghurt was worth of 3 akce. So, perhaps this type of yoghurt
that was purchased in a plate referred to the same kind of yoghurt that was sold in earthenware pot.
Kiitiikoglu, Osmanlilarda Narh Miiessesesi, 26, 97.

#2 In Turkish-English Lexicon, fels means fish scale. Then, the term fels kebere might have referred to
the specific type of pickle that was made of caper plant’s buds. Redhouse, A Turkish and English
Lexicon, 1395.

*5% Enar, pomegranate, is not mentioned in MAD.d. 1284, 6,7. But it was mentioned in MAD.d. 4729,
14 and D.BSM. SRH. 7/78.

% Suraiya Faroghi says that this should have been the type of yoghurt that was strained in a bag
(torba yogurdi). In the 1640 the market price indices this specific type of yogurt was calculated in
weight (which was 4 ak¢e for one vukiyye) just as the aforementioned type of yoghurt that was
purchased for the festival. See Faroghi, Subjects of the Sultan, 168; Kiitiikoglu, Osmanlilarda Narh
Miiessesesi, 97.

% Cochineal (kirmiz) refers to red pigments made from kermes insect (cochus ilicis) that lives in the
Mediterranean. In the Ottoman palace this organic pigment was used to give red color to desserts,
compotes, jams and to drinks. This amount of firmiz that is mentioned in the list does not include the
amount that was used for drinks. In the account books the ingredients of sweet drinks and their
amounts were mentioned separately. Thus, in this table only the amount used for dishes is included.
For firmuz see, Isin, Osmanli Mutfak Sozliigii, 213.

% Referred in Ottoman Turkish as “razzaki tiziimii.”
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I\/egetables and Fruits Spices find Milky products, Fish Pickle
egumes Seasonings egg, butter
(189.87 kg) (139.1 kg) (602.9 kg) (15.39 kg)
1 vuk=6 ak¢e 1vuk=10 akge 1 vuk=12 aj¢e 1 vuk=24 afk¢e
Starch Black grape Musk bean Clarified butter
1,594 vukiyye 2,740 vukiyye (Cekirdek misk) 10,473 vukiyye
(2,045 kg) (3,515.2 kg) 1,295 (13,436.2 kg)
1 vuk=12 af¢e 1 vuk=8 akce 1 musk=9 akce 1 vuk=40 ak¢e
Broad bean™’ Pear™® Rose water
147.5 vukiyye 38 vukiyye 149 vukiyye
(189.2 kg) (48.7 kg.) (191 kg.)
1 vuk=>5 ak¢e 1 vuk=38 akce 1 vuk=60 akce
Wheat Plum®™® Gum mastic
828 vukiyye 65 vukiyye [sold] in a plate
(1,075.1 kg) (83.3 kg) 3 vukiyye
(3.84 kg)
1 vuk=5 akce 1 vuk=60 ak¢e 1 vuk=1,000
akge

Chickpea Almond Low quality salt
2,709 vukiyye 306 vukiyye 78 keyl
(3,475.4 kg.) (392.5kg.) (2,001.4 kg)
1 vuk=5 ak¢e 1 vuk=55 akge 1 kely=40 akc¢e

Chestnut Salt of Wallachia

50 vukiyye 1,275 vukiyye

(64.1kg.) (1635.7 kg.)

1 vuk=10 aj¢e 1 vuk=5 akce

Hazelnut kernel Cummin

119 vukiyye 6 vukiyye

(152.6 kg) (7.6 kg)

1 vuk=20 ak¢e 1 vuk=30 akge

Pistachio

231.5 vukiyye

(297 kg)

1 vuk=32 aj¢e

As vegetables, fresh fruits and milk products were among the easily perishable types
of foods, for the needs of the imperial palace they were often supplied from the
capital city’s markets and from small towns (such as Eyiip, Uskiidar, Galata as well
as those villages along Bosporus) that were close to the city.**® Dried fruits on the

other hand, such as different types of raisins that were provisioned annually in great

7 In the daily food provision lists it was mentioned as broad bean (bakla-: susk), yet in other
documents simply referred as bakla. See BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75, fol. 1b.

8 As two other documents on the ingredients of compote declare, this total amount of pear was solely
used for the preparation of compote. To this end, pear is not seen in daily provisions for the
preparation of banquet’s dishes. See BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/78; MAD.d. 4729, 22

*9Similar to pear, this total amount of plum was solely used for the preparation of compote. To this
end, pear is not seen in daily provisions for the preparation of banquet’s dishes.

0 Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfag:, 211-235; Faroghi, “Supplying the seventeenth and eighteenth
Century Istanbul.”

153



amounts for the imperial palace,*®* were often provisioned from the towns of
western Anatolia and some were brought from Damascus, Egypt and the southern
parts of Greece. On the basis of this information, one can surmise that quite possibly
their provisioning for the 1720 festival’s needs might have followed a similar
pattern.

The kitchen of the festival also used processed foodstuffs such as pickles,
lemon juice, rose water, vinegar, and olive oil. As seen in Table 12, each one of these
was provisioned in substantial amounts. As will be discussed later, among this group
only vinegar was used in the dishes of people from all ranks given that others seem
to have been exclusive to the dignitaries and the highest ranking guests’ dishes only.
Pickles were perhaps the most exclusive of all these processed foodstuffs. At the
Ottoman palace, pickled cabbage was the most preferred type of pickle and it was
made at the imperial confectionary, along with pickled squash, eggplant and
cucumber.*®® During the festival, pickled cabbage was not served, but among the
most frequently consumed types, squash and eggplant were listed in the provisions
account. Indeed, more specific and more expensive types of pickles were also
provisioned for the festival; these were two types of caper plant (kebere) pickle, rose

463

pickle,”™ and peppermint pickle. The imperial kitchen’s registers show that pickled
capers used to be supplied from Osmancik, and peppermint pickle was always
purchased from Bursa.*®* Thus, for the festival these side dishes must also have been

brought from these places.

“%1 Raisin was the most consumed type of dried fruit at the Ottoman palace. In the mid-seventeenth
century approximately 120 tons raisin were provisioned for the imperial palace. Bilgin, Osmanli Saray
Mutfag, 216.

2 Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfag:, 62.

%83 1t was mentioned in the imperial kitchen’s registers from the sixteenth and seventeenth century.
Ism, Osmanlt Mutfak Sozligii, 380.

4 Bilgin, Osmanh Saray Mutfag, 62; 229.
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As a last category, spices should be mentioned. As Wolfgang Schivelbuch
put it, “nothing could be more common than the salt and pepper on our tables.”*®°
Yet, in the ancient, medieval and early modern periods, even these basic seasonings
were non-ordinary tastes. Across Eurasia, spices were expensive luxury items that
were used in the food and drinks of the upper classes and were also exchanged as
gifts.*®® Due to their rarity and expensiveness, they were often considered symbols of
prestige and emblems of power. To this end, one can safely argue that there was a
correlation between the spice amount and variety and the host or guests’
social/economic status. The great amount and variety of spices that were provisioned
for the foods and drinks of the banquets of the festival without any doubt symbolized
the power, might and benefaction of the host of the event, the sultan. Nevertheless,
most of these spices such as cinnamon, coriander, cardamom, cumin, and seasonings
musk, rose water, mastic were exclusive to the tables of a select number of
dignitaries.*®’ This social differentiation through seasonings indirectly articulated the
great symbolic value that was associated with spices, as some were deemed suitable
solely for the food and drinks of the dignitaries. However, one should also pay
attention to the fact that an enormous amount of pepper (118.1 kg), salt (3,636.8 kg)
and, saffron (56.1 kg) were used in dishes of all people. Salt had two qualities and
certainly the lower-ranking people’s dishes included the lower quality salt. For

pepper and saffron, on the other hand, although both were used in dishes of people of

*%% Schivelbusch, Tastes of Paradise, 3

“ Schivelbusch, Tastes of Paradise, 5

7 This information is deduced from a book of registers that is composed of twelve folios, which
grouped the daily food provisions for the preparation of each day’s banquets in either three or four
groups according to their social rank of the participants. Each section bear dates so that one can
understand which particular ingredients were used for the dishes of each group. BOA. D.BSM. SRH.
7/75. The same information is also found in some individual documents that seem to have been
extracted from another book of registers that was kept on the same matter such as BOA. D.BSM.
SRH. 4/153; 4/154; 5/129; 6/21; 6/35; 6/92; 6/151; 6/178.
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all ranks, smaller quantities were used for the lower-ranking groups.“®® Still, this
generous offer of seasonings, especially the more luxurious saffron, was
extraordinary. Even this simple aspect of foods that were offered to the soldiers,
common people and the lower-ranking functionaries manifest the benefaction of the

host of the event, although this benefaction was temporary.

3.2 The distribution of food during the festival: Daily allowances in kind
Officials and functionaries who provided service at the festival were given a certain
amount of daily allowance in kind. These men also participated in the banquets that
were held every afternoon. Some functionaries, such as physicians, tray carriers,
torchbearers and the servants of the Imperial Council members and palace officials,
on the other hand, were not given food allowances. Rather, they were given meals
twice a day,** once in the morning, and once in the afternoon at the imperial
banquets. This is to say that, while each functionary and official could participate in
the banquets, whether they had their morning meal from the kitchen or took in kind
in form of daily allowance was determined differently. It should be mentioned,
however, that some of these beneficiaries such as performers and janissaries
participated in the banquets only for a number of days. For performers, this was the
day of their shows and for janissaries it was the first and seventh day of the festival.
The account books of the festival note the name of each particular group that
got daily allowances in kind. Daily allowances of different officials and functionaries
were determined on a hierarchical basis. As seen in Table 13, while for some groups
the daily allowance was made up of only bread and meat, for others the daily

allowance included four types of foodstuffs.

8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75.
*% This is mentioned in a number of documents such as BOA. D. BSM. 4/17; 8/111.
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Table 13. Daily Allowance of Festival’s Officials and Functionaries

470

The name of the group Bread Meat Clarified Rice Wax
(per day) | (per day) | butter (per day)
(per day)
Sergeants from the corps of | 2 48 dirhem | - - -
armorers (Cavus-t
cebeciyan-i dergah-1 ‘ali)
Water dispensers of the 2 66.6 - - -
corps the of armorers dirhem
(Sakayan-1 ocag-i
cebeciyan-1 dergah ‘ali)
Tent pitchers from the corps | 2 40 dirhem | - - -
of armorers (Mehteran-
hassa-1 cebeciyan)
Cooks of the imperial 2 48 dirhem | 16 dirhem 48 dirhem | 16
kitchens (Tabbahin-i hassa) dirhem
Cooks from the outside 2 66.6 10 dirhem 40 dirhem | 10
(Tabbahin-i birin) dirhem dirhem
Imperial tasters 2 100 25 dirhem 100 -
(Casnigiran) dirhem dirhem
The imperial water 2 100 25 dirhem 100 -
dispensers and elite dirhem dirhem
mounted personal escorts of
the sultan at the imperial
tent of the sultan (Sakayan-i
sim ma ‘ miiteferrikagan der
0tag-1 hiimayin)
The Imperial water 2 30.7 7.6 dirhem 30.7 -
dispensers and water dirhem dirhem
dispensers of the city who
were assigned to the kitchen
of the festival (Sakayan-i
sim ve sehr der ziimre-i
maybah-1 siir-1 hiimayin)
Roof ridge makers and 2 48 dirhem | 12 dirhem 48 dirhem | -
lantern makers
(Mahyaciyan ma“
isareciyan)
The usher (who is 2 100 25 dirhem 100
responsible from) the fire dirhem dirhem
wood of the imperial
festival (Miibasir-i hatab-1
sir-1 htimayin)
Dancers, acrobats, poets, 2 100 25 dirhem 100 -
wrestlers, puppet players dirhem dirhem
and others (Cengiyan,
canbazan, §a ‘iran,
pehlivan, kiklaciyan ve
sd’ire)
Clownish attendants 2 100 25 dirhem 100
responsible for controlling dirhem dirhem
the public (Tuliimciyan)
Janissaries of the imperial 2 80 dirhem | - - -
city (Yenigeriyan-i dergah-i
‘ali)

7% In the account books of the festival (MAD. d. 1284, 22-25; MAD.d. 4729, 16-19) amounts of
allowances were recorded on a group-based calculation. This is to say that for each group, the total
number of members, their duration of work and total amount of daily allowances were recorded.
Based on this information, | have converted these total amounts into amounts per person to understand
the exact daily amount that one member of each group was receiving.
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Functionaries with military affiliation such as janissaries, armorers, water dispensers,
and tent pitchers were receiving only two types of foodstuff, meat and a loaf of
bread. For others, the daily allowances also included rice and clarified butter. As a
number of documents indicate the superintendent of the festival was in charge of
distributing bread, rice and butter. And, the head butcher distributed meat.*"* For
receiving these allowances, official certificates were issued for each group.*’

The type of foods and their amount varied between different groups, given
that each group’s allowance seems to have been calculated on a different basis. For
example, a petition written to the sultan by the superintendent of the festival asking
the permission for the distribution of the allowances of some performers indicates
that the ratio for performers’ allowances was based on the amount of the allowances
that were distributed to the levend, the irregular military forces that were recruited
for the military campaigns.*”® From the account books of the festival, one
understands that the daily amount of these foodstuffs for performers was composed
of 100 dirhem** rice (320.7 gr), 100 dirhem mutton (320.7 gr), 25 dirhem clarified
butter (80 gr) and two loaves of breads. For the janissaries however a different ratio
was determined. As another document on the distribution of 2,070 janissaries’ daily
allowances mention, for each man two loaves of breads and for five men one vukiyye
(equivalent to 1.28 kg) meat would be distributed.*”> This means that each janissary
received 80 dirhem (256.5 gr) of meat and two loaves of bread as allowance, which

is less than the meat that was given daily to performers.

L BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/22; 2/23; 2/30; 2/85; 3/8; 9/52; 9/54.

72 1bid. “telhis mucibince tezkireleri verilmek buyuruldi.”

¥ BOA. D.BSM.SRH. 1/151: “...... sefer-i hiimayiinda tahrir olunan levendana verilen ta‘ynata
mukabil her neferata ....”

™ One dirhem in Ottoman standard was equivalent to 3.207 gr. See Inalcik, “Weights and Measures,”
988.

*® The document includes different correspondences on the same matter. This ratio for daily
allowances was mentioned in folio b, at the bottom right of the page. BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/3: “...
beher nefere bir ¢ift nan ve bes nefere bir vukiyye gust hesab olundukda yevmi iki bifi yetmis ¢ift nan
ve dort yiiz on dort vukiyye lahm ider ferman sultanim hazretlerinifidir. Fi 9 Zi’l-ka‘de 1132.”
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Similarly, armorers’ daily ratio was calculated differently. As the account
books indicate, for one member 48 dirhem (153.9 gr) of meat and a two loaves of
bread was given. This amount was based on the ratio of the previous circumcision
festival in 1675.4® A number of correspondences on that matter that were written on
the same document relates that copies were made from the former festival’s books on
7 Zi’l-ka ‘de (10 September, 1720) and the ratio was determined. Then, on the next
day on 8 Zi’l-ka ‘de (11 September, 1720) it was ordered that the armorers’
allowances would be distributed on this basis and that their official certificate or
receipt (tezkire) would be given.*’’

Hence, the daily amount of meat, rice and butter that each group received was
different. As for meat, which was part of all groups’ daily food package, the imperial
tasters, performers (from different cities), tuliumc: (clownish attendants responsible
for controlling the public, who were holding greasy bags in their hands made of goat
leather), and water dispensers of the imperial palace received the highest amount of
meat, with 100 dirhem (320.7 gr) per day. For others, however, the ratio was lower.
For some groups, their social hierarchy could have been the criterion in determining
the daily amount. For instance, water dispensers of the imperial palace received more
allowance than that of the water dispensers of armorers, of the imperial kitchens and
of the city. Yet in some cases the functionaries who were assigned from outside seem
to have received more allowance than the personnel of the imperial palace, such was
the case of cooks who were assigned from outside and performers. Then, perhaps for
each group, there was an established practice that was taken as the norm, as the

example of the aforementioned armorers’ petition indicate.

“® BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/22
7 Ibid.
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Apart from that, each group took their daily allowances for a different
number of days, depending on their service. The janissaries, for example, received
daily allowances for 16 days, starting the day that they left their garrisons.*’® The
ushers of the imperial armory received it for 15 days, the imperial tasters for 15 days,
and the rulizmcis 15 days. However, performers seem to have received allowances for
more days than all other functionaries, as most of them arrived at the imperial city as
early as the second week of August.*”® For example, the puppet players of Salonika
started receiving their food allowances on 25 Sevval (30 August, 1720) and in total
they received it for 34 days.

Although the account books mention the names of these aforementioned
groups, other functionaries seem to have been omitted. For example, in a petition
written by the superintendent of the festival asking for the distribution of the daily
allowances of the functionaries of the festival, the tanners, halberdiers of the old and
new palace, tray carriers and the slaves of the imperial dockyard were also
mentioned.*®° Nevertheless, for some reason they were not mentioned among those

daily allowance receivers in the account books of the festival.

3.2.1 Royal donations through food

In the account books, after mentioning the daily food allowances of the festival’s
functionaries, the clerks noted a number of royal donations (in ‘am) that were given
in the form of food. This section of the page mentions the name of Abdurrahman,

whose petition was mentioned at the beginning of the present chapter, as well as

8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/3: “tagra ¢ikdiklar1 glinden itibaren...”
" Their arrivals to the imperial city and the exact dates are discussed in Chapter 5.
“0 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/52
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some janissaries and water dispensers from the corps of armorers.*®* Accordingly,
certain amounts of food donations were given to these beneficiaries. While for
Abdurrahman this donation included a variety of foodstuffs, for others it was
composed of clarified butter and rice,**? which did not exist among the daily food
packages of these groups. Certainly, these people were not the only ones who
received donations of food. Although the account books do not mention others,
throughout the course of the festival a number of officials and functionaries were
also granted extra food gifts. Moreover, the dignitaries and the imperial family
members were given confectionaries in predetermined amounts.

These donations through food that were given to people across social strata
reminds us that food was the most basic form of gift giving. Yet at the same time, in
the 1720 festival the sultan’s extra food gifts signify power inequalities between the

483 When the lists of the sultan’s food donations are

groups of beneficiaries.
examined, it emerges that some more prestigious foodstuffs such as sugar and coffee
were reserved to a few beneficiaries. This situation signifies that the social status of
the receivers was highlighted through some luxurious foodstuffs, as they were
deemed worthy of receiving these items.

Two documents are particularly striking on that matter as they provide
detailed lists of beneficiaries of food gifts.*®* These documents seem to have been
copies of one another with some minor changes. One of them at the beginning of the

page reads that this register was made after the official certificates of Ibrahim Efendi,

who was the chief scribe of the imperial festival.*® Both documents include detailed

1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 5/164: “siir-1 hiimayiinda cebeciyan ocagindan gorevli sakalara bir def'a on
kiyye birinc ve 30 vukiyye revgan-1 sade veriniz.”

2 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 24; MAD.d. 4729, 18.

*® Tierney and Emiko Ohnuki-Tierney, “Anthropology of Food,” 125.

¥ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/59; 7/93.

* BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/93 « ... teslim olunan defatirdir ki ba tezakir ibrahim Efendi.”
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inventories of food donations that were given either through the direct order of the
sultan and or through certificates of Ibrahim Efendi. As Ibrahim Efendi was the chief
clerk of the festival at the time, the latter type of donation must have referred to
favors that were deemed suitable by the superintendent of the festival to reward some
officials and functionaries in return for their contributions or they could have been
given in response to the petitions of those people. However, in this case a royal
permission was necessary. Thus, in principle, the sultan’s benefaction was the source
of all these bestowals. In addition, as has been mentioned in the previous chapter, the
deputy of the festival’s superintendent, Mehmed Agha, was in charge of delivering
those food items to the intended receivers.

To begin with the sultan’s personal bestowals, it is seen that they were given
to the officials working at the outer palace such as the superintendent of firewood
Mustafa Agha and the superintendent of nas:/s Mehmed Agha as well as some inner
palace personnel working in service related duties. Yet, for some people such as
Ahmed Agha, Abdi Agha, Yakub Agha or Ahmed Efendi, understanding their exact
positions is not easy. Alternatively, men with the title agha could have been working
as bostanci or alternatively they might have been eunuchs working at the palace. As
seen in Table 14, for most of these men rice, clarified butter and also honey were
given in substantial amounts. Coffee and sugar, however, were only granted to the
superintendent of na/:/s, Mehmed Agha, and to a certain Yakub Agha. Indeed,
Mehmed Agha seems to have received more donations than any other beneficiary
mentioned in the list. When one considers the great significance that the festival’s
planners gave to the preparation and upkeep of na/u/s, this substantial amount of
donation to Mehmed Agha can be seen as a reward in return for his critical duty

during the festival.
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Table 14. Sultan’s Food Donations to Officials*®

The name of Rice Clarified | Honey Sugar Coffee Chickpea | Black
the official butter eyed peas

The 10 keyl 25 25 2 vukiyye | 2 vukiyye | - -
superintendent vukiyye vukiyye
of naluls
(Na/ul emini)
Mehmed
Agha

The former 3 keyl 5 vukiyye | 5vukiyye | - - - -
halberdier
(Teberdar-1
sabik)
Murtaza
Celebi)

Abdi Agha 5 keyl 10 10 - -
vukiyye vukiyye

Ali Beg 3 keyl 6 6 - -

The former 2 keyl 4 4 - -
halberdier
(Teberdar-1
sabik)
Mehmed
Celebi

Yakub Agha 5 keyl 10 10 2 vukiyye | 2 vukiyye
vukiyye vukiyye

Retinue of 2 keyl 4 vukiyye | 4 vukiyye | - -
Yakub Agha
(Tabi“i

Ya ‘kiub Aga)

The keeper of | 3 keyl 6 vukiyye | 3vukiyye | - -
the sultan’s
garments
(Cahadar)

Ismail

The 4 keyl 8 vukiyye | 8 vukiyye | - -
superintendent
of firewood
(Odun emini)
Mustafa Agha

The halberdier | 2 keyl 4 vukiyye | 4 vukiyye | - -
(Teberdar)
Vacib Hasan

To Ismail and | 2 keyl 4 vukiyye | 4 vukiyye | - -
(ve)
tirekeciye (?)

Ahmed Agha | 3 keyl 6 vukiyye | 6 vukiyye | - -

Ahmed Efendi | 6 keyl - - - - 2 keyl 2 keyl

Each beneficiary seems to have received a different amount of foodstuff as a
donation. The amounts must have been determined through their social hierarchy and
ranking given that for example, the halberdiers received less than the
superintendents. Unlike all others however, the donation to Ahmed Efendi seems to

have been made up of rice, chickpea and black-eyed beans. Maybe he was one of the

% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/59; 7/93.
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petitioners asking for the bestowal of some specific items, which could have been the
reason his food gift package was different from the others. Some short orders that
addressed the deputy of the festival’s superintendent, Mehmed Agha, show that these
grants were given on different days. One of these orders dated 29 Zi 'I-ka ‘de (2
October, 1720), is about food bestowals to the keeper of the sultan’s garments
(cithadar), ismail, and another one dated 4 Zi 'I-hicce (7 October, 1720) is about the
superintendent of firewood Mustafa Agha’s food grant.*®” Two further examples are
on food grants to a certain Yakub Agha and one of his retinues. As seen in Table 14,
these men were given individual food gift packages and from the orders, we learn
that while Yakub Agha received his food gifts on 29 Zi’l-ka ‘de (2 October, 1720) his
servant was donated a few days later on 5 Zi I-hicce (8 October, 1720).%®

The second group of beneficiaries to whom certain amounts of food gifts
were bestowed through the certificates of Ibrahim Efendi seems to have been mostly
composed of the officials from the scribal service. As seen in Table 15, all scribes
were given rice, clarified butter, honey, sugar and coffee. As sugar and coffee seem
to have been markers of status—at least in the festival’s food-related aspect—
perhaps these bestowals to clerks indirectly signify the growing significance of the
scribal service and scribes in the overall Ottoman bureaucracy.*®® Apart from the
clerks, a number of other beneficiaries such as a eunuchs, performers, a non-Muslim
resident from Tophane named Salomer (?) Celebi and a certain official in charge of
some market purchases (bazari), Emir Celebi, were also given some food grants.
Yet, in accordance with their lower social status their food gift package did not

include sugar and coffee.

" BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/58; 7/118.
¥ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/123; 7/130.
89 Ttzkowitz, “Eighteenth Century Ottoman Realities.”

164



Table 15. Food Donations to Clerks and Other Beneficiaries*®

The name of the Rice Clarified Honey Sugar Coffee
official butter

The clerk (who) 4 keyl 25 30 3 vukiyye | 1 vukiyye
registered twilled vukiyye vukiyye

cotton cloaks (?)*°

(Kapama Katibi)

Ahmed Efendi

The clerk who 3 keyl 25 20 3 vukiyye | 1 vukiyye
registers the (names vukiyye vukiyye

of the) circumcised
boys (Katib-i
stbyan-1) hitan
Fazlullah Efendi)

The clerk of the 10 keyl 30 30 3 vukiyye | 2 vukiyye
cellar (Katib-i kiler) vUkiyye vukiyye

Omer Efendi

The clerk of the 50 keyl 100 100 10 15
imperial festival vukiyye vukiyye vukiyye vukiyye

(Sar-1 hiimayin
katibi efendi)

An official in - - - - 1 vukiyye
charge of some
market purchases

(Bazari)

Emir Celebi

Clerk 10 keyl 20 20 3 vukiyye | 2 vukiyye
(Katib) Mustafa vukiyye vukiyye

Celebi

The clerk of the 3 keyl 25 20 2 vukiyye | 1vukiyye
copper vukiyye vukiyye

utensil

(Katib-i Niihds)

Siileyman Celebi

Eunuch 3 keyl 6 vukiyye | 6 vukiyye | - -
(Tavasi) Miisa

From Tophane 5 keyl 10 10 - -
(Tobhaneli)*# vukiyye vukiyye

Salomer (?) Celebi

A girl dancer the 3 keyl 10 10 - -
daughter of (...?) *® vukiyye vukiyye

(...mn kizi kogek)

Dancers and others | 39 keyl 97.5 - - -
(Cengiyan ve vukiyye

sa’ire)

(22 Sevval-10 Zi'l-

ka ‘de)

In this table, the most rewarded official seems to have been the chief clerk of the
imperial festival, Ibrahim Efendi, who was also responsible for issuing these official

documents. The key position of Ibrahim Efendi in the festival and the significance of

Y BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/59; 7/93.

1 As will be mentioned below, during the festival cotton cloaks meade of twilled cotton were
distributed to thousands of circumcized boys from the city folk. Thus, this clerk must have been in
charge of distributing or registering these cloths.

2 1n BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/59 written solely as Salomer (?) Celebi, but in D.BSM. SRH. 7/93 was
mentioned as Tobhaneli.

% In BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/93 written as such.
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his services throughout the preparations seem to have been highlighted with the
enormous amount of food bestowals he got, which was composed of 50 keyl (1,282.9
kg) rice, 100 vukiyye (128.29 kg) clarified butter, 100 vukiyye (128.29 kg) honey, 10
vukiyye (12.8 kg) sugar, and 15 vukiyye (19.2 kg) coffee. As seen in the list, these
amounts were five or ten times more than the other scribes’ food gift packages. The
amounts of sugar and coffe are worth to pay attention to, as these items were given to
a select number of officials, albeit in much smaller quantities.

Apart from these beneficiaries, other documents indicate that there were even
more people who were given food donations throughout the festival. Among those
other beneficiaries were some high and middle ranking officials, such as the chief
white eunuch of the imperial palace, the chamber of the steward of the grand vizier,
the imperial deputy who was in charge of purchasing foodstuff for the imperial
palace, Abdurrahman Agha, the chief merchant of the imperial palace, and the
steward of the janissary agha.*** In addition, the head of fuliimcis and the head of the
imperial cooks received some food donations.**® These people were given the same
kind of foodstuffs as the aforementioned beneficiaries, albeit in varying amounts.

Particularly interesting is the existence of coffee among the food gift
packages of many of this latter group. Sirnames frequently mention that coffee was
served before and after the banquets. Nevertheless, they do not comment on the
consumption of coffee on different occasions. As many short orders indicate, coffee
was delivered to certain officials at events other than banquets, and coffee was also
consumed in the chambers of dignitaries and in the tents of middle-ranking
officials.*®® Although in the account books the total amount of coffee was not

mentioned, on the verso page of a two-page document where the amounts of some of

49 See BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/69; 6/17; 6/97; 7/32; 7/49.
% BOA. D.BSM. SRH 4/90; 7/21.
% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/90; 6/17; 4/69; 4/35; 3/59; 3/32.
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the foodstuffs that were delivered to the officials on 12 Zi 'l-ka ‘de (15 September,
1720) were mentioned, one sees the mention of coffee.*’ In that document, the total
amount of coffee was mentioned as 378 vukiyye (484.9 kg) and 255 vukiyye (327.15
kg) was noted to be roasted coffee (kavriimuis). The remaining 123 vukiyye (157.8 kg)
was referred to as beans (¢ekirdek). However, when the amounts of other foodstuffs
mentioned in this document are concerned, it is seen that these amounts are lower
than the total amounts that were mentioned in the account books. Probably this
document was a draft that registered some expenses of the kitchen. After the clerks
registered these amounts, some additional provisions seem to have been made for the
festival. In this respect, one can surmise that the total amount of coffee that was

provisioned for the festival was very possibly higher than this amount.

3.2.2 The distribution of confectionaries to dignitaries and members of the imperial
family

In the last sections of his sizrname, Hafiz Mehmed mentions that throughout the
festival each day a number of trays bearing sugared forms were distributed to the
imperial family members. In addition, on some days, trays full of confections were
sent to the tent of the sultan and to the grand vizier. For example, on the eight day of
the festival, the superintendent of the festival brought one tray that was full of
confections to the grand vizier and the grand vizier distributed these confections to
aghas that were present around his chamber.*®® Hafiz says that in total, 250 trays
were distributed for these purposes.*®® Although Hafiz Mehmed did not specify the
number of dishes that were put on these trays, an undated document illuminates this

matter. The title of the document indicates that, every night, confectionaries were

“TBOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/59, the verso side of the document includes this information.
4% Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Stinnet Diigiinii, 208.
% |bid. 231-233.
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given to the harem-i hiimayun, which in totality were made up of 250 trays and 1,000
dishes.>® The name of each beneficiary and the amount and type of trays that he/she
received throughout the festival were also noted in the document. Although Hafiz
Mehmed seems to have faithfully copied this information in his text, he mistakenly
stated that all of these 250 trays were distributed on the day of the circumcision of
the crown princes, which took place on 7 Zi’l-hicce (10 October, 1720).
Nevertheless, on the basis of the declaration of the aforementioned archival
document, one can definitely say that 250 trays referred to the total amount of trays
that were distributed throughout the course of the festival.

Interestingly, not only the amounts of sugar trays but also their types showed
variations according to the receivers’ social rank. For instance, throughout the
festival, Fatma Sultan (the wife of the grand vizier Damad Ibrahim Pasha) received
ten gilded (sim varakl:) trays that were full of confections while other sultans got
only three trays. The grand vizier Damad Ibrahim Pasha, as might be expected,
received a higher number of trays than all other members of the Imperial Council. He
received ten gilded trays and five designed trays (tasvir fabla). The members of the
Imperial Council Members however were given on an average two gilded and two
designed trays. This numerical difference reflects the exceptional power and esteem
of the grand vizier, who was known for his very close personal relationship with the
sultan.®™

By “gilded trays,” the documents referred to trays covered in silver/gold or
alternatively to the confections that were covered or decorated with gold leaf.

Designed trays on the other hand, must have referred to sugar figures in the shape of

0 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/56: “ Ok meydaminda siir-1 hiimayin miibaseret oldigi giinden ba-emr-i
veliyii’n-ni‘am beher gice harem-i hiimaytina iktizasina gore verilen enva‘i sekerleme yevm-i
mezbiirda bifi tabak ikiyiiz elli tabla verilmisdir.”

%01 Rasid Mehmed Efendi in his chronicle occasionally mentions how the sultan was fond of the
merits, skills and personality of his grand vizier. Ozcan et al. Tarih-i Résid, vol. 11, 1183, 1184, 1214.
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fruits, flowers, and animals. Receiving these figurative sugar pieces seems to have
conferred a certain degree of prestige on the beneficiaries because, except for
members of the Imperial Council, only a few officials were deemed worthy of
receiving these figurative confections. Similarly, gilded trays were given exclusively
to members of the Imperial Harem, sultans, members of the Imperial Council as well
as to the chief white eunuch and the chief treasurer. Thus, even for those people in
the highest ranks of the bureaucracy or the military, there was a social differentiation

that expressed itself in the form of sugar figures and confections.

3.3 The imperial banquets during the festival

In the textual and pictorial narratives of the 1720 festival, the imperial banquets held
a significant place. The authors of sirnames start by mentioning the placement of the
banquet tents in the festival space. Accordingly, next to the tent of the grand vizier
one three-columned and two two-columned tents were pitched for the imperial

banquets.>®

For each day’s feasts, Sirname authors noted in detail the names of the
participants and how the dining spreads were organized according to the hierarchies
among different guests. The grand vizier was the host of these banquets as the deputy
of the sultan and he participated in all of them in the company of the second- and
third-ranking viziers and the imperial chancellor. The dining spreads of these
dignitaries were put in the three-columned banquet tent. Except for the first day of
the festival, when the grand vizier Damad Ibrahim Pasha ate alone, on all other days
he shared his dining spread with the highest-ranking guests of that day. The dining

spread next to that one, on the other hand, was reserved for the second high-ranking

guests and the third and fourth ones for the lesser members. When compared with the

%02 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 185.
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participants who were hosted at the two-columned banquet tents, it can be said that
the guests of the three-columned banquet tent were more distinguished.

While the authors of the festival books outlined the social hierarchy between
the dignitaries, guests and officials, which was communicated through their seating
arrangements, the material details and especially the culinary aspect of these
banquets were not mentioned at all. In the pictorial representations of these banquets,
the painters depicted only the highest-ranking tables. In one double-page
composition, they illustrated three or four dining spreads around which eight or ten
people were sitting, with their legs covered by dining napkins (Fig. Al, A3, A4, A7).
On these dining spreads, a few dishes or porcelain bowls were seen, giving some
hints about some of the dishes that might have been served during the banquets, such
as chicken, rice, soup, and rice pudding with saffron. The rest of the menu or the
menu of the lower-ranking guests and that of the functionaries cannot be deduced
from these representations.

In these pictorial representations, one also sees the imperial tasters and
halberdiers, who gave service during the banquets. Similarly, both Abdi and Hafiz
Mehmed related in their narratives that these men were in charge of preparing the
dining spreads in advance and organizing the service during the meal. Just before the
start of the meal, they would bring ewers and washbowls for the guests, and they also
served coffee, sherbet and compote before and during the meals.>® In the pictorial
representations of the festival, these servicemen were often depicted as carrying
lidded copper dishes and porcelain or gold/silver bowls in their hands. Nevertheless,
neither the textual narrative nor the archival documents provide information on the

performative dimension of their service during the banquets. However, considering

%93 Arslan, Osmanl Saray Diigiinleri ve Senlikleri, 5,493; Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet
Diigiinii, 144; 191.
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the great attention that was paid to etiquette and ordinance at Ottoman court

rituals,>®*

one might speculate that quite possibly these servicemen were entering the
banquet tents and moving between dining spreads in a certain order. In addition, the

depiction of lidded dishes in their hands suggests that when a new course was being

served, the plate was brought to the table and the lid was opened in situ.

In imperial celebrations, banquets were always given special attention. The
number of courses that were served during these occasions, as well as the ingredients
of dishes, was often associated with the power and generosity of the host.*® For
example, in the imperial circumcision festival that was held during the reign of sultan
Siileyman in 1539, on the henna night, 53 different types of dessert were served. In
addition, for the banquets of the imperial council members, the ulema and pashas, 40
different courses, including even skewed peacock, were prepared.®® Nevertheless,
the menu of the lower-ranking beneficiaries was not as extensive as these more
esteemed tables.

As has been mentioned before, the order in which people ate, the type of
dishes they could taste and even the type of tableware items on which the food was
served articulated the social hierarchies. This does not mean that in each particular
historical context or during all occasions the same patterns were followed. This is to
say that the peculiar conditions of each specific event should always be taken into
consideration. In the 1539 festival, for example, while 40 different courses were
seen on the viziers’ tables, the janissaries tasted nine different courses, which was an
extraordinary variety for this group. On the other hand for the “poor” (fukara) who

were probably composed of the ordinary folk, only two courses, including boiled rice

%% See Necioglu, Architecture, Ceremonial and Power; Idem, The Age of Sinan.

°% Imorde, “Edible Prestige,” 102.

%06 Tezcan, Bir Ziyafet Defteri; Kut, “Sehzade Cihangir ve Bayezid’in Siinnet Diigiinlerindeki
Yemekler,” 227-238.
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and rice pudding with saffron was served. To understand the exceptionality of this
food variety that was observed in the imperial festival, one may look at the normal
banquets that were given at the palace on the days the Imperial Council met in the
mid seventeenth century. The meal for viziers consisted of only six courses and for

servants and scribes only two courses were served.>”’

Although in each example the
participants of the banquets were differentiated through food, the manner in which
this differentiation was put into practice differed from context to context.

The social differentiation between participants was also observed during
other types of Ottoman court banquets. Among the menus of some court celebrations
from the mid seventeenth century, Hedda Reindl-Kiel mentions a feast during the
religious festival of the sacrifice when 14 courses were offered to the viziers. For the
clerks and palace functionaries the menu was much more modest.>*® Another
example is the menu of the banquet that was held in 1677 in honor of the Polish
ambassador. There, 20 different courses were offered the guests. However for the

retinue of the embassy only five courses were served.*®

Apart from that, in some
cases even if the type of dish was the same, the ingredients were poorer for the
lower-ranking guests. For example, during the aforementioned religious feast
“chicken soup containing onion, pepper, chickpea, lemon juice, and parsley was also
served to clerks but unlike that of the pashas without cinnamon and ginger.”510

The public kitchens (‘imarets) also offered a much smaller variety of food to
their beneficiaries and guests. The standard menu in the imarets of Istanbul, Edirne,

Konya, Damascus, Bolayir and Ergene consisted of two soups served with bread,

once in the morning and once in the evening. For the higher-ranking visitors of these

%7 Reindl-Kiel, “Chickens of Paradise,” 61-64.

%% Reindl-Kiel, “Chickens of Paradise.”

%9 K olodziejczyk, “Polish Embassies in Istanbul,” 56.
510 Reindl-Kiel, “The Chickens of Paradise,” 66-67.
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institutions, however, a richer food variety was offered. For instance, at the Fatih
imaret, special guests were served a mutton-enriched dish (dane), stew, rice pudding
with saffron or sometimes a rice stew with plums and other fruits (eksi as:).>**

As far as celebrations and feasting at the Ottoman court are concerned, quite
often what was served during these kinds of occasions and the ingredients of the
dishes or drinks are not known.>*? The 1539 festival is an exception in this regard,
given that the menus of the other festivals have not yet been discovered. For the
1675 festival, the author of one of the festival books, Abdi, mentioned only that the
high-ranking guests had 25 courses as well as compote and pickles during the
banquets. He also added that the amount of food that was served to dignitaries and to
lower-ranking guests was different.>*> What about the 1720 festival? What kind of
dishes and drinks were offered to the guests, how many courses were served at the
tables of the dignitaries and other guests, and what type of dishes were reserved only
to a select number of beneficiaries? This section aims at answering all these

questions on the basis of the formerly unknown menu and ingredient lists of the

festival’s banquets.

511 Singer, Constructing Ottoman Beneficence, 59.

%12 There are a few exceptions to this situation. For example, Hedda Reindl-Kiel analyzed 52 lists of
menus that were served at the imperial palace between 1661-1664. Contemporary to these menus
Evliya Celebi in his narrative mentioned the menu of a feast that was served at the palace of the
governor of Bitlis. In addition, one should also mention the account of a Sufi namely Seyyid Hasan
from Istanbul, who provided a vivid vista to the culinary culture of the middle-upper middle urbanites
in the mid-seventeenth century. Sometimes the menus that were offered to him included 24 different
courses, indicating the well to do social milieu that he was a part of. See Reindl-Kiel, “Chickens of
Paradise”; Dankoff, Eviiya Celebi in Bitlis, 116-121; Gokyay, “Sohbetname,” 56-65; Kafadar, “Self
and Others,” 121-150. Apart from that, from the fifteenth and late eighteenth, there are a number of
treatises related to food, and in the nineteenth century the first recipe books in Ottoman lands was
published. For an overview of all these sources see Kut, A¢iklamali Yemek Kitaplar: Bibliyografyast,
also see Unver, Tarihte 50 Tiirk Yemegi; Kut, “Tiirklerde Yeme-igme Gelenegi ve Kaynaklar1,” 38-
71; Sakaoglu, “Sources for our Ancient Culinary Culture,” 35-50. For published treatises see
Muhammed bin Mahmud Sirvani, /5. Yiizyil Osmanli Mutfagr; Unver, Tiirkive Gida Hijyeni
Tarihinde Fatih Devri Yemekleri; Mehmet Kamil, Melceii t-tabbahin, Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri,
Halic1, Ali Esref Dede'nin Yemek Risalesi, Mahmud Nedim, As¢ibasi. For a socio-historical analysis
of food through the use of hagiographic and narrative sources see Trepanier, Foodways and Daily
Life.

513 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 493.
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Before the menu of the banquets, the number of dishes that were served to the
dignitaries, officials and functionaries should be briefly discussed. Among the

archival documents a number of documents illustrate this point.>**

Accordingly, in
these documents the exact amount of dishes that each member of the Imperial
Council and each official working at the inner and outer palace as well as the lower-
ranking service men could have seen on their dining spreads was carefully recorded.
Two of these documents gave the number of dishes that would be served to the
highest-ranking tables including that of the sultan and the grand vizier as 16.”* In the
account book of the festival, however, dishes served to this top-ranking group was

0.°'® These additional four courses must have included side dishes

mentioned as 2
such as pickles, marmalades and dry and fresh fruits, which were also served during
the festival.”’

The number of dishes seems to have decreased to twelve, ten, eight, seven,
and five as one’s social rank diminished. The least advantageous group in this
respect was the lower-ranking service men of the festival such as water dispensers,
torchbearers, tray carriers, palace pages, tanners as well as performers (musicians,
dancers, acrobats and others) because, unlike the other participants, these men had to

share their food with a number of their colleagues. As it was mentioned before, for

these service men, in one dining spread every ten men would share four dishes.”®

S BOA. D. BSM. SRH. 5/47: “Siir-1 hiimayiin ziyafet verilecek sofralarin tertibidir.” BOA. D. BSM.
SRH. 8/25: “Sar-1 hiimaytinda verilecek sofralarin tertibidir.” In addition to that in the account book
of the festival this information was also recorded. BOA, MAD.d. 1284, 40,41. A similar information
is also found in the account book of the 1675 festival BOA, MAD.d. 3340. fol. 4a. The number of
dishes seem to have been different in this festival than that of the 1720. Merve Cakir made an analysis
of this account book. See Cakir. “Edirne’de Saltanat Diigiinii,” 111-129.

1> BOA. D. BSM. SRH. 5/47; 8/25.

*° BOA, MAD.d. 1284, 40-45.

>17 In the unknown menu that was served to the Safavid envoy Murtaza Kulu Han in 1722, it is seen
that fresh and dried fruits were also counted as a different course. The menu is examined by the author
together with a number of other menus and food lists that exist in the book of register. BOA. D.BSM.
MTE.d. 10963, 2-3, 36-37.

%8 BOA. D. BSM. SRH. 5/47; 8/25. “Beher on nefer sahan dérd.”
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This means that both in terms of food variety and the amount, the dishes that were
served to these servicemen were poorer than the higher-ranking ones.

At this point, an important question is whether the number of dishes referred
to the number of different courses that one might taste or not. For the higher and
middle-ranking officials and guests this must have been the case. Indeed, an undated
document that mentions the total number of dishes that would be served to the
festival’s functionaries provides an insight on that matter. In the document, it is
mentioned that the palace’s halberdiers would be served seven dishes, and that each
plate would have a different dish such as soup, stew, roasted meat, boiled rice,
ragout, stuffed vegetable, and starch pudding.®* For the lower-ranking functionaries,
however, the number of dishes might not have referred to the number of different
courses. In the same document one sees that the lower-ranking functionaries such as
tray-carriers and torchbearers, among whom each 10 men would share four dishes,
would only eat soup and ragout.®?® Namely, four dishes that were put on their dining
spreads contained two types of dishes so that each member could taste on an equal

basis.

3.3.1 Skewers for kebab, drainers for sherbet: The preparation of the menu of the
banquets

What kinds of dishes were served during the banquets of the 1720 festival? Luckily,
among the archival documents on the 1720 festival there is an undated document that
records the menu of the festival. Interestingly, in the document the menu was divided
into five categories according to the hierarchy of the participants and guests.®** The

first group was composed of the sultan, the grand vizier, the viziers and the

9 BOA. D. BSM. SRH 8/111.
520 |pid.
2L BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/114.
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provincial governors (sehriyari ve sadr-1 ‘ali ve viizera-yr ‘izam hazerati ve mir-i
mzran) and their menu was composed of nineteen different dishes. The second group
referred to the high-ranking guests of the sultan (med ‘uvvin der otag-1 hiimayun), and
they tasted sixteen different dishes. The third group was made up of the officials of
the outer court including clerks, aghas, stewards and other functionaries (miistahik ve
hiikema der otag-1 birun), who had a menu with nine different dishes. The fourth
group comprised the lower-ranking service men such as torchbearers, armed forces,
clownish attendants, water dispensers and performers (karakollukc: ve fisekgiyan ve
sazendegan ve tulumciyan ve mes ‘aleciyan ve sakayan ve sa 'ire) and they were
offered five dishes. The last group was made up of the urban city dwellers, the poor
and janissaries as well as members of the corps of armorers and artillerymen (Ziyafet-
[ ‘am ve yenigeriyan-i dergah-i ‘ali ve cebeciyan ve tobcryan ve fukaraperverde ve
sa’ire). This lowest ranking group’s menu had only three simple dishes. As seen in
Table 16, the menu of the festival displays a rich variety including soups, roasted
meats, ragouts, stews, flaky pastries with filling, and different desserts. Yet,
evidently this richness was mostly available to the dignitaries and higher-ranking
participants.

As an overall observation, soup, stewed squash, meat dishes and boiled rice
seem to have been commonly tasted by almost all participants with the exception of
the fifth group. Yet, desserts and flaky pastries were exclusive to the more esteemed
guests only. As far as meat dishes are concerned, it seems that their variety increased
in accordance with the social status of the group. While, the first group’s menu
included roasted lamb, roasted chicken, pigeon stew, chicken stew, turkey, lamb

ragout, the second and third group tasted three different meat dishes.
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Table 16. Menu of the Imperial Banquets

522

First Group Second Group Third Group Fourth Group Fifth Group
Chicken soup®® Chicken soup Roasted meat Ragout Boiled rice
(Sorba-yi perhiz) (Sorba-y1 perhiz) (Et kebabi) (Yahni) (Pilav)
Roasted lamb Roasted lamb Ragout Stewed squash Rice pudding
(Kuzi kebabr) (Kuzi kebabr) (Yahni) (Kabak kalyesi) | with saffron
(Zerde)
Pili¢ kebab: Minced duck meat | Stuffed Soup Cold mutton
(Roasted chick) (Kiyma-y1 6rdek) vegetable dish (Sorba) slices (Sogiis)®*
(Dolma)

Okra Okra Stewed squash Boiled rice
(Bamya) (Bamya) (Kabak kalyesi) | (Pilav)
Stewed pigeon Roasted chick Soup Rice pudding
(Giigercin kapamas1)®® | (Kebab-i pili¢) (Sorba) with saffron

(Zerde)

Stewed squash °*°

Stewed squash

Sweet grape

(Kabak kalyesi) (Kabak kalyesi) molasses (?)
(Tatlu dibs [?])

Stewed chick Lamb Soup Boiled rice

(Pili¢ kapamast) (Kuzi sorbast) (Pilav)

Turkey Flaky pastry [baked | Rice pudding

(Muswr tavugt) in] cooking pot) with saffron
(Tencere boregi) (Zerde)

Lamb soup Sweet grape Starch pudding

(Kuzi sorbast) molasses (?)°% (Palude)
(Tatlu dibs [?])

Flaky pastry [baked in] Flaky pastry

cooking pot)
(Tencere boregi)

[baked] in a tray
(Tebsi boregi)

Pomegranate flower
marmalade/dessert (?)
(Siikitfe-i enar [?])°%

Sweet pastry cut in
diamond shaped
pieces (Baklava)

522 1n the document the dishes were noted in this exact order and underneath each dish a number was
mentioned. Thus, this order might have referred to the order in which these dishes were served in the
banquets.

523 This must have been chicken soup. Hedda Reindl-Kiel says that in the book of registers that she
has analyzed from the mid-seventeenth century, she occasionally encountered the term perhiz ¢orbast
in place of sorba-i1 makiyan. Reindl-Kiel, “Chickens of Paradise,” 85.

524 From the fifteenth century onwards this term is widely used as referring to boiled mutton. Also in
the 1539 festival’s banquets cold sliced mutton was served Isin, Osmanli Mutfak Sozligii, 338; Kut,
“Sehzade Cihangir ve Bayezid'in Siinnet Diigiinlerindeki Yemekler Uzerine,” 237.

525 Kapama refers to the sealing of the cooking pot with a piece of dough during cooking meat and
vegetable dishes.

526 Stews are known in the Ottoman cuisine at least from late fifteenth century onwards. They were
cooked with meat, vegetables and fruits. See Devellioglu, Osmanlica-Tiirk¢e Ansiklopedik Lugat, 484;
Isin, Osmanli Mutfak Sozhigii, 180; Barkan, “Osmanli Saraylarina ait Muhasebe Defterleri,” 21.
52"This dish appears two times in the list. Dibs, means grape molasses. In the Ottoman cuisine,
molasses were used to sweeten desserts such as palude and kesme, as well as to give taste to the boiled
rice. Possibly, this dish that was mentioned as tatlu dibs was used to give sweetness to boiled rice or
to starched pudding.

528 Siikiife means flower. In the imperial palace’s kitchens registers that were analyzed by Omer Liitfi
Barkan in different years the purchases of different kinds of flowers such as siikufe-i benefse, sefiali,
zerrinkadeh, babunec, are seen. These flowers were used in the making of assorted drinks,
marmalades and confections. Some were also put inside salads. Apart from that in the 1539 festival’s
henna night a particular kind of dessert made of pomegranate flower (¢avaris-i giilnar) was
mentioned. Tezcan. Bir Ziyafet Defteri, 7; Yerasimos, Sultan Sofralari, 37. Despite the fact that |
could not find a dish named as siikiife-i enar in any of the published sources, | have seen the same
type of dish in the banquet of the Safavid envoy Murtaza Kuli Han that was held in 16 Rebi i ’l-ahir
1134 (3 February, 1722). BOA. D. BSM. MTE.d. 10963, 36-37. Thus, | assume that this dish either
referred to a type of dessert or marmalade.
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First Group Second Group Third Group Fourth Group Fifth Group
Flaky pastry [baked] in | A type of halva

atray (‘Asudiyye)

(Tebsi boregi)

Sweet pastry cut in
diamond shaped pieces

A type of dish
cooked with fruits,

rice and flavored
with sour grape or
plum juice) (Eksi
‘(558‘1)529

(Baklava)

White starch
pudding (Beyaz
palude)

A type of halva
(‘“dsidiyye) >*°

Sweet dish made of
cereals, raisins,
sugar (‘Asurda)

Starch pudding in
Persianate style (?)
(‘Acem paludesi)®™*

Boiled rice
(Pilav)

White starch pudding
(Beyaz palude)

Sweet dish made of
cereals, raisins, sugar
(‘Asura)

Boiled rice
(Pilav)

Lamb ragout
(Kuzi yahnisi)

As has been mentioned before, in the account books and other documents the number
of dishes that would be offered to the dignitaries (first group) was mentioned as
sixteen. Probably, every day a total of 16 different courses were chosen from among

19 dishes that were recorded on the menu. Indeed, a book of register that recorded

59 This dish was cooked at imarets at least from the time of Sultan Mehmed 11 onwards. In addition,
during the 1539 circumcision festival’s banquets it was offered to the guests. In this festival, this dish
was made with rice, currant, apricot, plum, almond and wild apricot (zerdali). The sour taste that the
dish takes its name from the plum or black grape juice that was added during cooking. Unver, Tarihte
Tiirkiye Gida Hijyeni Tarihinde, 8; Kut “Sehzade Cihangir ve Bayezid'in Siinnet Diigiiniindeki
Yemekler,” 234,

530 This must be the type of halva this is commonly referred in Ottoman sources as ‘aside or asude. In
Evliya Celebi Seyahatndamesi the same type of halva was mentioned as ‘asidiyye. Yerasimos, Evliya
Celebi Seyahatnamesinde Yemek Kiiltiirii, 539.

531 Starch pudding’s history dates back to the thirteenth century Arab cuisine. It was often made with
honey, starch, water and occasionally it was also made with sugar. Sometimes it was served with an
addition of flavorings such as rose water, musk and saffron. Starting with the nineteenth century in
the recipe books one sees that starch puddings made with fruit juices. See Sefercioglu, Tiirk
Yemekleri, 24; Mehmet Kamil, Melceii’t Tabbahin, 60. In any of the published sources, | have not
encountered a specific type of starch pudding referred as the Persianate style starch pudding. Yet, |
have seen the same type of starch pudding in the unknown menus of the banquets that were held in
honor of the Indian and Safavid envoys in 1717 (1129) and 1722 (1134) respectively. For these menus
see BOA, D.BSM. MTE.d. 10963, 2-3, 36-37. A friend of mine, Salimeh Amanjani, on a conversation
mentioned that today at Shiraz there is a specific kind of starch pudding that is named as the “starch
pudding of Shiraz.” The ingredients of this starch pudding are same as that of the 1720 festival. Yet, it
takes its name from how it is cut into very tiny, striped pieces. As a possibility, this specific type of
starch pudding could also have taken its name from its shape.
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532 also

daily food provisions for the preparation of the menus of the banquets
substantiate this point. Certain food items were not mentioned in the provisions of
some days. For example, in the daily provisions for the dishes of the dignitaries (the
first group), pigeon was not mentioned on 19, 23, 25, 26, 28 Zi 'I-ka ‘de.>*® From this
we understand that the pigeon stew that is seen in their menu could not have been
cooked and served at those days’ banquets.

Daily food provisions for the preparation of the menus of the banquets show
that some food items, flavorings and vegetables were exclusive to the dignitaries and
higher-ranking guests.>** For example, while chickpeas, squash, onions, and eggplant
were commonly used in the dishes of the participants of all ranks, broad beans,
black-eyed peas, parsley, and spearmint were used only in the dishes of the
dignitaries and high-ranking guests. Similarly, some expensive and luxurious
flavorings such as cinnamon, coriander, rose water, musk, cumin, mastic, and
cardamom seem to have been peculiar to the dishes of the top-ranking participants.
The meals of the lower-ranking functionaries and participants, on the other hand, had
a limited flavor variety, with vinegar, salt, pepper, lemon juice and saffron. Yet the
generous use of saffron even in the dishes of the lower-ranking participants is worth
mentioning. As saffron was a very expensive spice, its generous use in the dishes of
the lower-ranking participants as well as the janissaries and the common people can
be perceived as a manifestation of the splendidness of the festival’s banquets.

Apart from that, sometimes, even if the same kinds of ingredients were used

in the dishes of all groups, their amounts varied according to the rank of the guests.

%2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75. This book of registers is made up of twelve folios. At the beginning of
the book there is page disorder as one sees a list that actually belongs to the fifth day of the festival.
Yet, the rest of the book continues in sequence beginning from the one day before the start of the
festival and continues until the last day of the public celebrations. Each section bear dates so that one
can understand which days’ and which group’s food provisions were mentioned.

%3 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75.

>3 Ibid.
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For instance, with the exception of the fifth group (janissaries, the poor-needy and
the common people), all other groups’ provisions included different types of poultry
such as chicken, chick, turkey, duck, and pigeon.>®® The exact amount of poultry that
was provisioned for the preparation of the menu of the middle ranking participants
seems to have been less than that of the high-ranking guests and dignitaries. Hedda
Reindl-Kiel also makes a similar observation for the dishes that were served to the
personnel of the imperial palace during Imperial Council days in the mid-seventeenth
century. Accordingly, viziers’ dishes included more meat than the rest of the
participants.>®® All these show that, in addition to food variety, the ingredients and
their amounts could be markers of social hierarchy and rank.

The joint consideration of the menu, the daily food provisions and some
kitchen utensils that were used in the preparation of these dishes can provide hints to
the ingredients of some dishes that were offered during the festival’s banquets. One

shall start with the scramble for food (yagmay),>*’

which was offered to the janissaries
on the first and seventh day of the festival and to the corps of armorers and
artillerymen on the eleventh day. This ritualized form of distributing food that was
like a show in itself, was also captured in the pictorial representations of the festival.
In Levni and Ibrahim’s paintings (Fig. A20, A21), on the first day of the festival, one
sees a dozen janissaries on the recto page of the composition marching for food that
was laid out on the ground on copper round trays. In Levni’s painting, yellow saffron
over the rice can also be identified (Fig. A20). Similarly, on the seventh day’s

scramble of food that was represented solely by Ibrahim (Fig. A22), one can see

yellow saffron above the boiled rice. In addition, in the painting, one also sees

% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75.

%% ReindI-Kiel, “Chickens of Paradise,” 67.

>3 For yagma see Gokyay, “Bir Saltanat Diigiinii,” 44; Inan, “Han-1 Yagma Deyiminin Kokeni,” 645-
648; Arslan, “Osmanli Saray Diigilinlerinde Yagma Gelenegi,” 54-57; Gokalp, Tiirk Medeniyeti
Tarihi, 63, 64.
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roasted lambs on trays, which was also offered during the scramble. In the related
archival document, it is mentioned that 500 lambs and sheep were provisioned only
for this purpose.®*® As the aforementioned menu of this group indicates, apart from
boiled rice, rice pudding with saffron and cold mutton slices were also offered during
the scramble for food. The lists of daily food provisions mention that meat,
chickpeas, peppers, saffron, clarified butter, honey and rice were supplied for the
preparation of these courses.>* Thus, one can surmise that the boiled rice included
chickpeas and saffron, rice pudding was made with honey, and meat was flavored
with pepper.

As far as meat courses that were served throughout the banquets are
concerned, one can roughly divide them into four categories: roasted meats, ragouts,
stews, and soups made of chicken or mutton. To begin with roasted meat (kebab), as
it was discussed in Chapter 2, the existence of different types and sizes of skewers

(iron/steel or wooden; big and medium-sized)>*°

among the provisions of the
festival’s kitchen indicate that chicks and lambs were roasted on the fire. A number
of other types of kitchenware such as kaz ayagi-1 kebab (tripot cooking pot/stand (?)
for kebab) and pay-: kebab (a kind of utensil for portioning roasted meat or a stand
for cooking roasted meat [?]) must have been used during roasting. In addition, the
mention of a copper frying pan for kebab (niihas tabe-i kebab) indicates that some

could also be fried in pans. The recipe for roasted chicken and roasted lamb from a

copy of a treatise that was written in the first half of the eighteenth-century can given

5% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75, fol. 3b.

%% For example see BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75, fol. 3b: “Bera‘ tabh-1 pilav zerde-i yagma-i
yenigeriyan-1 dergah-1 ‘ali 21 Zilka‘de 1132. Erz 500 keyl, ‘asel 2000 vukiyye, revgan-1 sade 1600
vukiyye , za‘feran 14 vukiyye , biiber 20 vukiyye, nohud 30 vukiyye , biiryan igiin koyun ve kuzi
500.”

>0 As it was mentioned in Chapter 2, 250 medium-sized and 34 big sized iron skewers were
purchased. In addition, the account book of the festival mentions the purchase of 1,200 wooden
skewers. See MAD.d. 1284, 26,27.
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an idea on how roasted meat courses were made in this period. °** The treatise states
that at first the meat was flavored with salt, pepper, onion juice sometimes with
cinnamon.>*? After some hours, the meat was put onto the skewer and slowly roasted
on the fire. In addition, sometimes butter or other kinds of fats were poured over the
meat. As these ingredients also existed in the food provisions for the 1720 festival’s
banquets, roasted meat was possibly seasoned with similar flavors.

Skewers for fish were also provisioned for the festival’s kitchen’s uses, but
among the menu of the festival there is no mention of a dish made with fish. Then,
who was eating fish kebab during the festival? Daily food provisions for banquets
resolve this question. In the list, one section was dedicated to the banquets of the
envoys that took place between the eleventh and fifteenth day of the festival.>** As
siurnames mention, the French, Russian, British, Dutch, Venetian, Austrian and
Dubrovnik envoys took part in the festival’s banquets. These guests were hosted in a
separate tent that was solely reserved for their use and it was designed according to
their special needs.>** As one sees in the pictorial representations of their tents,
instead of sitting on the ground, they were sitting on chairs (Fig. A23, A24). Indeed,
the account books” mention of the purchase of 20 dining chairs (each from 70 akc¢e)
further substantiates this information.>*®> Apart from that, these guests were offered
food at the time they were accustomed to eating, which was the midday.>*® This

special treatment of the ambassadors was also evident in their menu. In the daily

1 This treatise is transcribed by Nejat Sefercioglu. It seems to have been a copy of Agdiye Risalesi,
which was introduced to the literature by Siihely Unver. There are two dates in the treatise, one 1178
and the second one 1227. Yet for the latter there seems to have been a clerical mistake because in this
section the author mentions a specific type of dish that was offered to Sultan Ahmed 111 during his
Edirne visit. On the basis of this information, Unver and Sefercioglu conclude that this second date
must have been 1127 (1717). See Unver, Tarihte 50 Tiirk Yemegi; Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri.

2 Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri, 37-39.

>3 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75, fol. 7a: “tabh-1 ta‘am-1 elciyan yevm 25 Zi’l-ka‘de sene (1)132 ve 29
Zi’l-ka‘de (1)132.”

> Seyyid Vehbi, Siarname, 653; Ozcan et al. eds. Tarih-i Rasid, v. |1, 1204, 1205.

*° BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 26: “iskemle-i ta‘am.”

%% Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 653.
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food provision lists, in the first place, a different foodstuff, which is assorted fish,
was mentioned.>*’” Accordingly, 50 vukiyye (64.1) kg fish of different types were
provisioned for their banquets. Interestingly, this amount matches the total amount of
fish that was recorded in the account book of the festival.>*® This is to say, this entire
amount of fish that was supplied for the banquets was used solely for the dishes of
the envoys.>* Hence, even if Ibrahim occasionally depicted fish on the banquet
tables of the dignitaries (Fig. A25, A26), he had mistaken the beholder, since fish
was not offered to these groups

It is well known in the literature that fish was not among the favorite dishes
of the residents of the imperial palace, at least not until the nineteenth-century.>
Yet, a consideration of a number of banquets for envoys during reception ceremonies
imply that, at least in the second half of the seventeenth and the early-eighteenth
century, fish courses were preferred on these occasions. For instance, fish soup,
roasted fish or stuffed fish was served during the banquets that were held in honor of
the Transylvanian (1660), Polish (1677 and 1718), Russian (1719), and Safavid
(1722) envoys.>** Parallel to that, in the 1720 festival, roasted fish was offered to the
invited envoys. Although it is not possible to reach a generalization from these
examples, they purport a predilection, at least when food was prepared for envoys at

the imperial palace at the time.

>" BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75, fol. 7a.

8 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 7.

59 1n addition, as the account books mention a small amount of sea bass of 2.5 kg was also supplied
for the festival. Yet, this small quantity implies that very possibly it was provisioned either for one
person the sultan or perhaps the grand vizier.

>%0 One exception is the reign of Mehmed 11, when substantial amount of fish was provisioned to the
palace kitchens. See Barkan, “Istanbul Saraylarina ait Muhasebe Defterleri.”

**! Hedda Reindl-Kiel discussed the Transylvanian envoy’s banquet. Dariusz Kolodziejczyk examined
Polish envoys in 1677. The rest of the abovementioned envoys’ banquets are mentioned in an
unpublished and unknown book of register that | have worked on. The book is made up of forty
folios; it includes lists of food provisions that were supplied for different envoy’s banquets between
1129-1134. Each page was dedicated to the provisions of a different envoy and two of these pages
also include the menus. Especially the menu that was offered to the Safavid envoy 1722 includes three
different types of fish dishes. Reindl-Kiel, “Chicken’s of Paradise”; Dariusz Kolodziejczyk, “Polish
Embassies in Istanbul”; BOA. D. BSM. MTE.d. 10963, 2, 7, 15, 36-37.
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During the festival’s banquets ragouts and stews were also served to different
groups. An eighteenth-century recipe of ragout shows that this dish was cooked with
some basic ingredients such as onion, meat and chic pea.>** As ragouts could be
made with mutton, duck and pigeon, and all these types of meat were provisioned (in
different amount) for all groups that participated in the banquets, it is quite possible
that different types of ragouts were cooked during the festival.

When it comes to stews, the stewed squash that was offered to all groups
(except for the fifth group) deserves special mention here. Squash was mentioned in
the daily food provisions of each day and underneath the name of each group.®® This
implies that it is quite possible that, every day, stewed squash took its place on the
banquet tables. Parallel to that, an enormous amount of squash (10,615 kg) was
provisioned for the festival’s kitchen. What did this stewed squash dish look like? A
nineteenth-century recipe for stewed squash mentions ingredients as mutton, squash,
onion, pepper, cinnamon, salt, peppermint, sugar or honey, unripe grape juice and
grape juice.>>* As the recipe indicates, mutton, onion, pepper, salt and cinnamon
were cooked together in a cooking pot. Then, squashes were peeled and cut into
pieces. These sliced squash pieces were placed in the base of the cooking pot, above
which an amount of meat and spice mixture was put. This was repeated for a number
of times until the cooking pot was full. Then, unripe grape juice and water was added
to the dish to give more flavor, and the dish was left for cooking. After a while, when
the dish was almost cooked, grape juice or two spoons of honey or sugar were also
added. When the dish was cooked, peppermint was added.

All of these ingredients existed among the food provisions for the banquets of

the festival. Thus, it is quite possible that the stewed squash had a taste similar to the

2 Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri, 49.
>3 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75.
5% Halic, Ali Esref Dede'nin Yemek Risalesi, 59.
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aforementioned recipe. One should mention once again that, during the festival,
some foodstuffs or seasonings were used solely in the dishes of higher-ranking
officials and guests. Cinnamon and peppermint, for instance, were not supplied for
the middle and lower-ranking officials and functionaries. In this respect, at least for
these group’s stewed squash, these two ingredients must have been removed from
the dish. Or perhaps, during the festival, this dish was cooked without these
seasonings and all groups tasted the same type of the dish. Contrary to the stewed
squash that was offered to all participants, the stewed chick and pigeon that must
have been cooked with some additional vegetables such as parsley, kavara, and
melokyeha seem to have been exclusively for the most esteemed guests.

Two particular meat dishes should also be mentioned here: stuffed
vegetables, as mentioned on the menu of the court officials; and minced duck meat,
mentioned on the menu of the high-ranking guests of the sultan. To start with stuffed
vegetables, which is a common type of dish even today in Turkish cuisine, this dish
was made with a number of vegetables, including squash, eggplant, cabbage, and
vine leaves. During the festival, only squash and eggplant were provisioned in huge
amounts. As squash was used for cooking the stewed squash then, very possibly
during the festival, dolma was made of eggplant. Parallel to that, among the food
provisions of the court officials, each day huge numbers of eggplants were
mentioned.”*

Identifying minced duck meat, on the other hand, is more difficult. Although
one does not find the name of such a dish in the treatises on food and cooking or in
published recipe books, another dish, kiyma piiryani, might give an idea about the

ingredients and the recipe of this meat dish. Kiyma piiryani was mentioned in one of

%5 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75.
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the copies of a treatise on cooking that was written in the first half of the eighteenth
century. In this recipe, the ingredients of this dish were mentioned as mutton,
parsley, mastic, lemon juice, salt, pepper, and cinnamon. Accordingly, minced
mutton and seasonings such as parsley, salt, mastic and pepper were put in a large
bowl with water and left cooking until the meat became soft. When the cooking was
done, cinnamon, pepper and lemon juice were sprinkled over the meat for additional
flavor.>® Given the fact that all these ingredients existed among the food provisions
for the high-ranking guests of the sultan, perhaps minced duck meat was a similar
dish.

As a last category, one should also mention the bread that was served with
these dishes. One preparatory document that recorded the amounts of basic
foodstuffs that would be provisioned for each dining spread gives an idea about that
matter. The document mentions that for the highest-ranking dining spreads (must
refer to the sultan, grand vizier, the imperial council members and most distinguished
guests), three loaves of quality breads (nan-i has) were served. For the dining
spreads of the officials of the state, on the other hand, only one loaf of quality bread
would be given.®’ This information shows that even the number of breads that were
offered to these higher-ranking participants was subject to differentiation according
to the rank and status of each particular group. The document does not mention the
lower ranking tables such as that of the functionaries of the festival who also
participated in the banquets. One might speculate that since those functionaries were
given daily allowances in kind, which invariably included a two loaves of bread,

perhaps an extra amount of bread was not offered.

>0 Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri, 55.
" BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/65: the title of the document reads: “siir-1 hiimayiin ta‘amlarinda bir sofraya
verilecek harc.”
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3.3.2 Side dishes, sweetened drinks and desserts

Apart from main courses, side dishes were also offered during the banquets, but only
for high-ranking officials and guests. In the first place, pickles, fresh and dried fruits
come to mind. As has been mentioned before, six types of pickles (pickled capers,
picked caper buds, eggplant, squash, peppermint and rose) and a number of different
fruits, especially varieties of grapes, were provisioned for the festival. Certainly,
some amount of these must have been served as side dishes during the banquets.
Additionally, compotes were offered to a select number of the participants. Archival
documents clearly differentiated those officials and dignitaries to whom compote
would be served during the banquets. Accordingly, the grand vizier, the chancellor,
the chief treasurer, the second and third ranking viziers, and the superintendent of the
festival would have two bowls of compotes per day and the steward of the grand
vizier, the agha of the janissaries, the chief butcher, the chief official of the imperial
cellar, the chief clerk of the imperial festival, the master of horses and the
superintendent of the registry of landed property would have one bowl of
compote.*®® This indicates that tasting compote was a sign of social status, at least
during the festival’s feasts. Quite possibly, the compote was served to a larger group
of participants that included the provincial governors and some high-ranking
members of the ulema. Indeed, one document’s mention of the provisioning of 100
compote spoons for the banquets also substantiates this assumption.>*® Besides, in
one of the paintings of Levni that illustrates the banquet held on the second day of
the festival for the chief military judges and judges, on the recto side of the page in

the foreground, one sees a dining spread around which ten judges were sitting (fig

>¥ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/47. This document seems to have been a preparatory list indicating
numbers of compotes and dishes that officials and dignitaries would be offered. The account book of
the festival also includes the same information however when it comes to the numbers of compotes it
only mentions amounts that were offered to the imperial council members.

%9 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/189.
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A2). When examined carefully, one sees that these ten judges were holding dark
brown deep spoons, which are visibly different from spoons that other figures are
holding. These ten men were depicted as if bending towards a deep bowl that was put
at the center of the dining spread. Quite possibly, this depiction illustrates the judges’
tasting of the sweet side dish, compote. Indeed, Levni’s depiction of these spoons
draws striking visual similarity to the compote spoons that exist today at the
collection of the Topkap1 Palace Museum’s kitchens.*® This evidence further
substantiates the claim that Levni depicted compote in the banquet tables.

Often compotes were not noted among the main dishes in the menus of the
banquets, implying that they were not considered an independent dish.>®* Parallel to
that, in the menu of the 1720 festival, they were not mentioned at all. Luckily, some
other archival documents tell about the ingredients of these sweet side dishes that
were served during the banquets of the 1720 festival. As these documents put it, 300
vukiyye (384.8 kg) sugar, 375 musk beans, 26.5 vukiyye (33.99 kg) lemon juice, 472
eggs, 30 vukiyye (38.48 kg) apples, 242 vukiyye (310.4 kg) quince, 106 vukiyye
(135.99 kg) currants, 140 vukiyye (179.6 kg) apricots, 456 vukiyye (585 kg) razzaki
(large sized grapes) grapes, 65 vukiyye (83.3 kg) plums and 38 vukiyye (48.7 kg)
pears were used solely for this purpose.®®® This rich variety of fresh and dried fruits
indicate that, quite possibly, different types of compotes were prepared throughout
the course of the festival for the dignitaries and high-ranking guests. The mention of

musk among the ingredients of compotes signifies that these sweet side dishes also

*%0 These spoons that can also be seen today in the exhibition of the imperial kitchens date the
nineteenth century.

**! Hedda Reindl-Kiel makes this observation based on the seventeenth century menus that she has
analyzed. One exception however to this was the account of the account of the seventeenth century
Sufi Seyyid Hasan. In his Sohbetname compote appears as a main course. See Reindl-Kiel, “Chickens
of Paradise,” 64, 65; Gokyay, “Sohbetname,” 60.

%2 BOA. DBSM. SRH. 7/78; MAD.d. 4729, 22.
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had a pleasant and strong odor. Eggs, on the other hand, must have been used to give
a concentrated texture to the liquid part of the compotes.>®®

Unlike compotes that were reserved only for a small number of participants,
throughout the festival, assorted sweetened drinks were offered to participants of all
ranks. Nevertheless, their ingredients and the way in which they were served varied
according to one’s social rank. Hafiz Mehmed, in his Siarname frequently comments
on how these sweet drinks were served. As he states, during the banquets, halberdiers
with side lock were serving assorted drinks sweetened with sugar (siikkeri esribe-i
miitenevvi ) in bowls (kase) to the viziers and in soft calf leather water bags/bottles
(telatin kurba) to the high-ranking guests. The rest of the participants, on the other
had, were offered drinks sweetened with honey (‘aselz serbetier) in stout leather

water bags/bottles (gavasale kirbalar).”®*

An archival document strikingly repeats
this declaration of Hafiz Mehmed. Indeed, it gives additional information by saying
that these drinks were served with ice.*® In addition, it indicates that throughout the
festival, honeyed drinks would also be served in barrels (fiz¢z) that were placed at the
ceremonial space. These must have been offered to the assigned members of
janissaries, imperial armorers and artillerymen perhaps to the spectators as well. This

differentiation that was articulated through drinking objects is striking so whether the

drinks were sweetened with sugar and honey. As has been stated before, sugar was a

%53 | have seen egg among the ingredients of compotes that were served during two other
contemporary banquets, which were held in honor of envoys at the Ottoman palace respectively in
1717 and 1722. BOA. D.BSM. MTE.d. 10963, 2-3, 36-37. Although I could not find the mention of
the addition of egg to the compotes in the published recipe books or treatises, in the seventeenth
century the traveler Thévenot mentioned that white parts of the egg was put inside the sherbet.
Similarly, this technique is today used in the preparation of e liquors and cocktails. White parts of the
egg are put inside the alcohol with other ingredients to give it a richer and more concentrated texture.
*** Hafiz Mehmed, /720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 195, 203, 212.

> BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/142: “misafir haymesine med‘uvvin igiin tertib olunan sofralarda kase ile
siikkerT serbet ve simat i¢iin med ‘uvvinin zabitanina telatin kirba ile siikkerT serbet, neferatina
gavasale kirbayla ‘aseli veriliib sofra ve simatdan ma‘ada meydana fii¢1 vaz‘ olunub iyab ve zuhar
idenlere ‘aseli serbet verilmek yahud heman simat sofralara zikr olundugi vech tizere karh ve
iktizasina gére buzlh serbet verilmek ferman buyurulmasi emr-ii ferman hiirmetlii sa’adetlii sultanim
hazretlerinifidir. El Hac Halil emin-i stir-1 hiimaytn”
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luxurious item for the majority of the people living in Ottoman lands in the
eighteenth century. Parallel to that, in the kitchens of ordinary people and in their
foods, cheaper sweeteners such as honey or grape molasses often replaced it.>®
Almost as a reflection of this situation, this expensive sweetener emerges as a marker
of prestige and status in all food-related rites of the 1720 festival. Likewise the
drinks of the middle and lower-ranking participants of the banquets were not
sweetened with sugar; rather, they were given taste solely with honey.

Some archival documents indicate that a number of other ingredients were
also used for the drinks of dignitaries and higher-ranking guests. As the account
books of the festival put forth, 99,064 ak¢ce were spent for the preparation of four

567

types of sugared drinks, namely ambergris drink (esribe-i ‘anber),”" ambergris drink

for the sultan (esribe-i ‘anber-i hassa), a type of drink made of a specific plant

568

named which looks like a lemon (esribe-i musri hummas)™" and assorted drinks

%89 More detailed lists were also provided in the documents,

(esribe-i miitenevvi ‘a).
which strikingly unearth all of their ingredients, the exact amounts as well as prices.
As seen in Table 17, ambergris, lemon and unripe grape juice, sandal, sugar, musk,

alum and cochineal (referring to organic red paint) were also put inside these sweet

drinks. Thus, one may conclude that these drinks that were prepared in different

types had a pleasant odor and at least some were red colored.

%86 Faroghi, Subjects of the Sultan.

%7 In the imperial palace’s expenses, it was recorded that this specific type of drink was provisioned
from Yanbolu (modern day Bulgaria). Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfagi, 62, 229. Yet, the mention of
the ingredients of the drinks imply that for the festival quite possibly this drink was made at the
kitchen of the festival.

%% Arif Bilgin mentions that although this plant was often sometimes defined as sorrel (kuzukulagr),
Evliya Celebi says that this was a fruit looks like a lemon. In the expense registers of the Ottoman
palace between the fifteenth and seventeenth century a certain type of sweeten drink made of this
plant (serab-1 hummas), musk, sugar and amber was listed. From the sixteenth century onwards this
drink was provisioned from Egypt. See Bilgin, Osmanli Saray Mutfagi, 228, and 229, n. 303.

% BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 30, 77; MAD.d. 4729, 24; D.BSM. SRH. 8/9.
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Table 17. Ingredients and Tools for the Preparation of Assorted Sweet Drinks

Name of the ingredient or other Amount Price

type of expense (per unit)

Musk bean 220 9 akge

Ambergris 12 549 akge

Lemon juice 11 vukiyye 250 akge (per vukiyye)
Unripe grape juice 10.5 vukiyye 250 akge (per vukiyye)
Sandal 400 -

Alum 44 2 akge

Cochineal 270 dirhem 13 akge (per dirhem)
Paper and rope 210 -

Sugar 659 vukiyye 105 ak¢e (per vukiyye)
Jar 205 12 akge

Payment for confectioners - 7,908 akge

Additional information that was recorded in one of the account books of the festival

also tells exactly how many jars of these drinks were prepared.>”

Accordingly, 188
jars of assorted drinks, 61 jars of ambergris drinks (of 44 jars reserved only for the
sultan and possibly also for his chamber), and one jar of esribe-i misri hummas drink
were provisioned for the festival. Interestingly, the aforementioned account book
indicates that this drink that was referred to as esribe-i misri hummas was purchased
indeed, at a very high price. As it indicates, one jar of this esribe-i misri hummas
weighted 7 vukiyye (8.9 kg) and 1 vukiyye (1.282945 kg) of this drink cost 200 akce.
In total, 1,400 ak¢e were paid for only one jar of this specific type of drink, which
must have been tasted by a very exclusive group of people that would have included
the sultan, some members of his family and perhaps his grand vizier.

As seen in Table 17, ambergris was a very expensive item, so the number of
jars that was made out of this luxurious item seems to have been smaller. Indeed, the
majority of this type of drink seems to have gone to the chamber of the sultan. The
remaining 17 jars were very possibly offered to the dignitaries and the most

esteemed guests. As drinks were mentioned in jars, one wonders the total weights of

these drinks. Given the lack of information on this matter in the related documents,

S0 BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 24: “esribe-1 miitenevvi‘a 188 kavonos, esribe-i ‘anberli 17 kavanos, esribe-i
‘anberli-i hassa 44 kavanos, esribe-i hummas-1 misri 1 kavanos.” Although the ingredients of drinks
were mentioned also in other documents, this specific information on the number of jars of those
drinks was only mentioned in this document.

191



one might rely on the information mentioned for musri hummas. As one jar of this
drink weighed 7 vukiyye (8.9 kg) and in totality 205 jars of all types of drinks was
prepared for banquets, then, this was equivalent to 1,824.5 kg sweet drinks. One
should mention once again that these drinks that were sweetened with sugar and
given flavor, scent and color with additional items were offered to the dignitaries, the
high-ranking guests and the high-ranking officials. The rest of the functionaries and
participants of the banquets seem to have tasted only honeyed drinks, and,
fortunately, the total amount of these honey-sweetened drinks were not mentioned in
the archival documents.

So far dishes, side dishes or drinks that were served during the banquets have
been discussed. However, some appetizers or snacks could have also been consumed
apart from banquet times. As an example, an undated document among the archival
documents of the 1720 festival indicates the amounts of some foodstuffs that would
be daily or weekly sent to the chamber of the sultan throughout the course of the
festival. Accordingly, each day 1.7 kg coffee, 1.28 kg sugar, 0.6 kg currants, 1.28 kg
assorted drinks and rose marmalade, 3.8 kg grapes, 6 lemons and 19 gr cinnamon,
3.2 kg assorted fruits for compote and 2.5 kg candle wax would be delivered to the
sultan’s chamber.>"* In addition, two jars of pickled capers and 3.8 kg other types of
pickles would also be sent on a weekly basis. This short note, possibly written by the
chief clerk of the sultan to the superintendent of the festival Halil Efendi,
interestingly shows what types of snacks the sultan preferred to consume at his tent.
Fresh and dried fruits, especially grapes and currants, marmalades, pickles, compotes

and assorted drinks seem to have been among his favorites.

1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/53: “Kahve beher yevm 1.5, kilerciye beher yevm seker 1 kiyye, esribe 1
kiyye, giilbeseker 1 kiyye, yas iiziim 3 kiyye, [imon 6 ‘aded, tursu-1 kebere haftada 2 kavanos, sa’ir
tursular haftada 3 kiyye, darcin 6 dirhem, hosab i¢iin meyve 2.5 kiyye, kus tiziimi beher yevm 0.5
kiyye, sem‘-i revgan 2 kiyye, yevmiye sem‘-i ‘asel sa‘ter 300 dirhem. Bu minval iizere ‘inayetlii
efendimiziii dairelerine bdylece verile.”
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Another such short document dated 15 Zi'l-ka ‘de 1132 (18 September, 1720)
notes the delivery of five different types of pickles to the chamber of the grand
vizier.>"? Accordingly, pickled caper, pickled caper bud, eggplant, squash and
peppermint pickle one jar of each would be sent to the chamber of the esteemed
deputy of the sultan. These two examples indicate that the dignitaries consumed
certain types of side dishes or snacks at their chambers. In addition, sirnames
frequently mention that halberdiers were serving rose marmalade and drinks to the
guests and dignitaries, both before and after the banquets. Furthermore, Hafiz
Mehmed mentions that each day the superintendent of the festival, Halil Efendi,
delivered one jar of rose marmalade to the tent of the circumcised boys and there,
assorted drinks were also offered to these beneficiaries.>"

Contrary to the rose marmalade that seems to have been tasted by a relatively
larger group of people throughout the festival, another kind of marmalade, namely,
kebbad > (it refers to a kind of citrus which has a thick rind and juicy, sour fruit)
was provisioned in very small amounts. On 18 Zi 'I-ka ‘de (21 September, 1720) the
deputy of the superintendent of the festival was asked to send one jar of this
marmalade to the cellar of the festival and on the next day he delivered one jar of
kebbad this time to the steward of the grand vizier. °” This peculiar type of
marmalade was very possibly reserved only for very few people.

Certainly, marmalades were not the only type of dessert that was offered to
guests during the festival. As the aforementioned menu of the festival shows, a rich
variety of desserts, including starch and rice puddings, sweet dish made of cereals,

raisins, sugar, the sweet pastry cut in diamond shaped pieces, halva, and grape

2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 3/65.

%3 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii.

> This fruit was also referred to as kebbad limonu and it was often used in making of marmalade. See
Ism, Osmanlt Mutfak Sozligii, 201.

> BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/107; 4/196.
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molasses were prepared for the banquets. However, most of these were available
only for the highest-ranking participants of the banquets. With the exception of the
dining spreads of the sultan, the imperial council members, the provincial governors
and the most esteemed guests, other groups only tasted a basic type of dessert, which
was rice pudding with saffron. This differentiation through sweet courses further
indicates that one’s association with sugar, sugared dishes and drinks designated
his/her social hierarchy, at least during the 1720 festival.

What about the ingredients of these status marker sweets, how they were
prepared? Some archival documents and contemporary treatises on food and cooking
provide information to estimate the recipes of these desserts. To start with some
basic ones such as the starch pudding, this dessert was made with sugar/honey/grape
molasses and starch and water. As during the festival starch pudding was served to
the highest-ranking dignitaries and guests, then for these groups it must have been
prepared with sugar. Indeed, the mention of white starch pudding among the menu of
these first two groups indicates that certainly it was prepared with sugar and white
wheat starch.>’® In addition, often rose water was also added to this desert after it was
cooked.” Parallel to this, rose water existed in the daily food provisions of these
two groups for each day.>’® Apart from that, in the menu of the third group that
comprised the officials of the state, this dessert was also mentioned. It was referred
only as starch pudding, implying that very possibly, for this group, it was made with
honey or grape molasses so that it did not have a white color. Other desserts
sweetened the mouths of only the top ranking participants of the banquets. As an

archival document mentions, baklava, for example, which was offered to the guests

*"® In a copy of Agdiye Risalesi, in the section on starch pudding, it was mentioned that if it was made
with wheat starch then this starch pudding would have a white color. Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri, 32.
ST Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri; Unver, Tarihte 50 Tiirk Yemegi, 20.

S8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75.
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only for seven days between 23 and 29 Zi'l-ka ‘de 1132 (26 September-2 October
1720). The same document also mentions its ingredients as starch, flour, honey,
clarified butter, and almond.>”® Thus, the festival’s baklava was given taste with
almonds and sweetened with honey. The festival’s kitchen’s purchase of 19 thin
copper dishes for baking baklava® implies that during the festival it was made in
huge amounts, given that the utensils of the kitchen were not enough and extra
provisions were made.

As far as ‘asura is concerned, this sweet dish was often prepared with various
types of ingredients such as cereals, dried and fresh fruits, legumes and some
flavorings. Suraiya Faroghi, for example, notes that, at the Trabzon Hatuniyye
imaret, it was prepared even with meat and salt.>®" For estimating the ingredients of
this sweet dish that was served during the 1720 festival’s banquets, contemporary
lists of ingredients that were used for preparation of this dish during the month
Muharram at the imperial palace can give an idea. These ingredients were recorded
in documents kept by the clerks of the imperial kitchens for the years 1135 (1723),
1136 (1724), and 1137 (1725).%%? Each document mentions the ingredients of this
sweet dish that was cooked for the imperial harem and also for outside, possibly
referring the outer court personnel as well as residents of the imperial city.>®®
Interestingly, the ingredients of the ‘asura that was offered to these two groups were
different, the most particularly, for the second group, honey instead of sugar was

used.

¥ BOA. D. BSM. SRH. 7/75: Bera‘: baklava ve borek: Revgan-1 sade 120 vukiyye, dakik 160
vukiyye ‘asel 160 vukiyye, badam 5 vukiyye, nisasta 40 vukiyye.” For the recipe of baklava from an
eighteenth-century treatise on food see Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri, 21.

Y BOA. SRH. 9/75; MAD.d. 1284, 25.

%81 Faroqhi, “Food for Feast,” 206, 207.

%2 BOA. D.BSM. MTE. 5/55; 5/91; 5/124.

3 BOA. D.BSM. MTE. 5/91: “Beray tasra ‘asure harc1”; D.BSM. MTE. 5/55: “‘asure beray fukara.”
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As during the 1720 festival, this sweet dish was served only to the highest
ranking tables then, it would be more appropriate to consider the ingredients of this
dish that was prepared for the imperial harem during the aforementioned Muharram
months. In ‘asura, which was prepared for harem in year 1723 and 1724, as
ingredients wheat, dates, hazelnuts, almonds, black eyed peas, broad beans, walnuts,
sugar and salt were used.’®* In year 1725, however, ingredients seems to have been
richer, as this sweet dish additionally included currants, rose water, and fig.*® With
the exception of figs and walnuts, during the 1720 festival all other ingredients were
supplied to these groups to whom this sweet dish was served. Thus, one might
surmise that possibly during the 1720 banquets this sweet dish had similar
ingredients. In addition, the recipe of a nineteenth-century ‘asura that was cooked at
the imperial palace mentions that, after cooking, musk and pistachio were added to
these sweet dishes.”® Parallel to this recipe, among the daily food provisions of these
groups, one also sees musk and pistachio.*®” Thus, these might have been added to
the ‘asura that was prepared for the banquets of the 1720 festival.

The halva that was referred in the menu as ‘asudiyye, on the other hand, was
prepared with starch, honey, butter and water. The eighteenth-century recipe of this
halva indicates that all ingredients were put in a pot and they were stirred at low heat
until the butter would appear over the surface of the mixture. Then, this butter was
drained and halva was put in small dishes.”®® As the recipe of this dessert includes
butter, this explains why it was offered to the most esteemed participants. Because
contrary to clarified butter, which was an indispensible foodstuff in daily provisions

of all groups, butter was only provisioned for the dignitaries and highest-ranking

¥ BOA. D.BSM. MTE. 5/55; 5/91.

%> BOA. D.BSM. MTE. 5/124.

% Halici, Ali Esref Dede 'nin Yemek Risalesi, 20.
¥ BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75.

%88 Sefercioglu, Tiirk Yemekleri, 25.
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guests.®® Parallel to that, a relatively small amount of butter (73.7 kg) was
provisioned for the banquets as opposed to clarified butter, which was purchased in

huge amounts (13,436.2 kg).

3.4 Conclusion

During the 1720 festival the sultan’s benefaction was conspicuously manifested
through giving food gifts and food allowances to various people and offering dishes
to thousands of participants in the sumptuous banquet of the sultan. To this end, an
enormous amount of food provisioning was made prior to the festival. The present
chapter illuminated the amounts, types and details of the supply process at least for
some of the foodstuffs. Even if the Ottoman palace seems to have purchased those
foodstuffs at a relatively cheaper price than the average rates, still only this food-
related aspect of the festival cost millions of ak¢es, explaining the great scale of the
event.

The chapter also unearthed what constituted the daily food allowances of
various functionaries as well as performers, and what was offered to the people at the
banquets of the festival. While the pictorial representations of the festival provided
glimpses of what could have been served during the banquets, the culinary aspect of
the festival has so far remained unknown. This chapter unearthed every particular
detail related to the names and ingredients of dishes, side dishes, desserts and drinks
that were offered to guests, officials and functionaries during the banquets. Such a
wealth of information on the menu of the festival’s banquets is extraordinary.

This chapter also discussed how the benefaction of the sultan was

hierarchical and depended on one’s social status. Not only the types and amounts of

%9 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/75.
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foodstuffs that constituted the daily food allowances of some officials and
functionaries but also banquet meals of various participants varied according their
ranks. For example, some functionaries had only two types of basic foods in their
daily food package, yet some had four or five items. Likewise, the banquet
participants tasted a different number of courses, depending on the rank of each
group. These differences between the dishes served to various people also designate
which specific food items or seasonings and spices were regarded as emblems of
power and prestige during food-related rites of the festival. Without any doubt sugar
was one of the most significant status markers throughout the festival, as it was often
given as a gift to higher-ranking officials, and it was used solely in the dishes of
these dignitaries. Food donations to Abdurrahman Agha, with whom this chapter
started, also included a certain amount of sugar. Although the identity of this
Abdurrahman Agha is obscure, he was most certainly not a court official or a guest
of the banquets. In this case, the presence of sugar in the food gift package
represented the generosity of the sultan, not the social status of the beneficiary.

In sum, while available sources provide a vivid vista to the material, the
social and financial dimensions of the festival’s food-related aspect, unfortunately
they do not tell much about the performative aspect of the imperial banquets in
particular. The archival and pictorial sources provide some hints to how the colorful,
silk and cotton napkins, the embroidered cloths used as handkerchiefs or towels, and
richly dressed imperial tasters might have looked inside the banquet tents. Yet, when
it comes to understanding the spectacle and the semiotic aspect behind the serving of
food, we have a scarcity of information. The present chapter discussed that even
when showing his benefaction through food, the sultan and his officials observed the

existing rules of precedence and rank among the dignitaries and functionaries of the
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court as well as those of the residents of the city and performers across the empire.
While this preoccupation with rank and protocol was evident in other forms through
which the benefaction was distributed during the festival, it was perhaps the most

explicitly represented in food-related aspect of the festival.
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CHAPTER 4

THE BENEFACTION OF THE SULTAN THROUGH GIFTING

When the public announcement of Sultan Ahmed III’s sons’ circumcision festival
was made, all uncircumcised boys living in the imperial capital city as well as sons
and pages of court officials were invited to register their names in the book of
circumcision (defter-i 4itan) that was kept by the chief clerk of the festival.>*
Starting with 5 Sevval (10 August, 1720), in just a two-week period after the official
announcement, the chief clerk of the imperial festival Ibrahim Efendi was recording
the names of those boys into his book of registers®** and the superintendent, Halil
Efendi, was already concerned with preparing the necessary clothing for those young
beneficiaries.

In Islamic societies, circumcising the poor and the needy was one of the
primary acts of showing the donor’s voluntary beneficent giving.S92 Sometimes these
rituals were turned into massive celebrations, such as the case of three great
circumcision festivals of the Ottomans that took place in 1582, 1675 and 1720. In
these events, the Ottoman sultans took the circumcision of their crown princes
almost as a pretext to stage grand-scale festivals through which they manifested and
distributed their benefaction in a hyperbolic manner. During these festivals,
thousands of boys were given unrecompensed circumcision, clothing and food. Yet,
certainly these were not the sole beneficiaries of the sultan’s festival, given that the
sultan’s benefaction also touched dignitaries and functionaries through a complex

system of gifting.

°% Hafiz Mehmed, /720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 181-182.
1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 5/76.
%92 Singer, Charity in Islamic Societies, 81-82.
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The Ottoman official terminology often used a different vocabulary to mark
functional distinctions between the gifts of the sultan. Most frequently, three terms
were utilized, in ‘am, referring to a broad category of royal gifts and rewards;
‘iydane, meaning gifts given on religious feasts and tasadduk, the religious alms-
giving.>*® As far as the 1720 festival is concerned, gifts of the sultan were mostly
referred to in the documents either as in‘am (the royal donations) or as i#san (the
benefaction). The use of the term i4san is meaningful since commissioning an
imperial festival was directly associated with the concept of the sultan’s benefaction.
Some dignitaries, especially the grand vizier, also joined the sultan in the distribution
of this benefaction. Parallel to that, in the narratives of the festival these terms were
also used for referring to the gifts and rewards that grand vizier gave to the
functionaries, performers and workmen. As has been discussed in the previous
chapter, some gifts that were distributed during the festival were made up of various
foodstuffs. Additionally, throughout the festival monetary gifts, positions in court
institutions as well as clothing were also given to a larger group of beneficiaries
including viziers, pashas, court officials, functionaries, and circumcised boys.

As Natalie Zemon Davis has argued, in early modern patrimonial societies,
the patronage system was carried out by gifting.>** Thus, gifting strategies were of
great importance in sustaining hierarchical relations at all levels. Sometimes gifts
displayed one’s commitment and loyalty to a superior; sometimes they intended to
establish networks and bonds between equals or future partners, or they could simply
manifest the favor of a superior to an inferior. As the form and function of gifts

varied, so did the types of gifts one could give and receive. This is to say that the

5% Atasoy et al. [pek, 32-33.

%% Davis, The Gift in Sixteenth Century, 62. Also see Ben Amos, The Culture of Giving. On gifting in
the Islamic cultures see essays in Komoroff ed. Gifts of the Sultan; Kangal ed., On Bin Yillik Iran
Medeniyeti.
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type of gift was often determined by one’s social position. Yet, alterations in time
and across cultures also occurred. In this respect, gifts and gifting rituals were
dynamic and immensely complex. But as a common feature, almost all systems of
gifting were bound with the mutual bonds of obligation, as the sociologist Marcell
Mauss has put it in his seminal study on gift exchange.>®

This reciprocal and non-spontaneous aspect of gift exchange was also evident
in the Ottoman world. As far as the sultan is concerned, dignitaries, provincial
governors, members of the inner household, court artists, and sometimes artisans had
to show their commitment and also gratitude to the sultan through their gifts.>*
Indeed, especially in the case of the middle and high-ranking officials, gifting to a
superior ascribed a further semiotic meaning of “displaying one’s own position in the
network of favor, bondage, duty, honor and submission with a tribute in kind.”*’

These gifts were often recorded in Ottoman archival documents with a
specific terminology, as piskes, meaning gifts given to someone socially superior to
the donor. While the content and amount of these in-return gifts changed from one
period to another, there was a clear hierarchy between the officials in terms of the
types of gift they could present. The hierarchy not only defined the protocol of
gifting between the sultan and his subjects, it also marked the gifting strategies
among the subjects. For example, the gift packages of an Ottoman provincial
governor of Sehrizor between 1659 and 1661 to his superiors, including the Imperial

Council Members, during the occasion of the feast at the end of Ramadan were

>% Mauss, The Gift.

%% For Ottoman gift exchange see Merig, Tiirk Sanat Tarihi Vesikalari; Uzungarsili, “Osmanli
Sarayinda Ehl-i Hiref,” 23-76; Tim, “Ottoman Gift Exchange,” 149-169; Reindl-Kiel, “Ottoman-
European Cultural Exchange,”113-125; Idem, “Luxury, Power Strategies,” 107-120; Idem, “Power
and Submission,” 37-88; Idem, “Dogs, Elephants, Lions,” 271-86; Mustak, “A Study on the Gift
Log.”

%7 Reindl-Kiel, “Power and Submission,” 37.

202



clearly differentiated according to the rank of the receiver.>®® While the grand
vizier’s package included expensive fabrics and a sum of 2,000 gold coins, other
members of the council did not receive gold coins among their gifts.>*® Thus, the
governor of Sehrizor was conscious in maintaining a hierarchy among the gift
packages that were sent to the high-ranking bureaucrats at Istanbul.

This chapter aims at approaching gifting rites during the 1720 festival. The
first part will start with discussing the royal donations that were given to the higher
and middle-ranking officials, and to the functionaries by the sultan and also the grand
vizier. The second section will be focusing on a particular type of donation, namely
the Ail ‘at, a robe of honor. While giving robes of honor was neither an invention of
the Ottomans nor was it a prerogative of the sultan, this symbolically charged rite
“permeated every aspect of Ottoman court life both secular and religious.”600 Parallel
to the great significance of robe of honor at the Ottoman court, during the course of
the 1720 festival at certain times different types of robes were bestowed upon certain
individuals. On the authority of the archival documents, this section intends to
highlight slight differences in the type and quality of fabrics and the number of
garments. These differences, in turn, communicated the hierarchical differences
between the receivers of these significant donations.

The third section will address a relatively unknown group of beneficiaries of
the festival, the circumcised boys. In the festival’s textual and pictorial narratives,
this group of beneficiaries is apparently underrepresented because the narratives
seem to have focused mostly on the sultan, dignitaries and the events that they
participated in. Nevertheless, this was a public circumcision festival thus; one of the

most relevant questions related to it was who were these circumcised boys? On the

%% ReindI-Kiel, “Luxury, Power Strategies,” 117.
599 1} ¢

Ibid. _
800 Atasoy et al. Ipek, 32.
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basis of three extensive books of registers and official documents as well as list and
petitions including information about the circumcised boys, this section aims at
unearthing the fascinating social dimension behind this festival.

Finally, this chapter will look at the reciprocal aspect of gift exchange, more
specifically to the gifts of the dignitaries, officials and guildsmen to the sultan. As
opposed to what one sees in the case of the circumcised boys, gift-giving rituals were
mentioned in a very detailed manner in the narratives of the festival starting from the
first day. This means that our authors were highly selective when determining what
to include in their narrative and what not to include. A joint consideration of these
narratives and complete gift registers of the imperial treasury will illuminate the
background of this process, that is, the preparation of these gifts. As one understands
from the archival documents, the planners of the festival were keen to make sure that
each gift would adhere to the established protocol of gift giving. On the basis of
these sources, this section will also aim at addressing some issues that might have
arisen during this gift preparation process, particularly among the guildsmen.
Although available documents do not seem to have represented all of these tensions,
the existent ones indicate that some of the residents of the city might not have been

able “to share the festival spirit.”601

4.1 Royal donations to officials and functionaries

In the account books of the festival, there are only a few indications of monetary
grants. Referred under the term in ‘am, these grants were given to confectioners
(sekerciyan) and to officials in charge of chicken provisioning for the palace

(tavukcryan). Accordingly, confectioners received a grant worth 3,000 akg¢e on the

%0 Faroghi, “When the Sultan Planned a Great Feast.”
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first day of month Sevval (6 August, 1720), and the head of the officials in charge of
chicken provisioning (sertavukcryan) got a 5,880 ak¢e-grant, which would be
distributed among forty-nine members on 24 Zi'I-ka ‘de (27 September, 1720).5%2
Apart from these, the account books of the festival do not specify any monetary
grants. However, in the registers of the imperial purse of the sultan (harci-1 hassa ve
ceyb-i hiimayun) for month Zi’l-ka ‘de and Zi'I-hicce (September-October 1720),
when the festival took place, one sees some other monetary grants. These were given
to a number of performers who made shows on the seventh day of the festival, to
craftsmen who were involved in the preparation of the room of the circumcised
princes, to the cityfolk who watched the circumcision procession, as well as to
members of the imperial family (including both female members and the sons of the
sultan) on the occasion of the festival.®® These grants were covered from the
imperial purse of the sultan so they were not included in the expenses of the festival.
The account book of the former festival of 1675, however, indicates that
more than 2,000,000 ak¢e were spent solely for the monetary grants during this
festival.®® Similarly, in the gift registers of the 1582 festival, beneath the gifts of
almost each guild that participated in the festival, the sultan’s monetary grants were
recorded. For example, the coffeemakers received a royal grant worth 2,000 akce,
gilt makers 1,000 ak¢e and hammam workers 4,000 ak¢e.®® This difference between
the expenses of these festivals is striking. Even if one were to take into consideration

that the clerks of the 1720 festival might have omitted recording some of those

%2 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 21.

3 TSMA.d. 2363/11, fol. 2a, 2b; TSMA.d. 2363/12, fol. 2a.

%4 BOA. MAD. d. 3770, fol. 21b-22a; for the transcription of some parts of the account book of the
festival and their evaluation see Cakir, “Edirne’de Saltanat Diigiinii.” In Hazerfen Hiiseyin’s Telhzs on
the section that related the 1675 festival’s gift giving rituals, the author also noted substantial amounts
of ‘ariyye (grants) underneath the name of each guild. These monetary donations varied from one
guild to another guild and the lowest range was 1,000 ak¢e.

%5 This information is also mentioned in Reindl-Kiel, “Power and Submission,” 56. For the original
reference see TSMA.d. 10022, fol. 4a, 5a.
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monetary grants in the registers of the festival, the lack of a specific section in the
last part of the account books, where all expenses were recorded in summary part,
still implies that quite possibly monetary grants were much more limited in the 1720
festival.

Narratives of the festival provide some additional information on the grants
of the sultan and the grand vizier. Hafiz Mehmed says that at the end of the festival
after the procession of na/u:ls and candy gardens, the sultan distributed coins to those
who were involved in the preparation of these objects. Accordingly, the chief
architect Mehmed Agha and the assistant master carpenters (diilger kalfalari)
received 100 guris, na/ul workers 30 guriis, candy garden workers 40 guris,
painter/designers 10 guriys and a certain Persian who made flowers (perhaps
referring to a decoupage maker) 14 guris.*® In addition, the members of the
imperial dockyard, who were in charge of carrying those objects during the
procession, received a donation worth of 500 guriis. Indeed, the higher-ranking ones
among this group were also given robes of honor, which will be approached later.

Besides the sultan, his esteemed deputy, the grand vizier Ibrahim Pasha,
seems to have been involved in the distribution of the benefaction as well. In
particular, the narrative of Vehbi is striking on that matter, as he carefully recorded
the grand vizier’s donations and favors throughout the course of the festival. As one
reads in his narrative, during the daytime and nighttime shows, the grand vizier
frequently distributed coins to performers or to functionaries of the festival. As will
be discussed in the next chapter in detail, the grand vizier even granted freedom to a
slave and in other cases he bestowed additional favors such as permanent positions in

state institutions to other beneficiaries.

%% Hafiz Mehmed, /720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 230. Vehbi also mentions that grants were
given to those people yet he does not mention the exact amount of these donations. Seyyid Vehbi,
Stirname, 688.
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In addition to these, Vehbi and Hafiz Mehmed noted that at the end of the
circumcision ritual of the crown princes that was held at the imperial palace, in the
so-called Circumcision Room, the grand vizier showed his generosity and
benefaction towards the personnel of the imperial palace. As they put it, after the
ritual the sultan granted robes of honor to his most esteemed dignitaries. Thereafter,
the dignitaries left the palace one by one.

According to the authors of the sizrnames, when the grand vizier was moving
towards the middle gate (referring to the gate of the salutation of the imperial palace)

%97 Then, he mounted his

he was generously throwing gold coins to left and right.
horse and left the imperial palace. This episode that apparently highlights the
benefaction and generosity of the grand vizier concludes the textual narratives of the
festival. Interestingly however, in the pictorial representations of the festival in the
last painting rather than the grand vizier the sultan was depicted as throwing gold
coins to his inner household members. In these paintings the sultan is seen as
standing in front of Iftariye Kiosk; on his right side one sees Baghdad Kiosk, where
the crown princes were resting in their beds. On his left side one sees the
Circumcision Room (Fig. A27, A28). While the sultan was depicted at the center of
the composition as he was tossing gold coins onto the floor, a group of halberdiers
and two officials from the sultan’s imperial chamber are seen standing on both sides.
Some members among the group were trying to catch those gold coins that spread
over the floor. Painters depicted these figures in a very lively fashion as if one man

was trying to hold coins up in the air, one bending towards the floor, another one

looking his back and others collecting coins on the floor. This depiction stands in

%97 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 690: “hazret-i sadr-1 ‘ali... kef-i giiher paslarindan yemin ii yesarina zer-
nisar olarak orta kapiifiun i¢ tarafinda olan parmaklik tarafina vardikda...”. Hafiz Mehmed, 1720
Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 234: “Ba‘dehu sadr-1 a‘zam hazretleri dahi yemin {i yesara altiin ihsan
ederek orta kap1 dahilinde...”

207



contrast to the motionless depiction of the other members of the same group, which
further dramatizes the act of those gold catchers®® and the main message of the
scene, which is the distribution of the sultan’s benefaction to his subjects. As has
been mentioned above, according to the textual narrative of the same book such a
scene did not happen. Indeed, it was the grand vizier not the sultan who distributed
gold coins at the second courtyard of the imperial palace. Yet, the patron/s and
possibly the supervisor of the illustrated books of the festival seem to have found this
imaginary scene more appropriate for the end of the book. A particular painting in
the illustrated sirname of the 1582 festival in which Sultan Murad 111 was throwing
gold coins from the balcony of Ibrahim Pasa Palace (Fig. A29) might have been a
source of reference for the painters of the 1720 sirname. Unfortunately, however, it
is not possible to determine exactly who was responsible for the selection of this
scene to be placed at the end of the illustrated sizrnames of the 1720 festival. Without
any doubt, this very last image that one sees after the serial imagery of the procession
of the dignitaries and the court elite conveyed a message related to the benefaction of
the sultan. For the ending scene of the festival that was, in theory, held by and
sponsored through the benefaction of the sultan, such a representation is indeed very

meaningful.

4.2 Robes of honor for the dignitaries and officials
Hil ‘at (robe of honor) was an established tradition in the Islamic world well before

the Ottomans adopted it.®®® Under the Abbasid dynasty honorific robing had evolved

%% Gottlieb, “Movement in Painting,” 22-33.

%09 Actually, the tradition related to giving robes during diplomatic or ceremonial occasions dates back
to the last centuries BCE China, to Han Dynasty’s (206 BC-220 AD) use of silk textiles to form
alliances and bonds with the nomadic tribes. Through the appropriation of the tradition by the Central
Asian tribes, robing tradition transmitted to Afghanistan, Pakistan, India, Persia and from Sassanid
Persia towards the west to the Byzantines. In the Islamic world on the other hand, it was under
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into a prescribed form and had become an essential part of the court ceremonial.
Caliphs gave robes of honor to officials, vassals, and independent Muslim rulers to
forge personal bonds, to mark the receiver’s allegiance or to confer status.®® To
explain the basic function of robes of honor Paola Sanders says that bestowing a
hil ‘at to someone symbolized a hierarchical relationship between a superior and
subordinates.®™ In this respect, bestowing robes of honor upon someone was not the
prerogative of the caliph or a political leader. Rather, on all kinds of secular or
religious occasions superiors such as viziers, military commanders, and provincial
governors could give robes to their subordinates.

In the Ottoman court, where visual and material distinctions were carefully

d.%'2 robes of honor that often took the form of a caftan made

observed and regulate
of luxury textiles, were of great significance. While robes of honor were given to
dignitaries, vassals, officials, and envoys on very different types of celebrations,
including religious festivals, appointments, promotions, and reception, those
honorific garments were clearly differentiated among themselves. Although Ottoman
hil “at did not carry any woven or printed inscriptions to mark the giver or the

613

receiver,” the differentiation of the robe was expressed through “a combination of a

number of principles, including the type, the quality, the number of garments and

Abbasid dynasty that robing rituals became significant part of the court ceremonials. For a discussion
of the medieval uses of robes of honor in the west and in the east see essays in Gordon ed. Robes and
Honor.

810 Sourdel, “Robes of Honor in Abbasid Baghdad,” 139, 140. For the Abbasid court ceremonial of the
eleventh and early twelfth century see the account of a Buyid court official Hilal Al-Sabi, Rusum dar
Al-Khilafah (The Rules and Regulations of the Abbasid Court).

811 Sanders, “Robes of Honor in Fatimid Egypt,” 233.

%12 This not only included differentiation through clothing but also through patronage patterns or
through the court etiquette. See Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan; Idem, “A Canon for Arts.”

%13 Similar to the Ottoman robes, Timurid, Safavid and Mughas robes also did not carry inscriptions.
Thus, such inscribed robes seem to have been in usage in the Islamic court during the medieval
period. For such embroidered tiraz bands see Mayer, Mamluk Costume, plate x; Mackie, “Toward an
Understanding of Mamluk Silks”, 127; also see Philips, “Ottoman hil‘at between Commodity and
Charisma,” 113-114; 127-127.
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whether they were lined with fur or nor.”®** The court etiquette had its role in
determining these differences. For example, the members of religious elite were
often given robes made of wool rather than silk in accordance with the religious
practice. The grand vizier on the other hand was often given robes in pairs, one
sable-fur lined and one without fur. ®*° The outer face of those robes that were
awarded to the most esteemed officials was often made of broadcloth (¢izka) or silk
woven with gold and silver threads (seraser).®*®

Certainly, not all robes or caftans were referred to as 4il ‘at in the
contemporary archival or narrative documents.®*” On this ground it is important to
consider “what makes an Ottoman il ‘at a 4il ‘at?”®*® Although scholars seem to have
been in general consensus that sources do not provide clear-cut descriptions of
Ottoman /il ‘ats, a few surviving examples and some visual evidence indicate that
these were long robes that were often characterized by extraordinarily long
sleeves.®™ It is also suggested that very possibly these sleeves were not worn but
thrown back over the shoulders, a feature that must have accentuated the ceremonial
function of those long robes.®”® During the 1720 festival, on different occasions, both

the sultan and the grand vizier bestowed robes of honor upon a number of dignitaries

and officials. As the narratives of the festival and the chronicler Ragid Mehmed

614 Atasoy et al. Ipek, 34.

815 Hiilya Tezcan says that the use of furs at the Ottoman palace was subject to rules. According to the
palace etiquette ermine (kakum) furs were reserved for summer wear, sable furs (semmair) for winter.
Indeed, during season changes an imperial order was announced allowing for the change of the type of
fur that was worn by the dignitaries. Tezcan, “Furs and Skins Owned by the Sultan,” 64.

616 Atasoy et al. [pek, 33-34.

817 For example, among 3128 estate inventories between years 1545-1659 of military title holders of
Edirne that are examined by Omer Liitfi Barkan, to my observation a il ‘at was recorded only once.
Among the estates of a certain Hasan Aga (d.1659), who was a bostancibagi, there was a seraser

hil ‘at, which was worth 10,000 ak¢e. Barkan, “Edirne Askeri Kassami’na Ait,” 414.

®18 philips, “Ottoman hil‘at Between Commodity and Charisma,” 124.

®19 |hid. 124-126. One such physical example survived from the 1760s (that is today preserved at
Berlin Museum of Islamic Art) a robe that was granted by the grand vizier to the Prussian envoy
Gregorovious. Helmecke, “Catalogue Entry 24: Robe of Honor,” 212; also see the last section of
Amanda Philips’ article.

620 Philips, “Ottoman hil‘at Between Commodity and Charisma,” 126.
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Efendi notes, during the marriage ritual of the niece of the sultan, after the procession
of na/uls and candy gardens, and after the end of the circumcision of the crown
princes, a dozen robes of honor were given to certain individuals. In addition to
these, narratives also mentioned other occasions during which robes were given to an
additional group of beneficiaries. For example, when the guild parades started on the
sixth day of the festival the sultan granted robes of honor to the chief merchant of the
imperial court (bezirganbas:), the steward of the grand bazaar (bezistan kethiidast)
and the chief master goldsmith (kiayimcubas:i).***

In another example, the grand vizier gave a robe of honor to the master of
horses (mirahor) Hasan Agha who delivered the sultan’s gift of an Egyptian horse to
the grand vizier on the fourth day of the festival.®*> As the narratives of the festival
related, giving such an additional type of gift, a horse to the grand vizier during an
imperial festival was not customary.®® Indeed, Vehbi said it was given to the grand
vizier to distinguish him among other viziers.®* Parallel to that, in the pictorial
narratives of the festival, this event was represented in a double-page composition
(Fig. A30, A31). In these paintings, on the verso page one sees the grand vizier
standing in front of his tent and staring at his exceptional gift that was depicted on
the recto page.

In the pictorial representations of the festival, one does not see any depiction
of a robing ritual. Instead, in both copies one sees this particular horse-giving scene
to the grand vizier. The exceptionality of this gift, which was indicative of the

distinguished position of the grand vizier among all others, seems to have been

%21 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 556.

622 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 538; Hatiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigtinii, 196. This robe
was worth of 350 guriis see BOA. IE_HLT. 3/320.

623 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 538; Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 196

624 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 538: “viizera-y1 eslafdan miimtaz etmek kasd ile ikram ii i'zaz buyurulib.”
Hafiz Mehmed Efendi also makes a similar comment. See Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet
Diigiinii, 196.
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highlighted through the imagery. Depicting this scene and omitting all other gifting
scenes must have been a deliberate choice of the patron/s, the supervisor (of the
illustrated books) or of the painters.

If one turns back to robing rituals during the festival, they started with robes
of honor that were given to the dignitaries who were involved in the marriage
arrangements of Emetullah Sultan (the niece of the sultan) and Osman Pasha.
According to Rasid Mehmed Efendi, this ritual took place on 10 Zi’/-ka ‘de 1132 (13
September, 1720), five days before the inauguration of the festival. As Rasid relates,
the chancellor Tevki i Mustafa Pasha was the best man of the groom, and the chief
mufti (seyhui l-islam) performed the ritual at the imperial palace.®”® Just after the
ritual, the sultan gave robes of honor to the chief mufti, to the best man of the groom,
to the steward of the grand vizier and to the son of the groom who acted as his
father’s deputy during the ritual.®?® Interestingly, among the surviving archival
documents there are petitions of the chief treasurer to the sultan for the payment of
some of these aforementioned robes that were given on the day of the marriage. In
one of them one sees the mention of the robe of honor that was given to Tevki ‘i

Mustafa Pasha on the day of the marriage ritual (hin-i ‘akd-i nika).®%’

According to
the document, this robe was of the most excellent type (hassii’l has) that was made
of silk (harir) and it was lined with sable fur (semmaiir post kapliz). Moreover, as the

document indicates, this excellent quality robe of honor was worth of 600 gurizs.*?®

%25 Ozcan et al, Tarih-i Rasid, v. 11, 1189, 1190.

%2 1bid. v. 11, 1190.

%27 BOA. IE_HLT. 3/317. This document asking for the payment for the robe dates 13 Zi’I-ka ‘de,
some days after the actual ritual. Yet, a note in the middle of the document mentions that the ritual
took place on 9 Zi’l-ka ‘de.

628 BOA. IE_HLT. 3/317.
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Indeed, Rasid Mehmed Efendi further specifies the type of the silk that was used. As
he says, this robe was made of silk cloth made of gold and silver threads (seraser).®%
The robe that was given to the chief mufti on that day seem to have been of the same
value since it was also worth 600 guriis. Yet, as has been mentioned before, often for
the robes of the religious elite broadcloth was preferred. Parallel to that, the grand
mufti’s robe was covered by white broadcloth (beyaz ¢ika kapliz) and it was again
fur-lined.®*® Finally, the documents mention the robe that was given to the steward of
the grand vizier. This robe seems to have been the least expensive among these
aforementioned ones, which was worth 400 guriis. The document mentions it as a

fur-lined cloak®!

that was covered by broadcloth (¢ika ferace kaplic semmir
kiirk).%%

These three examples indicate that even during the 1720 festival there was a
differentiation among types of 4il ‘ats. Another archival document further clarifies
this differentiation. The document dates 15 Sevval 1132 (20 August, 1720) so it
coincides with the preparatory phase of the festival. It certifies the imperial
treasury’s provisioning of a large amount of robes of honor for the imperial
circumcision festival.®*® As the document indicates, at the stocks of the imperial
treasury there were 227 robes of honor. However, this number was not sufficient for
the needs of the imperial festival, so 650 robes of honor would additionally be

purchased. To this end, the chief treasurer asked royal permission for the purchase of

new robes and for the delivery of the necessary certificates.®* On the verso side of

62% Ozcan at al. Tarih-i Rasid, v. 11, 1190.

630 BOA. IE_HLT. 4/325.

%31 This might have referred to an outer caftan, which is also called ceremonial caftan. See Atasoy et
al. Ipek, 23.

%2 BOA. IE_HLT. 3/318.

%3 BOA. IE_HLT. 3/314. This document was previously mentioned in Atasoy et al. Ipek, 35, n.115.
However in the book, the inventory number of the document and the details of the robes were not
mentioned.

834 BOA. IE_HLT. 3/314: “‘Arz-1 bendeleri budur ki, riznamge-i hiimayiinda ihrac olundig: iizere el-
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the page, types of those 650 robes of honor that would be purchased were also
mentioned. Accordingly, 64 robes would be the most excellent quality (kassii 'l has),
152 robes with an accompanying sash (?) (kusaklik), 202 high quality robes (a‘la),
and 232 quality robes with a plain pattern (?) (kas-1 sade) would be provisioned for
the festival.®® Indeed, the document also mentions numbers and types of robes that
were kept at the stock of the treasury. Accordingly, 56 robes were the most excellent
quality type, 8 robes were with an accompanying sash (?), 38 high quality types, and
125 were quality robes with a plain pattern (?).

When these numbers are considered together, it emerges that throughout the
festival, the most frequently given robe of honor was quality robe with a plain
pattern (?) (has-1 sade). The use of the term plain (sade) for defining those robes of
honor might have referred either to the pattern of the textiles or to the absence of
gold/silver embroidery in these robes. Indeed, in another document, a robe of honor
was defined as a plain fur-lined cloak covered by broadcloth.®*® From this
description one understands this plain robe was made of broadcloth and included fur
lines. The use of the term imperial (kas) for defining robes indicates that very
possibly, just as the most excellent quality robes, these robes were also given directly
by the sultan.®®’ Indeed, when their prices are considered, it seems that there was not
a huge price gap between the two types. For instance, the most excellent quality robe

that was given to Tevki‘i Mustafa Pasha on the marriage day and to the chief white

yevm hazine-i ‘amirede enva‘iyle ikiyiiz yigirmi yedi tob hil‘at mevctd olub inga’llah-1 te“ala stir-1
hiimaytina ol mikdar hil‘at kifayet itmemekle ecnasiyla tahrir olundugi iizere altiytz elli tob hil‘at
miibaya‘a ve mevcid ittirilmesi ferman-1 ‘alileri buytruliir ise riznamge-i hilmayiin kadar ve mecmii‘1
cedid olmak iizere miibaya‘a ve ecnasiyla iktizasi lizere tezkireleri verilmek babinda ferman devletli
sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretlerinindir.”

% BOA. IE_HLT. 3/314.

%% BOA. IE_HLT. 4/330: “ciika ferace kapli bir tob sade post-1 semmiir.”

%37 Amanda Philips also makes a similar comment. She also notes that in Safavids this term referred to
those robes exclusively given by the shah after he wore it. Yet, at least in the example of the 1720
festival these robes were to be newly purchased so they cannot belong personally to the sultan. See
Idem, “Ottoman hil‘at Between Commodity and Charisma,” 119.
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eunuch on the day of the circumcision of the princes was worth 600 guris. Yet the
aforementioned quality robe with plain pattern was worth 500 guris. °*® This shows
that both robes were of luxurious quality intended for the top-ranking beneficiaries.
At this point it is worth mentioning that even if the robes of honor were
categorized at the imperial treasury according to their type, even inside these
categories there might have been some differences. A case in point is the most
excellent quality robes that seem to have been given to the top ranking officials. In
the aforementioned examples, these robes were worth 600 guriis. Yet, two other
robes of honor of the same type that were given to the grand vizier on the 6 Zi /-
hicce and 7 Zi’l-hicce (9-10 October, 1720) were worth 1,100 and 800 guris
respectively.®* In the narratives of the festival, these robes were described in similar
terms as covered with silk cloth made of gold and silver threads and fur lined. Then,
the price difference in this same type of robe of honor must have either been related

%40 or to the

to the amount of gold and silver thread that was used in the robe
additional accessories that were given together with the robe.
Unfortunately, in most of the archival documents that certified the purchases
of the robes of honors that would be given the officials, these robes were described in
vague terms. Except for the aforementioned examples, often the type of the robe was
not specified. To this end, determining to whom quality robes with a plain pattern
and robes with sashes were given is not possible. Perhaps, some of these robes such

as the high quality (a ‘/a) robes were those that were given by the grand vizier to

other officials. Robes with sashes, on the other hand, might have referred to a

¥ BOA. IE.HLT. 3/317; IE.HLT. 4/322; BOA. IE.HLT. 4/330

%9 BOA. IE.HLT. 4/323; IE.HLT. 4/335.

%9 Dr. John Covel, who was among the retinue of the British embassy to the court of Mehmed IV in
Edirne, mentioned in his account that the amount of the gold and silver thread that was used in the
robe of honor symbolized the status the receiver. Cited in Philips, “Ottoman hil‘at Between
Commodity and Charisma,” 123, n.52.
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relatively lower quality type of robe in comparison with the aforementioned most
excellent quality ones. In an estate inventory of a deceased governor Tiirk Ali Pasha
(d. 1700) for example, a robe that was worth 2,000 ak¢e was described as having

sashes (kiisakli).*

Although, in the surviving archival documents on the 1720
festival the least expensive robe of honor was worth 300 guriis (equivalent to 3,600
akge), perhaps there were some others with sashes that were purchased at relatively
cheaper prices.

Although the types of robes were not specified in many of the documents,
their prices can give an idea. It is seen that the middle ranking officials received
relatively less expensive robes as opposed to the dignitaries. For example, as
opposed to the extremely expensive robes which were worth 600, 800 or 1,100
guris, the robe that was given to the tutor and imam of the princes and to the steward
of the grand vizier was worth 400 guriis, the robe of the master of horses was worth
350 guriis, and the robe of the chief physician of the court was worth 300 guriis.®*
These price differences were certainly related to the quality and type of the robe.
Thus, material and visual aspects of the robes indirectly represented the hierarchical
differentiation among the officials.

One should also mention that besides their symbolic value, these expensive
robes had a material value. This must have been one of reasons why in the
aforementioned archival documents their prices were mentioned. Indeed, from some

other contemporary sources it is also known that some robes of honor might have

been used as a currency as they could be resold or were used as safety loans that

%1 The information is mentioned by Philips, “Ottoman hil‘at Between Commodity and Charisma,”

119, n. 33; Idem, Everyday Luxuries, 159. The original reference is from Cetin, “Istanbul Askeri
Kassamina Ait.”
82 BOA. IE.HLT. 3/318; 4/331; 4/327.
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replaced cash payments.®*® Seen from this perspective it is clear that these robes also
carried material value. So, these exceptionally luxurious and symbolically charged

garments were really expensive donations.

4.3 The sultan’s benefaction across the city
Hafiz Mehmed in the introduction part of his narrative noted that the voluntary act of
showing beneficence through circumcising (sadaka-: hitan) for the poor and needy
(fukara ve zu ‘afa) was the customary law during the imperial circumcision
festivals.®** As he continued, when it was announced that in September 1720 Sultan
Ahmed I11 would hold a public circumcision festival, upon an imperial order the
relatives of the uncircumcised boys of the city and orphans themselves came and
registered their names to the book of the chief clerk of the festival.®* The pages of
the inner palace, of Galata Palace, and sons of some deceased pashas in provinces
and sons of dignitaries, who were not yet circumcised, would also be provided
unrecompensed circumcision. While the superintendent of the festival was in charge
of preparing a garment package that was composed of a cap, shoes, cloak and sash
for the poor and needy boys, more elaborate garments were also provided to the
more distinguished beneficiaries.®*®

Starting with the second day of the festival (16 Zi /-ka ‘de 1132) up until the
crown princes’ circumcision day (7 Zi’l-hicce 1132), each day approximately one
hundred or two hundred boys were circumcised at a tent that was reserved for this

purpose at the festival space. And, when the public celebrations ended, this tent was

%3 Amanda Philips argues that the lack of any specific sign (such as inscriptions) in Ottoman robe of
honor might have been one of the reasons behind their reusability and their transaction value. See
Philips, “Ottoman hil‘at Between Commodity and Charisma,” 122, 128.

%4 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Stinnet Diigiinii, 182.

* Ibid: “sar katibi defter-i hitanina kayd olunurlar idi.”

%% |id. Vehbi also mentions this however he does not specify the types of prices of those garments.
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transferred to the first courtyard of the imperial palace. Throughout the course of the
public celebrations at Okmeydani, at a certain time these boys were preceding in
front of the tent of the sultan in the company of the chief physician®’ and a number
of attendants. From there they were walking towards the tent of the circumcision. In
the pictorial representations of the festival, one occasionally sees those boys, who are
barely recognizable in the composition. In these scenes that depicted the enactment
of various performances, a dozen of these boys were depicted inside the composition
of the recto pages (Fig. A32, A33). If one does not pay attention to the details of the
composition however these boys are almost unrecognizable among the group of
attendants, performers, tents and all other material details that occupied the scene.
This aspect of the pictorial representation also holds for the textual
description of circumcised boys. Other than the aforementioned information that was
provided by Hafiz Mehmed, nothing else was mentioned for these young
beneficiaries. The authors solely noted how many boys were circumcised at each day

1.5 As has been mentioned before, this omission was related to the fact

of the festiva
that the narratives of the festival had different focus points and the circumcised boys
seem to have been of minor importance among other subjects.

Although this collective circumcision ritual was one of the most basic
components of the overall morphology of the festival, nothing proper is known about

it. This lack of information leaves us with various unresolved question related to the

identity of these boys and their integration process to the festival. This section aims

847 According to archival documents in totality 202 physicians and barbers were assigned for the
circumcision of those boys. Accordingly, 33 physicians were those attached to the society of the
talented and working at the imperial palace (hassa cerrahan tabi -i ehl-i hiref), 5 were those working
at hospitals that were attached to five imperial complexes (cerrahan-i darii’s-sifa ), 14 were
lieutenants during the time of military campaigns (miildziman-i sefer-i hiimayun), 58 were from the
outside meaning physicians working at the imperial city (cerrahan-i ehi-i i hiref-i biruni) and lastly 92
were barbers who were assigned for the circumcision (hitana ta ‘yin olunan berberan). For this
categorization and names of all these men see BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/22; MAD.d. 6889, 11-12-13.

%48 \When compared with the archival documents, the numbers provided by siirname authors seem to
have been limited.
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at illuminating these questions on the basis of formerly unknown archival documents

that are solely related to the circumcision of boys.

4.3.1 Registration to the book of the circumcision

Among the archival documents that were kept by the chief clerk of the festival
perhaps the most interestingly ones are three extensive books of registers, which are
composed of 72, 70 and 26 folios respectively.®*® These books of registers strikingly
illuminate the identities of the circumcised boys, their ancestral names, and the name
of their neighborhoods in the affiliated districts of the city. One of these books,
which dates 5 Sevval 1132 (10 August, 1720)°* at the beginning page must have
been the earliest among the others as the first additions to this book was made on the
next day on 6 Sevval 1132 (11 August, 1720). This book records the names of all of
the registered boys in a random order, who were referred to as gilmanan (literally
means pages Yyet, here refers to the circumcised boys). These boys are mostly made
up of boys living in the imperial city as well as including a few number of pages
from the imperial palaces, uncircumcised boys (possibly apprentices) working at the
outer palace (such as at the imperial kitchens and imperial confectionary), sons and
pages of some palace officials and dignitaries, and finally boys whose names were
registered through the initiatives of some viziers and aghas. With the exception of the
first group, the others were always specified in the document with the addition of a
different caption so that one can certainly identify the identity of these relatively

more distinguished beneficiaries.®**

%9 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/139; 5/76; 6/88.

%0 BOA. D.BSM. 5/76. The caption reads: “ihsan-1 hitan-1 fukara der str-1 hiimaytn-1 hitan hazret-i
sehriyari-i civan-baht el vaki fi 5 sevval sene 11327

%! For example, see BOA. D.BSM. 5/76, fol. 35b, 53a, 61-62b, 62b-63a
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In a uniform order, the aforementioned book of registers records the
neighborhoods, names, and ancestral names of these boys. Indeed, when more than
one boy was registered from one household or when a collective registration from a
neighborhood was made in one entry, the number of boys was also specified at the
bottom. As the first additions to this book date 6 Sevval (11 August, 1720)% this
means that registrations started very promptly, as the preparations for the festival had
begun on 22 Ramazan (28 July, 1720). Thus, in two weeks time the chief clerk of the
festival was already preoccupied with registering boys’ names to the book of the
circumcision. This book of registers, | argue, must have been either the original book
of the circumcision kept by the chief clerk of the festival (as Hafiz Mehmed says) or
one of its complete copies.

Apart from this book of registers, among the archival documents there are
more than 2,000 petitions that were written in an almost uniform format stating the
poorness of the petitioner and non-affordability of the circumcision.®®® Saying this,
the petitioners simply asked for the registration of the name of the boy to the book of

|.654

the imperial festival.”" On the upper left margin of these petitions, one also sees the

imperial order of the sultan, uniformly ordering the superintendent of the festival for

852 This date was recorded in the first two page of the document, after this note throughout the book
one occasionally sees the mention of dates. See BOA. D.BSM. 5/76.

653 These petitions can be seen in non-inventoried folders in BOA. D.BSM. SRH. Folder 4, 9, 10, 11,
12,13, 14, 15, 16, 17, 18, 19. While folder 4 and 9 also includes other types of documents, other
folders, each including approximately 200 documents, solely include those petitions. A detailed
analysis of all of these petitions for a socio-historical inquiry exceeds the objectives of this study. To
this end, throughout my discussion a number of examples will be provided among various others. Yet,
I am planning to undertake this task as a future project.

%4 Very often the petitions were written in a similar format, with similar expressions. Some examples
are, BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/111: “Devletlii ve sa ‘adetlii sultanim hazretleri sag olsiin. Bu kullar1

Yenikapu karyesinde sakin olub dért yasinda oglum ‘Ali hitana muhtac olmagla bu siir-1 hiimayiinda
ma‘an siinnet olunmak tizere deftere kayd olunmak rica olunir. Bende Mehemmed “attar. D.BSM.
SRH. 9/84: “Devletlii ve merhametlii sultanim hazretleri sag olsun. Bu cariyeleri Istanbiil’da Kiigiik
Ayasofya mahallesi sakininden olub diil olmagla oglum 6ksiiz ‘ Abdii’l-halidi hitan itdirmeye
iktidarim olmamagla merctdur ki stir-1 himayiin defterine kayd ve ma‘an hitan buyurilmak babinda
ferman sultanimiiidir. Bende ‘Ayse hatiin”
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the registration.®>® So, these petitions show that the registration occurred in two
ways. The first way was coming to the imperial palace in person and registering the
name of the boy to the book of registers. The second one was through petitioning to
the court.®®

A petition written by the superintendent of the festival Halil Efendi on that
matter further clarifies how this process was handled. In this petition Halil Efendi
asks the sultan whether the names of boys that were noted in the petitions would be
registered in the book of registers after petitioning to the sultan or their names would
be directly recorded to the book and then petitioned to the sultan.®®’ The imperial
order at the document indicates that the superintendent would register those names
according to the imperial order on that matter.®*®

These petitions are also interesting as they include some additional
information on the social backgrounds of the petitioners and their sons. Although
identifying all of those petitioners exceeds the concern of this study, broadly
speaking such petitioners’ social backgrounds display great variations. While some
were artisans and craftsmen,®*° some were middle ranking palace officials and some

were retired officials, and some carried status-conferring titles such as iac: and

seyyid. Yet, for the majority of the petitioners no occupation was mentioned at all.

%% Responses simply read: “kayd olsun.”

856 petitioning to the Ottoman court especially to articulate the dissent, strife, disagreement seems to
have been an established practice by the early seventeenth century. Indeed, these petitions were
catalogued under a different register at the palace namely Sikayet Defterleri. Although petitioning to
the court for the circumcision certainly was not the same type, still their great numbers signify the
well-established practice of sending petitions to the court for different matters.

%" BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/32: .. .buyurdukda bu giine gelenler huziir-1 ‘alilerine ‘arz-1 hal idiib “alf
hadden ferman-1 ‘alileriyle deftere kayd olunub yahtid heman gelenler sohretiyle deftere kayd ve
vaktiyle diistlir-1 ‘alilerine ‘arz olunmak mu ferman buyurilir bu vechile ferman-1 isganeleri sorub eyle
ise emr-ii ferman devletlii sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretlerinifidir. Bende El Hac Halil emin-i stir-1
hiimaytin.”

%8 Ibid: “Siir-1 hiimaytin emini efendi, bu ma‘kuleleri buyurilmis ferman geregi gibi kayd eyleye.”
%9 For example some of these petitioners were nohudcu, leblebici, camci, baklavaci, kiirkeii, boyaci
BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/137; 9/88; 9/89; 9/116; 10/15; 10/32.
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Petitions of the middle ranking palace officials and some retired officials
need special attention here. Although the content of these petitions are same as the
others, from the imperial order, it emerges that sons of these officials were
differentiated from the rest through the clothing they would receive. As the
documents read, some of these petitioners’ sons would be given the middle quality
clothing (evasit kisve).®® For example, the son of the deceased Hiiseyin Agha (who
was the former superintendent of the Imperial Dockyard), the son of the deceased
miibaya ‘act aga (agent responsible for the wholesale purchase of grain), the son of
teberdarlar kethiidas: (the steward of the halberdiers), the son of a helvahane
emekdar: (an old official from the imperial confectionary) and the son of a certain
kapu kethiidas: (steward of the doorkeepers), each would receive unrecompensed
circumcision and a relatively more expensive type of clothing.?® In the account
books of the festival, this more esteemed group of beneficiaries was referred to as
gilmanan-: birin (literally meaning pages of the outer palace but this category also
includes some apprentices working at the outer courtyard, sons and pages of some
palace officials and retired officials). Yet, as will be mentioned later even this group
was not uniform among themselves.

Apart from fathers who sent petitions for the circumcision of their sons, in
some cases when the father was not alive, widows and orphans sent petitions to the
court. In these petitions boys were simply referred to as orphan (yetim).®®
Occasionally, some petitions also include information on the ages of the circumcised
boys. Broadly speaking, the scale seems to have been rather wide ranging from four
to twelve. Yet, a more detailed examination is necessary to reach a general

conclusion on this point. Finally, as it has been mentioned before sometimes more

80 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/136; 4/143; 4/140; 4/141.
%1 gee BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/136; 4/143; 4/141; 9/36; 9/32 respectively.
%62 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/84, 9/91; 9/121; 10/13 10/35; 10/66; 10/109; 11/4; 11/98.
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than one boy was registered from the same household. For example, Havva Hanim

from Kasimpasa, petitioned for the registration of her three sons.®®® Likewise, ‘Uveys
from Kasimpasa had three sons and he petitioned for their registration.®®* In all cases,
the petition was accepted and the names of all these boys were registered in the book

of the circumcision.

4.3.1.1 The number and daily ordinance of the circumcised boys

As has been discussed above both through these petitions and through direct
registration process, the names of boys were recorded in the book of the registers.
This book of registers records a total number of 5,006 boys, who were registered in

the book during the phase of preparations to the festival.®®

Yet, interestingly some
boys among those registered were not circumcised during the festival because other
documents that seem to have been kept after the end of the festival show that the
actual number of all circumcised boys was 4,166.

As will be discussed in detail later, among these documents the account
books include information also on the total expenses that were made for the
provisioning of clothing.®®® There, boys were categorized as gilmanan-: fukara
(referring to the city folk who were defined as poor), gilmanan-: enderan (pages of
the inner palace), gilmanan-: galara (pages of Galata Palace) and g:lmanan-: birin
(pages of the outer palace but includes apprentices working at the outer courtyard,
sons and pages of some palace officials and retired officials). As the account books

mention in totality 4,166 boys were given clothing. 4,027 among this group were

composed of the city folk (including also 106 boys from the corps of the imperial

%3 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 11/211.

%4 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/100

%5 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 5/76, fol. 62b.

666 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 77; MAD.d. 4729, 28, 29.
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guards), 6 were those pages from the inner palace, 31 were pages from Galata palace
and the remaining ones were those that were referred to as g:ilmanan-: birin. This is
to say that only 3% of the circumcised boys were those with relatively more
privileged social backgrounds. The great majority was composed of those socially
undifferentiated group of boys from the residents of the city.

The same information was also recorded in a one-page document, possibly a
draft note including information on the amounts and types of clothing for the
circumcised boys.?®” This document includes additional information related to the
daily ordinance of the circumcision of the boys. As seen in Table 18, the document
starts with the second day of the festival, when collective circumcision rituals began
and it continues until 6 Zi’/-hicce, which was the day before the circumcision of the
crown princes. For each day, the document notes the total number of the circumcised
boys with the exception of the aforementioned gilmanan-: birin, gilmanan-i galara
and gilmanan-i enderiin. As has been mentioned before, this latter group of
beneficiaries was differentiated from the rest through their clothing, something that
clearly represented their distinguished position among the circumcised boys. On this
ground, it is possible to argue that these boys were not circumcised collectively with
the others, which must have been the reason why they were not mentioned in this
list. This document mentions a total amount of 4,027 boys, when one adds g:zlmanan-
1 enderiin, galara and birin to this group, one reaches a total number of 4,166 just as

the declaration of the account books of the festival.

%7 BOA. D.BSM: SRH. 7/138. See both the front and backside of the document.
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Table 18. Daily Classification of the Circumcised Boys®®®

Date The Number of Circumcised Boys
16 Zi’l-ka ‘de 138
17 Zi’l-ka ‘de 284
18 Zi’l-ka ‘de 272
19 Zi’l-ka ‘de 238
20 Zi'l-ka ‘de 290
21 Zi’l-ka‘de 255
22 Zi'l-ka ‘de 250
23 Zi'l-ka ‘de 217
24 Zi’l-ka ‘de 67
25 Zi’l-ka‘de 232
26 Zi'l-ka ‘de 393
27 Zi'l-ka ‘de 450
28 Zi'l-ka ‘de 283
3 Zi’l-hicce at the new [imperial] palace 57
(Der saray-: cedid)

4 Zi’l-hicce 130
5 Zi’l-hicce 116
6 Zi’l-hicce 249
The corps of the imperial guards 106
(Ocag-1 bostani)

Pages of the inner palace®® 6
(Gimanan-1 enderiin)

Pages of Galata Palace 32
(Gulmanan-1 galata)

The pages of the outer palace 101
(Gimanan-1 biriin)

TOTAL 4,166

When this information is compared with the extensive book of registers that included
names of the registered boys, one sees that 840 boys are missing. Quite possibly
those registered boys escaped from the circumcision. Indeed, according to the
declaration of Hafiz Mehmed such escape incidents often happened during the
circumcisions.®”

As has been mentioned before, apart from this summary list that classifies the
numbers of the circumcised boys day by day, among the archival documents there is
another detailed book of registers that was kept for the same purpose.®” This book of

registers seems to have been an incomplete copy of the book that must have been

%8 For the preparation of this table | have jointly considered the information provided in BOA.
D.BSM. SRH. 7/138; MAD.d. 1284, 77; MAD.d. 4729, 28, 29.

%9 As will be mentioned later, actually for the pages of the inner palace 5 members were recorded in
the account books additionally one chief eunuch whose name was Siileyman Agha was also
registered. In this list, to prevent confusion | have included this eunuch among the members of the
inner household.

7 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Stinnet Diigiinii, 198.

1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 6/88.

225



kept at the festival space by the clerks of the festival to document (in situ) the names
of boys who were given unrecompensed clothing and circumcision. This book of
registers starts with the day when the collective circumcision began and with some
missing pages come until the last day of the ritual. Underneath the caption of each
day, the names and neighborhoods of the circumcised boys were recorded and at the
end of each day the total numbers were also noted. As one sees in these registers,
everyday boys coming from different districts and neighborhoods were circumcised
together. This is to say that one does not see a district-wide or neighborhood-wide
organization for determining which boy would be circumcised on which day. The
random sequence of these boys in the book implies that quite possibly each day the
planners of the festival (Halil Efendi or his deputy Mehmed Agha) selected a certain
number of boys among those who were registered in the book in advance. If this was
the case then these boys and their families must have been present at the festival
space waiting for the circumcision. Although some pages of the book is missing and

672 the existence

some clerical mistakes seem to have occurred in the copying process
of such a register is indicative of the meticulousness of the clerks in documenting
every particular phase of a certain event. By keeping this register the clerks seem to
have crosschecked whether a boy’s name was registered in the predetermined lists or
not. Besides, keeping this register must have served for certifying the delivery of the
d.673

unrecompensed clothing that was given to boys just before they were circumcise

Thanks to this second book, we are able to understand the details of these processes.

%72 A number of verso or recto pages of the book seem to have been left empty such as 17b, 18b, 19b,
25a, 26a. This implies that the copying process of this book was incomplete. In addition, in some days
when recording the total number of circumcised boys minor clerical mistakes seem to have happened.
See BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 6/88.

%73 The types and costs of these clothes that were given to the circumcised boys point will be
approached later. Yet, a document mentions that those clothes would be given to boys just before they
were circumcised. See BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/57.
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Even more interestingly, the clerks of the festival also kept another book of
registers for the circumcised boys. This book that is composed of 72 folios, classifies
all circumcised boys according to their place of residence in the imperial city.®”* In
this book of registers, the imperial city was conceived in seven main parts including
district (kaza’) of Uskiidar, Besiktas, Tobhane, Galata Kasimpasa, istanbul and
Eyyiib Ensari, as they were noted respectively.®”® Each district then, was divided into
numbers of neighborhoods, the most extensively for Istanbul and the least for Galata.
At the introduction of the book, before the registration of the names of the boys the
clerks seem to have provided a summary list noting the names of those districts and
their accompanying neighborhoods. After this preface like introduction, at folio 3b
the book of registers start.®’® Following the order of this introductory part, at first the
names and ancestral names of boys who were living at Uskiidar district were
recorded. Inside the district the clerks also classified boys according to their
neighborhoods. For example at Uskiidar, names of boys were categorized underneath
captions bearing the name of their neighborhood such as Hasan Aga, Valide-i Atik,
Semsi Pasa, Selvi Beg, Karacaahmed, Aticilar, Eski Cami, Kadiasker, Mahmud
Efendi, Selman, Aga Cami with (ma‘) Eski Cami, Davatcilar.®’” Thus, thanks to this

division even without reading the full information recorded for each boy, one might

determine at which neighborhood of the district this boy was living. Indeed, the same

7 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/139. Here, for the concerns of this study I am mainly concerned with
understanding the general content of the book, it organizational logic and why clerks might have
classified circumcised boys according to their districts and neighborhoods. Yet, the extraordinarily
detailed information that is provided in the book related to the urban history of the city at this period
deserves a much more detailed examination, which I plan to undertake later in an independent
research project.

> BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/139.

® BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/139, fol. 3b: “ihsan-1 hitan-1 fukara der siir-1 hiimaytin hazret-i sehriyari-i
civan-baht el vaki‘ fi 20 Sevval sene 1132.” As the caption dates 20 Sevval 1132, this indicates that
very possibly the clerks started to prepare this book of registers coincidentally with the actual book of
the circumcision. Thus, as the names were registered in the book of the circumcision, the clerks must
have updated this district wise classification book.

7 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/139.
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order was followed throughout the book. As has been mentioned before during the
circumcision of boys a district-wide or a neighborhood-wide organization was not
followed. Then, very possibly this book of registers was prepared by the clerks at a
later phase, perhaps after the end of the festival to determine how many boys were
exactly circumcised from any neighborhood of any district of the city. While from
some neighborhoods of a particular district and a very high number of participation
was the case, from some others the participation was much more limited. Indeed,
some neighborhoods did not even participate in this grandly conceived act of charity

of the sultan.

4.3.2 A Social differentiation through circumcised boys’ clothing

Besides providing unrecompensed circumcision, the sultan also donated clothing to
the circumcised boys as a manifestation of his voluntary act of the beneficent giving.
Vehbi in his narrative said that clothing was prepared for approximately 5,000 boys
who would be circumcised.®” Parallel to that, in an undated petition related to the
delivery of these clothes, the superintendent Halil Efendi mentioned that clothing
was prepared for 5,300 boys.®”® When one considers that the total number of
registered boys was 5,006 prior to the inauguration of the festival, then one might
assume that Halil Efendi must have provisioned extra clothing in case possible
additions would be made. Although Vehbi did not mention the details of these
clothes, Hafiz Mehmed stated that both the type and cost of these clothes varied
according to the social statues of the boys. As he said, for poor and needy boys red
broadcloth cap, a twilled cotton cloak fastened in front, sash made of thread and a

pair of shoes would be given. Hafiz further added that the cost of the clothing of the

%78 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 470.
9 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/57
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pages of the inner palace, Galata palace, sons of pashas and officials on the other
hand, ranged between fifty guris, seven guris and six guriis according to the status
of the beneficiary. And, these clothes were of middle and high quality.?®® Certainly,
Hafiz Mehmed must have had access to this information through his patron Halil
Efendi, who was in charge of provisioning these clothes. Although this information
strikingly matches with the archival documents, the clerks of the festival and of the
account bureau seem to have provided even more detailed information.

As seen in Table 19, boys and their clothing were classified into seven
groups. Both the number of boys who comprised one group and the worth of their
clothing varied. The most expensive clothes were given to the pages of the inner
palace that were composed of only five people, whose clothing was worth of fifty
gurugs. And, the cheapest clothes were given to 4,027 boys from the city folk, whose
clothing was worth only of two guris.

Table 19. Classification of the Circumcised Boys According to Their Clothes®®!

Classification of Number of Boys Cost of one piece of clothing | Total Cost
Circumcised Boys
Gilmanan-1 enderiin 5 6,000 akge (50 guriis) 30,000 akge
Ibrahimzade Siileyman 1 6,000 akge (50 guris) 6,000 akge
Aga ser tavasi
Gilmanan-1 galata 32 840 akge (7 guriis) 26,880 ak¢e
Gilmanan-1 biviin 20 1,200 ak¢e (10 guriis) 24,000 akge
Gilmanan-1 biviin 50 600 akge (5 guriis) 30,000 akge
Gilmanan-i fukara 4,027 240 akge (2 guriis) 966,480 akce
Gilmanan-1 biriin 31 2,161.451akce (18.012 guriis) | 67,004.981akce™
1,150,364.98
akce™

In this categorization, the group of pages from the outside (gzlmanan-: biriin)

deserves special attention. Three different groups of pages from the outside were

%80 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 181.

%1 |n the account books and other registers the total cost of clothing for each group was recorded in
akge. To understand the cost of the clothing per person | have divided this total amount into the
number of boys that was recorded for the group. For the information see MAD.d. 1284, 77; MAD.d.
4729, 28,29; D.BSM. SRH. 7/138.

%82 |n the account book it was mistakenly written as 67,005. See MAD.d. 1284, 77.

%83 |1 the account book the total amount was mistakenly calculated as 1,104,360. See MAD.d. 1284,
7.
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mentioned in the archival documents, whose clothing was also differentiated. When
a number of petitions and some short notes are examined, it emerges that social
statues of these boys (and of their fathers) were not the same. For example, the most
esteemed members among this group seem to have been those that were composed of
31 boys, whose one-piece clothing was worth 18 guris. Interestingly, as one
document mentions, among this group there was a certain Mehmed Bey,*®* who was
the son of the grand vizier Ibrahim Pasha. As the narratives of the festival indicate,
upon an imperial order the sultan had declared that the son of his grand vizier
(Mehmed Bey) would also be circumcised during the timeframe of the festival.
Indeed, two na/uls and a candy garden were also prepared to symbolize the rite of
passage of the son of the esteemed grand vizier.®®* As Mehmed Bey was among
those 31 boys, very possibly the other members of the group were also the sons of
the high-ranking pashas and also viziers.

The second group was made up of 20 boys, whose clothing was worth 10
guriis. A petition of Halil Efendi provides an insight into the identities of these boys’
fathers. In this petition, the superintendent of the festival asks the sultan whether the
son of the deceased agent for miibaya ‘act (an official in charge of wholesale
purchase of grain) Ahmed Agha would get clothing worth ten guris or not.®®® The
answer of the sultan was positive.?®” Thus, one understands that sons of middle
ranking officials received clothing that was worth 10 gurig. Indeed, in another

document, these clothes were mentioned as high quality clothing (kisve-i a 7a).%%®

84 BOA. SRH. D.BSM. 9/49.

%85 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 473, 474.

%% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/143: “Devletlii sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretleri sag olsun. Ferman-1 “alileriyle
merhim miibaya‘act Ahmed Aganin oglu defter-i hitana kayd olunmusdi. Kisvesi onar guriisa
yapdirtlmak ferman buyurilan kisvelerden verilmek ferman buyurilir ise emr {i ferman devletlii
sa‘adetli sultanim hazretlerinifidir. Bende El Hac Halil emin-i siir-1 hiimayiin.”

%71 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/143: “Str-1 hiimayin emini efendi ‘arzuhalin mucibince onar guriisa
kisveleri verilmek buyurildi.” Fi 11 Zi’l-ka‘de 1(1)32.”

%88 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/138: “birani kisve-i a‘la ba-ferman- 1 ‘ali, nefera 20.”
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A group of 50 boys, who were also referred to as pages from the outside
however, received a cheaper type of clothing, which was worth only five guriis. This

piece of clothing was noted as middle quality clothing (kisve-i evasiz).®®

Very
possibly, sons of lower-ranking officials and uncircumcised apprentices working at
the outer palace (such as the imperial kitchen and imperial confectionery) comprised
this group. Thus, even among this group there was a clear social differentiation that
was articulated through the visual codes of clothing.

As Suraiya Faroghi has put it, clothes “formed an essential part of the
presentation of the self.”®® Thus, types of clothing often manifested wealth, social
status, and political distinction.®** Since clothing was one of the most explicit ways
of designating one’s social status, in Ottoman society where social hierarchies were
meticulously observed, certain robes and headgears were often exclusive to a limited
group of officials “functioning as a sign distinction.”®®® The invention of a tall red-
capped tall white turban (miicevveze) during the reign of Siilleyman I (r.1524-1566)

to distinguish the ruling elite from the ordinary people®®

was one of the examples
pointing to the great attention that was given to regulate social distinction through
clothing. If one turns back to the clothes of the circumcised boys, as seen in Table

20, during the 1720 festival, their costs and qualities further illustrate that clothing

functioned as a sign of social differentiation.

%8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/138 “biruini kisve-i evasit ba-ferman-1 ‘ali, nefera 50.”

%% Faroghi, “Introduction or Why and How,”16.

%1 Cloths were also a part of the public order in Ottoman society. From time to time edicts were
issued regulating what types of cloths and cloths Muslims and non-Muslims were allowed to wear
publicly. Faroghi, “Introduction or Why and How...”, 22-25; Zilfi, “Goods in the Mahalle,” 300;
Schick, “The Place of Dress,” 93-102; Wilson, “Souvenirs and Stereotypes,” 35-36.

%92 Necipoglu, “A Canon for Arts,” 207; also see Idem, The Age of Sinan, 33-39.

%93 Necipoglu, The Age of Sinan, 34.
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Table 20. Types of the Clothing Given to Circumcised Boys®**

55 o 5 8 sg
2 SEE 2 £ g 2 §35
® 223 g § Z E139
E s < =
Pages of the Outer robe with long Broadcloth Quilted A set of Sash with 50
inner palace and skirts and sleeves made trousers turban and inner boots belt guriis
Ibrahimzade of brocaded silk textile secured Muslinband | and fastening
Siileyman agha that was woven with round the wrapped overshoes (Kemerbend
the chief eunuch | gold/silver wire or waist in around a (Mest pabiis) | kisak)
(Gilmanan-1 thread, and loose [inner] | folds headgear
enderiin & robe made of toothed (Cuka (Kavuk,
Ibrahimzade designed light satin caksir) Bendr
Siileyman Aga textile destar)
Ser favdsi) (Telli®® paza 7 kaftan,
Tarakh atlas ‘entari)
Pages/boys from | A kind of cloak/coat Broadcloth Cap made of | A setof Sash made 18
the outside fastening in the front trousers broadcloth inner boots of silk warp | guriis
(Gilmanan-1 made of striped secured (Cuka kelle and and cotton
birin) patterned variegated silk | round the pus) overshoes (Helalr
and cotton textile and a waist in (Mest pabis) | kisak)®”
kind of shirt made of folds
blue colored twilled (Cuka
cotton (Cubiikl: alaca caksir)
kutni kapama, ma ‘yi
bogast mintan)®*®
Pages/boys from | Woolen outer robe of Broadcloth Cap made of | Asetof Sash made 10
the outside gown with long skirts trousers broadcloth inner boots of silk warp | guris
(Gimanan-1 and sleeves) and a kind secured (Cuka kelle and and cotton
birin) of shirt made of silk and round the pus) overshoes (Helalt
satin cloth waist in (Mest pabis) | kiisak)
(Pesmi kaftan, Sandal folds(Cuka
mintan) caksir)
Pages from Woolen outer robe of - Cap made of | A setof Sash made 7
Galata palace gown with long skirts broadcloth inner boots of silk warp | guris
(Gmanan-1 and sleeves and a kind of (Cuka kelle and and cotton
galara) shirt made of silk and pus) overshoes (Helalr
satin cloth (Pesmi (Mest pabiis) | kiisak)
kaftan, Sandal mintan)
Pages/boys from | Woolen outer robe of - Cap made of | Shoes Sash made 5
the outside gown with long skirts broadcloth (Pabis) of silk warp | guris
(Gimanan-1 and sleeves and a kind of (Cuka kelle and cotton
birin) shirt made of silk and pus) (Helalr
satin cloth kitsak)
(Pesmf kaftan, Sandal
mintan)
Poor and needy Kind of cloak/coat - Red cap Shoes A sash 2
boys fastening in front made made of (Pabiis) made of a guris
(Gimanan-1 of twilled cotton broadcloth piece of
fukara) (Bogasi kapama-1 borl) (Al ¢uka thread
kelle pus) (Iplik kiisak)

694 The full information that I have provided in this table dwells on a joint consideration of a number
of documents including BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/138; SRH. 9/49; MAD. d. 4729, 28-29; MAD.d. 1284,
77. For the names and qualities of the textiles that were used by Ottomans see Ozen, “Tiirkge’de
Kumas Adlar1,” 291-340; for silk textiles see Tezcan, Atlaslar Atlas:; Atasoy et al, Ipek.

%% In BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 28-29, the outer robe of 5 pages of the inner palace was mentioned as telli
hata’t type, yet for the certain Siileyman Agha the type of the outer robe was mentioned as zincirbaf
(woven with chains). In BOA. SRH. D.BSM. 7/138, on the other hand, two groups were not
differentiated and their outer robe was simply referred to as zincirbaf. Since the particular section of
BOA. MAD. d. 4729, 28-29 is more detailed on that matter, | have followed this document. Other
pieces of the clothing of pages of the inner palace and that of Stileyman Agha were uniform.

%% The clothing of this group of boys composed of 31 members (among whom one also sees the son
of the grand vizier) were separately mentioned in a short document, which describes their clothing in
great detail. In other sources however their clothes were not mentioned. Thus, | have based on this
document for this specific section of the table. See BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/49.

%7 In BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 29, it is referred to as Istanbiil helalisi.
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As seen in Table 20, the differences sometimes occurred in the form of the absence
of a certain piece of garment in the gift package such as an inner robe and trousers.
And, sometimes they occurred in the form of tiny differences that are reflected in the
type of the textile or the accessories of the cloths. Even if the clothing package of
boys from the city folk seems to have been rather modest both in terms of the variety

and the qualities of the textiles,®®

obtaining these garments still must have been very
important and perhaps desirable for those residents of the city who certainly had
limited material resources. Parallel to that, Hafiz Mehmed says that sometimes after
receiving their new clothing, boys escaped from the festival space without being
circumcised.®®

Such instances might have happened, because from a petition, we understand
that these clothes were distributed to poor and needy boys at the festival space, just
before they were circumcised. In this petition, Halil Efendi asks the sultan whether
the non-ornamented clothes (referring to the clothes of the poor and needy boys)
would be given after the circumcision or after the registration (to the book).”® The
imperial order indicates that they would be distributed after the registration.”®* Here,
the term registration must have referred to the second phase of registration that
happened at the festival space, just before the occurrence of the circumcision ritual.

As has been mentioned before, this second registration aimed at checking whether

the name of the boy was already registered in the book and it also certified the

5% In the 1675 festival they received a similar kind of clothing. See Cakir, “Edirne’de Saltanat
Diigiinti.” A short document among the archival documents on the 1720 festival shows that copies
were made after the registers of this festival and cloths were prepared by taking these as the reference
point. See BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/4.

% Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 190.

00 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/57: “Devletlii sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretleri sag olsun. Gilmanan-1 siir-1
hiimaytin-1 hitan bes bifl {i¢ yliz nefer-i balig ve ferman buytrilan kisveleri hazir ve amade iken
bazilar1 kisveleri mutalladan hali olmalariyla kisveleri ba‘de’l- hitan verilmek mi yahtd kayd’el hitan
veriliib miilebbesen hitan olunmalari m1 ferman buyurilir ne vech ile ferman buyurulir ise emr {i
ferman devletlii sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretlerinifidir. Bende El Hac Halil emin-i siir-1 hiimayiin.”

"L BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/57: “Kayd-1 ‘ayni iizere verilmek buyurildi.”

233



delivery of the clothing. To further substantiate this point, Hafiz Mehmed in his
narrative said that just before uncricumcized boys performed their procession at the
festival space, they put on their new clothes at the tent of the superintendent of the
festival.””® When all these are evaluated together, it emerges that each day the chief
officials selected a certain number of boys among the pre-registered ones who would
be circumcised on that day. They were re-registered in another book, and then they
were given the new clothing. Indeed, in the pictorial representations of the festival,
these boys are always seen in their new, uniform-like clothes. In one of Ibrahim’s
paintings parallel to the descriptions of the archival documents, it is seen that they
were wearing cloaks (of different colors such as light and dark green, purple, blue),
which had a fastening in front, simple sashes, red caps and shoes (Fig. A34). Levni
also depicted cloaks of different colors, which implies that such outer garments were
made of a number of colors (Fig. A35, A36). Even if, as Hafiz Mehmed said, some
boys might have escaped from the circumcision with their newly delivered clothes,
distributing these clothes to boys before they were circumcised must have had other
functions. As these boys performed a procession in the festival space, they were
visible to the audience. In this respect, from an organizational point of view the
physical appearance of these boys should have also been in conformity with the
pomp of the event. In addition to this spectacle aspect, walking in front of the tent of
the sultan and across the festival space in their new clothes, these boys apparently
represented and embodied the benefaction of the sultan, which was put in practice in
in form of providing unrecompensed circumcision and clothing to all these boys.
While these boys were collectively circumcised at the tent of the circumcision, the

more distinguished beneficiaries seem to have been spatially differentiated from the

%2 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii.
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rest. For example, a note in one of the books of the registers shows that five pages of
the inner palace would be circumcised in the third courtyard of the imperial palace at
hane-i seferli (commonly known as Seferli Kogusu).’* Although the clothes of the
pages of Galata Palace were distributed three days prior to the festival, on 12 Zi’I-
ka ‘de 1132 (15 September, 1720) for some reason the sultan did not find it suitable
for the pages of the inner palace.”®* As their clothes were richly ornamented and
made of luxury textiles, perhaps the sultan wanted to make sure that these clothes
would appear in their best condition on their day of their circumcision. Thus, he
might not have permitted their delivery prior to the festival.

Although the aforementioned document mentions the exact location of the
circumcision for the pages of the inner palace, for other boys (including those pages
of Galata palace and sons of dignitaries, middle ranking officials and apprentices
working at the imperial palace), documents do not designate any location. Yet, as has
been mentioned before, without any doubt they were not collectively circumcised at
the tent of the circumcision at Okmeydani. Based on this information, it is possible to
argue that very possibly they were circumcised separately, somewhere at the imperial
palace. This signifies that circumcised boys were not only visually but also spatially

differentiated among themselves.

4.4 The reciprocal aspect of gift exchange: Obligatory gifts to the sultan
In the elaborately prescribed Ottoman court etiquette, gifting rites were of particular
significance. As has been mentioned before, while these reciprocal gifts merged

bonds, alliances, networks among individuals, in cases when they were presented to

% D.BSM. SRH. 5/76, 53b: “Hane-i seferlide siinnet olunacak usaklar 5 nefera: vezir-i miikerrem
Mehmed pasazade kiiciik Mustafa Beg, kiiciik ‘ Abdullah dayezade, kiigiik Mustafa dayezade, kiiciik
‘Ali dilsiz, hane-i kilerde kiigiik deli ibrahim.”

"% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/83: “...ancak galata sarayinda oturanlara viriliib saray-1 cedid-i ‘amirede
oturanlar yoksun olunmak buyurildi.”
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a superior and to the sultan, they represented one’s submission, loyalty and
commitment. Parallel to this perception, sirname authors seem to have perceived the
gifts of the dignitaries to the sultan as a form of showing their devotion, commitment
and obedience.”® In addition to this semiotic meaning of the gifts, as Hedda Reindl-
Kiel says “for an Ottoman a fine gift should emphasize the honor of another
individual, since its symbolic value turned into the real material value at the moment
it was reclaimed.”’® This means that besides symbolizing one’s commitment to a
superior, the material value of the gifts also represented the power of the presenter.
Parallel to that, the gifts that were presented to the sultan directly went to his
treasury. Indeed, the scribes often recorded their weight or values in extensive books
of registers, which further indicates the significance of the material value of those
gifts. The Ottoman consideration for the material value of gifts represents a totally
different way of perceiving gifts than the contemporary Western tradition. This must
have been the reason why occasionally gifts of some envoys from the West were not
appreciated or found appropriate at the Ottoman court.”’

There was an etiquette governing the rules of gifting at the Ottoman court.
Indeed, these “customary” rules of gifting were often recorded in books of registers,
which were consulted in times of need. It is worth mentioning that these gifts that
were conceived as customary or mandatory for an official, envoy, or guild changed
from time to time.”® Thus, although the former records of gifts that were kept by the

protocol office, the account bureau and the imperial treasury were consulted in times

795 Authors particularly used the term ‘ubiidiyet eylediler when they related the gifts of the dignitaries.
Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 494; Hatiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigtinii, 234.

7% Reindl-Kiel, “East is East,” 117.

7 It is known that often envoys lamented about Ottomans’ greediness for demanding more gifts or
gifts of better value. See Ibid. 114-115.

"% This point is addressed in a number of articles written by Hedda Reindl-Kiel yet most notably in
authors’ article entitled “Power and Submission,” which compares gifts of the 1582, 1675 and 1720
festival and makes interesting observations on the changes of gift types between three great festivals.
See Reindl-Kiel, “Power and Submission.”
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of need, additions to these gifts or changes could have had happened. These new
gifts were also recorded in new registers. During the 1720 festival, registers that
recorded the gifts of the dignitaries and guildsmen were also kept. In addition,
surnames of the festival also provide us an extensive record of most of these gifts.
Especially Vehbi’s text is very detailed on that matter, as for each day; he mentioned
the names of the gift-givers and the types of gifts. Hafiz Mehmed, on the other hand,
provided information on the gifts of the guildsmen. Indeed, unlike the text of Vehbi
and archival documents, he additionally noted the monetary value of the gifts of the
guildsmen. This concern once again designates that the material value of these gifts
was as significant as their symbolic worth.

The narratives of the festival are important to provide us information on the
scheduling of the gifting rites throughout the festival and on the order in which gifts
were presented to the sultan. However, a careful comparison of these sources with
the extensive gift registers of the imperial treasury’® reveals that sizrnames
occasionally made omissions. As will be mentioned later, the gifts and the names of
some provincial governors seem to have been omitted in Vehbi ’s extensive
narrative. In addition, in his textual narrative, gifts presented by some invited envoys
were not mentioned at all. Through a joint consideration of the narratives of the
festival and the related archival documents, this section aims at providing a critical

evaluation of the types of gifts that were presented to the sultan during the 1720

7% TSM.d. 9561. This book of registers that was kept by the chief treasurer provides the complete
record of gifts that were presented to the sultan and to the crown princes during the festival. Although
this book is well known and mentioned by other scholars such as Esin Atil and Hedda Reindl-Kiel,
both authors mention that they did not examine this extensive book of registers in their studies. Apart
from this complete book, there are a number of independent pages, possibly extracted from another
such book, which might have been an earlier draft copy, that include information on gifts of some
governors and high-ranking officials. Hedda Reindl-Kiel uses these documents in her studies, yet they
represent just a small part of the gifts. Also see TSMA.d .9670/2; 9670/6; 9670/5; 9670/46; 9670/48
9670/64; 9670/65; 9670/66; 9670/67; 9670/68; 9670/69; 9670/70; 9670/72; 9670/73. For the 1675
festival the imperial treasury also kept a very similar book. This book of registers (TSMA.d. 154) is
transcribed by Saduman Tuncer in his M.A Thesis. See Tuncer, “The Ottoman Imperial Festival.”
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circumcision festival. In addition, a comparison with gifts that were presented during
the 1582 and 1675 imperial circumcision festivals will highlight the change in the

preferred types of gifts.

4.4.1 Gifts of dignitaries

According to sarnames, on the first day of the festival the dignitaries began to
present their gifts to the sultan. As Vehbi noted, presenting these gifts was an old
custom and they manifested one’s gratitude for the benefaction of the sultan.™ The
first ranking presenter was the grand vizier who was followed by the other Imperial
Council Members. This gifting rite continued until the last day of the festival. Gifts
of the court officials, members of the ulema, provincial governors, the guildsmen of
the city and also invited envoys were presented to the sultan one by one. These
reciprocal gifts had to meet certain prescribed rules of etiquette. To this end,
narratives of the festival and archival documents both mention that the chief officials
in charge of festival preparations consulted the former registers and determined those
customary gifts.”** Indeed, occasionally, in the gift register that was kept by the chief
treasurer, one sees such specific notations. For example, on the section that recorded
gifts of the governor of Bogdan, it was recorded that the governor provisioned these
gifts in return for the gifts that were given (to the governor of Bogdan) during the
1675 imperial festival.”* This statement explicitly articulates the non-spontaneity of

these reciprocal gifts.”*®

19 Seyyid Vehbi, Siarname, 487: «...adet-i kadime-i devlet-i miistekadime iizere izhar-1 siikr-i ni‘met-
i $adi i¢iin ‘arz olunacak hedayalar pay-1 endaz-1 hiidavend-i miimtaz kilinmast telhis...”

" Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 475; BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/169; 8/59.

"2 TSMA.d. 9561, 18a: “Bifi seksen alt1 tarihinde vaki* siir-1 hiimayiinda verilen hediyyelerine bedel
tedarik eyledikleri...”

3 Mauss, The Gift.
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Often the types, amount and also weights of these gifts were noted in these
registers. In the complete gift register of the 1720 festival and in one of its
preparatory drafts, at the end a summary note was inserted, which indicated the total
weight of the most frequently given silk textiles and gold/silver objects.”* Indeed, in
this preparatory draft register and in the registers of the monthly expenses from the
purse of the sultan (harci-1 hassa ve ceyb-i hiimayiin) for the month Zi’/-ka ‘de 1132,
when the festival took place, the clerks mentioned to whom these textiles or other
gifts were redistributed. It is seen that sometimes these were given to a certain sultan
from the imperial family either for personal use or for her trousseaus (cizaz).”™
Thus, these gifts were used and recirculated at the imperial palace after they entered
the treasury.

The clerks’ concern for determining the net weight of those luxury objects
further signifies that these gifts were “conceived as a part of a secondary currency in
kind.”"*® In addition, at the opening section of the register, the caption indicates that
the worth of those various types of gold/silver objects, the jewelry, coins and
assorted types of other goods were equivalent to 5,000 guriis.”*" At this point it is
worth asking whether some of the highest-ranking viziers and pashas were also
sending monetary gifts to the sultan. As has been mentioned before, there is evidence

that occasionally some middle ranking governors sent monetary gifts to their

superiors such as gifts of a certain governor of Sehrizor (between 1656-1661), which

M TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 20b: “Bala-y1 defterde zira‘ati beyan olunan rami ve frengi diba, telli ve sade
hata’1, diiz ve tarakli atlasiii dithemleri beyan-1 zikr olunub, sim evanileriil yekiinleridir. Rimi1 diba
3,204.5 dirhem, frengi diba 1940 dirhem, telli hata’1 6354.5 dirhem, sade hata’1 3614.5 dirhem, sade
atlas 4,849.5 dirhem, tarakli atlas 6,174 dirhem, sim dirhem 51,003.5.” For the preparatory draft
register that was kept by the clerks of the imperial treasury, which recorded gifts of the 1720 festival
see TSMA.d. 1064, fol. 19a-18b, 30a-29b, 31a-30b.

"> TSMA.d 2363/11, fol. 3a, 3b, 4a. TSMA.d. 1064, fol. 19a-18b, 30a-29b, 31a-30b.

718 Rendl Kiel, “Ottoman-European Cultural Exchange,” 117.

T TSMA.d. 9561: “Musahif-i serif ve kisbet-i nefis ve bes biii gurtisluk para ve miicevherat ve evani-
i sTm ve sa’ir emti‘a-1 miitenevvi‘a bi’l-cimle irade-i hedayedir.”
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he sent to his superiors on the occasion of a religious festival.”*® Indeed, in the
imperial purse registers of the sultan from the early eighteenth century, one
occasionally sees monetary gifts sent by provincial governors such as during the
occasion of the religious feast after Ramadan and feast of the sacrifice.” Yet, in the
gift registers of the imperial treasury that recorded gifts that were presented to the
sultan during the 1720 festival, one does not see any mention gifts in the form of
silver/gold coins.

The account of Luigi di Sant’iller, who stayed in Istanbul between 1720 and
1724 might provide some hints on that matter.”? In his account, Luigi di Sant’iller
mentioned the circumcision festival of the sultan, and he claimed that among the
pompous gifts of the governors to the sultan there were also monetary gifts.
According to his account, the governor of Cairo sent 100 purses (equivalent to
50,000 reali [Ottoman riyal]) and Arabian horses, and the governor of Baghdad sent
the same amount in gold coins and luxury textiles.”* Interestingly, the imperial purse
registers of the month Zi’/-ka ‘de 1132 (the month when the festival was held), at the
beginning section, an entryindicates that the governor of Bagdad, Hasan Pasha, sent
15,000 gurus to the imperial treasury as a present for joyful news (miijdeganesi
olmak iizere).”” What this “joyful news” denoted was not specified in the document,
but in this month, the circumcision festival was inaugurated. This might therefore
have referred to the imperial festival of the sultan. Since this gift was not mentioned

in the treasury’s gift registers for the 1720 festival, perhaps the type of this gift

18 Reind-Kiel, “Luxury, Power Strategies,” 117.

™9 For example in the imperial purse registers of month Zi 'I-hicce of the year 1132, one sees that the
governor of Bagdad sent gold coins to the sultan as his gift for the feats of the sacrifice. See TSMA.d.
2363/12, fol. 1b.

720 The manual of this traveler was published in 1737 at Bassano/Veneto. The source is cited in
Faroqghi, “ The Ottoman Sultan and His Guests,” 399; Idem, “When the Sultan Planned,” 211. Faroghi
says that this traveler must have had connections to the Veneto as his book was published within the
Venetian domains.

2 Faroqghi, “ The Ottoman Sultan and His Guests,” 399; Idem, “When the Sultan Planned,” 211.

2 TSMA.d. 2361/11, fol. 1b.
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(miijdegane) was differentiated it from other gifts in kind that were presented to the
sultan by officials during the festival. Suraiya Faroghi argues that these kinds of
monetary gifts might have been used to compensate some of the payments of the
festival.”® Indeed, the archival evidence indicates that some expenses of the 1720
festival were not paid in cash. Rather, they were financed from the treasury’s regular
tax incomes. For example, the cost of the newly prepared tents (for the festival) was
financed from the pool tax of the next year.”?* This example raises the possibility that
some other expenses of the festival might have been covered by the monetary gifts
from some pashas.

As has been mentioned before, among the sirnames of the 1720 festival
Vehbi’s text is particularly detailed on the gifting, as he was clearly concerned with
stressing the hierarchy between the officials of the state and also the pomp of the
event. Despite some minor omissions, it is seen that this text almost uniformly
followed the treasury’s gift register. A two-page archival document strikingly
designates that, to compile his text, Vehbi made copies of the treasury’s gift register.
This two-page document is about the gifts of the grand vizier, some pashas and
members of the ulema who presented gifts on the first and second days of the
festival.”® Interestingly, on the recto folio of this document, one sees the copy of a
text, which follows word by word the narrative of VVehbi, where he related gifts of
the grand vizier, the chief mufti, and chief military judges. Quite possibly this was
one of the draft notes of VVehbi when he made copies after the treasury’s gift register.

As far as Vehbi’s omissions are concerned, when compared with the
treasury’s gift register, it emerges that on some days he did not mention the names

and gifts of some provincial governors or military judges who sent gifts to the

723 Faroqghi, “When the Sultan Planned,” 211.
2 BOA. AE. SAMD. IIl. 179/17554.
2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 5/46.
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sultan.”® For example, when recording the gift presenters of the sixth day Vehbi did
not mention the former judge of Aleppo Osmanzade Efendi or the former mukabeleci
(official who collates documents) El¢ipasazade Abdullah Efendi.”” However, in the
aforementioned gift register of the treasury one sees their names and gifts on the
day.”?® In the thirteenth day of the festival, Vehbi omitted the name of the judge of
Aleppo. Besides, he noted names of a number of officials yet for some reason he did
not specify their gifts.”?® On that day however, the Venetian and Austrian envoys
participated in the gift presentation rite. Vehbi just briefly mentioned that these
envoys presented their gifts to the sultan, again without giving any detail on the type
of their gifts.”*°

In addition to these examples, Vehbi also omitted the gifts of the members of
the inner household such as the officials of the imperial chamber and high-ranking
aghas who presented gifts to the sultan after the end of the public festivities on 1 Zi -
hicce 1132 (4 October, 1720).”" Indeed, this part of his narrative is very short and
cursory implying that perhaps he did not witness those more private rituals that took
place at the imperial palace.

As far as the types of the gifts are concerned, broadly speaking, the majority
of them were luxury textiles. To explain the great appeal of textiles in Ottoman gift
exchange system, Michael Rogers referred them as “the currency of the Ottoman
honors system.””* In the late sixteenth century, there seem to have been strict rules

of protocol determining the amount of such textile gifts that were deemed

appropriate for different officials. For example, in the 1582 festival, the customary

" TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 6b, 7a, 8b

27 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 571.

28 TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 8b.

2 TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 16b; Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 664.
%0 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 663, 664.

L TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 19b-20a, 20b.

32 Rogers, “Ottoman Luxury Trades,” 139.
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amount of textile gifts that viziers presented was twelve ronluk (donluk in Modern
Turkish, means for one garment),”* for governor-generals nine sonluk and for district
governors five sonluk.”* Indeed, as Hedda Reindl-Kiel states the same kind of a
protocol was also observed in the numbers of silvers vessels.” In the 1675 and 1720
festivals’ gifts, however, such strict rules that defined the amounts of gifts and
articulated about the donor’s rank is not observed.

As far as the most preferred type of textiles are concerned, one can deduce a
changing predilection from late sixteenth century to the time of the 1720 festival. As
opposed to brocaded velvet (¢atma), silk woven with gold and silver threads
(seraser) and a heavy and thickly woven type of silk (kem/a) were the most
preferred textiles in the gifts of the 1582 festival. In the 1720 festival, lighter silks
such as different types of high quality satin (diba), a type of silk cloth with a lotus
pattern (?) (hata 1) and satin (azlas) seem to have been frequently placed in the gift
packages of the dignitaries. Among the other preferred types of textiles were kusnu,
hara, cuha, sof, kanaviz and destar.”®

Apart from luxury textiles, the jewelry, weapons, horses and harnesses seem
to have been other most frequent gift items among the gift packages of the viziers
and pashas. As previously put forth by Hedda Reindl-Kiel, the lack of other types of
animals such as dogs, camels, falcons among the gifts of both the 1675 and 1720
festival implies that very possibly such animals were not preferred as gifts by the
dignitaries any more. Interestingly, horses seem to have featured almost uniformly

among the gifts of all of the provincial governors, although the number of horses

"33 The length one ronluk was 12 zira * (cubits), which for textiles equals to 0.605 m. Thus, one fonluk
textile was 7.8 m. in length. ReindI-Kiel “Power and Submission,” n. 223; Inalcik, “Weights and
Measures,” 988.

3 ReindI-Kiel “Power and Submission,” 49.

3 |bid. 50.

73 See TSMA.d. 9561; Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname.
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shows variation. Indeed, in some cases when, for some reason, provincial governors
were not able to send horses, they sent a precious stone instead that was equal to the
cost of a horse such as the case of the governor of Sayda Kara Mustafa Pasha and the
governor of Sehrizor Abdurrahman Pasha.”®’ This further indicates that, at least
where the 1720 festival is concerned, horses were customary gifts of provincial
governors, together with bundles of textiles.

In the pictorial representations of the festival, with the exception of a painting
that depicted gifts of the grand vizier, one sees only one other gift-giving scene that
represented the eighth day’s gifts (Fig. A36). On this day, vizier Osman Pasha, who
was also the governor of Mosul, the governor of Aleppo Arifi Ahmed Pasha, the
governor of Aydin, Abdullah Pasha, the governor of the Hiidavendigar district,
Dervis Mehmed Pasha, the chief sergeant, Ebubekir Agha, and other aghas of the
outer palace presented gifts to the sultan. In the pictorial composition of Levni, one
sees a number of horses accompanied by a group of attendants who were holding
bundles of textiles in their hands moving in front of the sultan in a serpentine
movement. Certainly, the representation of only horses and textiles in the
composition refers to the fact that the gift packages of those officials were mainly
composed of these two items. Yet, the undifferentiated depiction of all these makes it
impossible to identify which one of these belonged to which pasha or agha. This
might have been a deliberate pictorial choice, perhaps to designate that these gifts
were almost equal to one another. However, as will be discussed in detail later, in the
paintings that depicted the gifts of the grand vizier painters, one sees that painters

highlighted certain objects, which are clearly recognizable in their compositions.

37 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 571: “Sayda Begberlegisi Kara Mustafa Pasa tarafindan at bedeli bir kit‘a
cevher-i giran-kiymet...” Although in the gift register one does not see such a statement the mention
of a diamond decorated object at the first place among the gifts substantiates the claim of VVehbi. See
TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 8a, 8b.
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As far as the gifts of the members of ulema are concerned, books held a
significant place in their packages. While they presented luxury textiles and
porcelain pieces in their gifts, books seem to have been indispensible pieces. Among
these books, Koran copies and books on theological and juridicial subjects represent
the majority.”*® By contrast, with the exception of the grand vizier, among the gifts

of pashas and viziers, books are not seen at all.

4.4.1.1 Gifts of the grand vizier Damad Ibrahim Pasha

The imperial treasury’s gift register starts with a long section on the gifts of the
highest-ranking official, the grand vizier, Ibrahim Pasha. Parallel to that, in the
official narrative of the festival gifts of the grand vizier held a significant place.
Vehbi devoted a number of pages to relate gifts of this most esteemed dignitary to
the sultan, the crown princes and the imperial women. The textual narrative is
accompanied by a double-page painting in both copies, which represents the moment
when the steward of the grand vizier presented these gifts to the sultan (Fig. A37,
A38). In their compositions Levni and Ibrahim seem to have depicted some of the
most distinguished gifts of the grand vizier. Levni was apparently depicting more of
such luxurious objects as his scene includes more figures that were depicted as
holding these gifts at their hands. In both of these depictions, one identifies a clock, a
jeweled belt, a gem-crusted chest, a gem-set ewer, a green colored and fur-lined
robe, various bundles of textiles, a number of guns, and horses. Additionally, Levni
depicted a precious ruby, diamond and emerald set fastening that was used in the
robes (¢aprast); that is seen on the hand of the halberdier, who was depicted standing

just behind the chief black eunuch, who was holding a gem set porcelain bowl.

8 Hedda Reinl Kiel makes a comparison between book gifts of the 1582, 1675 and 1720 festivals. As
she puts it, from the 1582 festival until the time of the 1720 in the book gifts one shall deduce a
general predilection towards religious subjects. Reindl-Kiel, “Power and Submission,” 75-87.

245



Moreover, in Levni’s composition on the recto page, one also sees two porcelain
vases, each held by one sergeant. These vases must have had contained perfume and
amber, which were among the gifts to the sultan.”® Although Levni was more
detailed in his composition of the scene, it should be mentioned that he made some
additions that are unmentioned in the text or in archival documents. For example, he
depicted six rifles in his painting, yet according to the sources, five rifles were given
to the sultan.”*

According to the archival documents and narratives, the green colored and
fur-lined robe that was presented to the sultan, was a special kind, which was
covered by green broadcloth and lined with new, black fox fur.”** To highlight the
preciousness of this fur-lined robe, Vehbi stated that it was worth 28 purses of
guriis.”* Besides this robe, various furs were also presented to the sultan by the
grand vizier, which might be seen as the manifestation of the luxury of the gifts of
the grand vizier.”* Two tajta (a sheet of fur sewed and prepared for use in lining)
sable fur, one tasta lynx fur, two ta/ta ermine furs and four robes that were covered
by dark brownish green, red, blue and dark blue broadcloth, respectively, and lined
with fur made of pieces from the back of the neck of wolf or fox (cilkafa), fur from
the belly of an animal (nafe), fur of the throat (bogaz), and white fox furs were also
given.”** Apart from these, bundles of colorful silk textiles of various types and some
edible gifts such as various types of confectionaries existed in the huge gift package

of the grand vizier.

39 \ehbi gives different amounts for these, yet | have followed the declaration of the gift register.
TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 3a, 3b.

"0 TSMA.d. 9561.

" TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 3a; Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 490.

T4z Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 490.

™3 For the symbolic associations of fur and fur line garments in Ottoman court see Tezcan, “Furs and
Skins”; Atasoy et al. Ipek, 34, 35.

4 TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 3a. Vehbi also mentions these gifts but he does not note their colors.
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Although all gifts of the grand vizier seem to have been mentioned in the text
of Vehbi in almost the same order as the gift registers of the treasury, strikingly he
omitted the first ranking gift, which was a mid-sized ki ‘a (calligraphic specimen)
Kelam-: Serif by the renowned calligrapher, Seyh Hamdullah, as it was clearly stated
in treasury’s registers.”*> As Sultan Ahmed 111 himself was a calligrapher and was

also known for his love of the art of calligraphy, "*

the symbolic value of the gift
must have been immense, which explains why this gift was noted in the first order in
the gift registers of the 1720 festival, before the mention of any other luxurious gifts.

Apart from presenting gifts to the sultan, the grand vizier also gave valuable
gifts to members of the imperial family including the crown princes and the women.
The gifts of the crown princes were composed of books including illuminated Koran
copies and Divan of certain poets such as Kemal-i Hucendi, Seyh Sadi and Gazi
Murad Han, horses and jeweled dagger or clock. For the imperial women, he mostly
gave luxury textiles.

These luxurious and splendid gifts of the grand vizier are eulogized in the
text of Vehbi. Interestingly, Vehbi compared these gifts with gifts of all former grand
viziers, particularly the gifts of Sinan Pasha, who was the grand vizier to Sultan
Murad I (r. 1574-1595) during the time of the 1582 festival, and the gifts of
Kopriiliizade Ahmed Pasha, who was the grand vizier during the time of the 1675

festival. While Ahmed Pasha’s gifts were inferior to those of other grand viziers,

Sinan Pasha’s gifts, as Vehbi said, were considered superior to all until the present

S TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 2b: “Ba hatt-1 Hamdullah el ma‘ruf bi-ibni’s-seyh, sagir kit‘a Kelam-1 Serif.”
On this famous calligrapher see Unver, Hattat Seyh Hamdullah, Serin, Hattat Seyh Hamdullah; 1dem,
Seyh Hamdullah Hatti. Tiilay Artan has unearthed that among the inheritance registers of the grand
vizier Damad Ibrahim Pasha, one sees a number of calligraphy albums of Karahisari and other
renowned calligraphers. So, during the festival Ibrahim Pasha might have presented to the sultan one
such piece of calligraphic sample from his own collection. See Artan, “18. Yiizyil Baglarinda Y onetici
Elitin,” 309, n. 44.

7% Keskiner, “Sultan Ahmed III (r. 1703-1730) As a Calligrapher.”
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time. However, according to Vehbi, Sinan Pasha’s famous gifts could not even
match half the value of the gifts of the grand vizier Ibrahim Pasha.’*’ This
comparison is significant as it explicitly articulates that the planners of the festival
might have perceived their festival comparable to those two circumcision festivals
that were held in 1582 and 1675. Moreover, this statement of VVehbi further implies
that the 1582 festival might have been the ideological reference point in the minds of
the planners of this festival. Indeed, throughout his narrative Vehbi occasionally
compared also some other aspects of the 1720 festival such as the spectacle of the
games and shows with the 1582 festival. After these comparisons, Vehbi always
concluded that whatever happened during the 1720 festival, was five times greater
than that of the 1582.7*% Thus, at least according to the official narrative of the
festival surpassing the pomp of the 1582 festival seems to have been one of the
motives behind the staging of this festival.

In addition to these, through a comparison of the gifts of the grand vizier with
the other grand vizier’s gifts, Vehbi might have intended to highlight the
extraordinary generosity and power of his actual patron. As Vehbi said, unlike many
of his colleagues, the intention of the grand vizier was not the collection of property
or possession of wealth. Rather, his main wish was giving service to the sultan
through his life and his material belongings, and displaying his loyalty.”*® Then,
according to the official narrative of the festival, these tremendously luxurious gifts
of the grand vizier signified the great commitment and loyalty of the grand vizier

towards the sultan.

ar Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 494.

8 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 642.

™ Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 494: “maksid-1 mevladlar cem'-i mal ve iddihar-1 menal olmayub ancak
sevketlil, kudretlii, mehabetlii sehriyar-1 ‘alem efendimiz hazretlerine mal u can ile hidmet ve ihlas ile
izhar-1 ‘ubtidiyyet oldig1 bedidardir.”
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4.4.2 Gifts of the guildsmen
Apart from the dignitaries and officials of the court, the guildsmen of the city also
presented gifts to the sultan during the 1720 festival. Vehbi and Hafiz Mehmed in
their narratives noted the names of 47 guilds for the guilds’ gift presentation, which
began on the sixth day of the festival and continued on the eight, ninth, tenth and
eleventh days.”® However, as will be discussed later, the archival documents
indicate that these guilds were accompanied by a number of subsidiary guilds that
were referred simply as subsidiary (yamak). While all of the subsidiary guilds were
obliged to share the expenses for the preparation of the gifts and parade shows, only
a few seem to have participated in the parade with their master guild.

Just after the guilds paraded from the festival space on their preordained
days, each guild’s steward presented their prepared gifts to the sultan. Vehbi in his

narrative mentioned that these gifts were “the customary gifts”’>*

of these guildsmen,
which implies that there was an established practice that was followed during these
kinds of occasions. A relevant question that should be raised at this point is whether
these customary gifts were recorded elsewhere or not. An undated petition written by
the guildsmen of Istanbul strikingly illuminates this matter. In the petition, the
guildsmen of Istanbul asked the court to issue a copy of the gift registers of the
former festival (the 1675 imperial circumcision festival in Edirne) that were kept at

the imperial chancery by the chief marshal.” One also sees the imperial order at the

left margin of the page, which orders the clerks to issue a copy from the records of

0 This daily ordinance of the guilds was actually different during the phase of the preparations of the
festival. This point is discussed in detail in Chapter 5.

1 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 690: “mu‘tad-1 kadim iizere hediyyeleri olan .....”

"2 BOA. B.DSM. SRH. 8/59: “Devletlii sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretleri sag olsun. Bu kullar1 Istanbiilda
vaki® esnaf fukaralari olub alay-1 (?) ordu-1 stir-1 hiimaytin-1 hitanda erbab-1 hiref tarafindan rikab-1
hiimayuna verilecek hediyye-i hakiranemizifi mikdar ve ihtiyati ma‘lam olmagla bundan mukaddem
str-1 hiimaytnda esnaf tarafindan verilen hedayeyi miis‘ir bas1t muhasebede mukayyed olan defterden
bir stret ihrac ve simdiden tedarikine miibaseret igiin yedlerimize ahz-1 (?) serhiye babinda ol ferman
sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretinifidir. Esnaf-1 Istanbul.
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the chief chancery.”® Thus, from this undated document one understands that before
the start of the festival upon the request of the guildsmen a copy was made after the
former gift registers and then this information was conveyed to the guildsmen. But
how did this process work?

An extensive book of registers that records the gifts of the guildsmen resolves
this question.”* The caption of this book of registers reads, “This is the book of the
gifts of the guildsmen that will be given during the imperial festival which will begin
in the first day of the month Zi’I-ka ‘de” (4 September, 1720). The registers also
include a date, which is 18 Sevval 1132 (23 August, 1720), which juxtaposes the
preparatory phase of the festival.” In addition, a note at the beginning of the book
of registers addresses bezistan kethiidas: (the steward of the merchants of the covered
bazaar). It indicates that upon an imperial order each guild should be informed about
their customary gifts and the steward of each guild was supposed record these gifts in
the new book of the imperial festival. The note also bears a date, which is 25 Sevval
1132 (30 August, 1720).”° Thus, it was inserted in situ after the book was prepared.

When the aforementioned petition of the guildsmen and this book of registers
are evaluated together, it emerges that this book must have been prepared on the
demand of the guildsmen. After its preparation, the book of registers (or its copy)
was delivered to the bezistan kethiidas:, who was in charge of maintaining the
communication between the guildsmen and the court on that matter. After getting to

know about their customary gifts, stewards of the guilds were supposed to register

3 BOA. B.DSM. SRH. 8/59: “(sah) mucibince bas muhasebeden siiret verilmek buyuruld:.”

> BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/169.

" Ibid. “Is bu bifi yiiz otuz iki senesi Zi’l-ka‘desi gurresinde ibtida olunacak siir-1 hiimayin i¢iin
huzur-1 hiimaytina esnaf taraflarindan verilecek hedayanifi defteridir. Fi 18 Sevval sene 1132.”

" BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/169: “Bezistan kethiidas1 igbu defterde olan esnaflardan ferman olunan
hedayalarini her esnaf hazir ve amade eyleyiib verecekleri hedayay: her esnaf defter-i siirufl yeni
defterine kayd itdirmelerigiin kethiidalarini sagir idib tenbih i te’kid eyleyesiz. Ferman-1 serif olmagin
mucibince kayd olunmusdir. 25 Sevval sene 1132.”
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those gifts in the new book of the imperial festival that was kept by the clerks of the
superintendent of the festival, Halil Efendi. This process leaves little space for
possible mistakes that might have been made in determining the customary gifts of
the guildsmen.

Strikingly, these gifts of the guildsmen are almost identical to the gifts that
were presented to the sultan by the guildsmen of Edirne and Istanbul during the 1675
festival.” This means that, for the gifts of the guildsmen, the registers of the former
festival were attentively followed, as opposed to the gifts of the dignitaries and
officials, whose gifts display variation from the previous festival. However, when
compared with the gifts of the guildsmen in the 1582 festival, some major changes
can be discerned. Mostly strikingly, in the 1720 festival, as opposed to the 1582
festival, among the gifts of the guildsmen one does not see any books.

During the 1720 festival, the types of gifts of the guildsmen varied. Broadly
speaking, metal objects such as gold/silver trays, candlesticks, bowls, ewers,
washbowils, incensory and rose water flasks, and textiles are frequently seen among
the gifts of many of the guilds. Yet, the number of these objects and whether they
were subsided with some others change from one guild to another. For example,
some guildsmen could afford simply a metal incensory and rose water flask, such as
the guild of tinsmiths, some guilds such as candle makers, could afford only a pair of
scissors and a silver candlestick. One sees the depiction of this silver candlestick in
one of the paintings of Levni (Fig. A39). On the verso page of his representation of
the sixth day’s guild parade, one sees the steward of the guild of candle makers
presenting a candlestick to the steward of the doorkeepers (kapicilar Kethiidast). In

the front line, various members of the guild were depicted while holding burning

> For the transcription of the gift register of the 1675 festival see Tuncer, “The Ottoman Imperial

Festival.”
%8 Hedda Reindl-Kiel makes this observation. Reindl-Kiel, “Power and Submission.”
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candles. In the painting of Ibrahim, opposed to Levni’s painting, one does not see
this candlestick, as he did not often depict gifts of the guildsmen in his guild parade
compositions.

Other guilds’ gift packages included both metal objects and additional items,
such as the guild of grocers and their subsidiaries, whose gifts were made of metal as
well as dry and fresh fruits and flowers.”*® The herbalists/perfumers’ gift package
was similar, as they presented metal objects, spices and confectionaries carried on
trays. Gifts of some guilds, on the other hand, were related solely to their craft. For
instance, beeswax dealers gave only candles as gifts to the sultan. Likewise, sword
and knife makers presented swords and knives to the sultan, and paper makers
prepared paper, scissors and inkwells as gifts to the sultan.”® Interestingly, Vehbi
additionally mentions a fan among the gifts of the paper makers.”®* Nevertheless,
according to archival documents, this gift was not presented to the sultan. Thus,
Vehbi seems to have made an addition to the gifts of paper makers.

The limited variety and the modesty of some guilds’ gifts imply that these
gifts must have been determined according to the finances of the guilds. To put it
very simply, some relatively richer guilds seem to have prepared more expensive and
luxurious gifts, and the poorer ones’®* more modest objects. Indeed, certain wealth
disparities seem to have been observed even among the members of the same guild,

as reflected through their contribution fees for the preparation of these gifts.

79 The type of gifts of the guildsmen is same in the treasury’s gift register and in the aforementioned
preparatory book of registers, which recorded gifts of the guildsmen. VVehbi however in some
instances mentions further gifts that were unmentioned in these books. As this latter book of registers
solely focuses on the gifts of the guildsmen I have based on this book for my references. BOA.
D.BSM. SRH. 1/169, fol. 3a, 3b.

0 TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 14a; BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/169, fol. 6a.

761 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 631.

782 On wealth differences between different guilds and among the members of the same guild see Ji,
“Rich Artisans and Poor Merchants?”’; Geng, “Ottoman Industry in the Eighteenth Century.”
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However, broadly speaking, preparing these gifts and the parade shows meant a
financial burden for many of the guilds, a point which will be elaborated below. ®®

Some guilds seem to have presented real luxuries as their gifts to the sultan.
For example, Old Bazaar merchants, who took part in the parades on the sixth day of
the festival, presented an emerald and diamond inlayed belt, a porcelain bow! and
compote plate, various types of Frankish satin and English broadcloth.”®* The gifts of
the chief merchants of the imperial court, who were in charge of overall palace
purchases, were even more extensive. According to the registers, these merchants
presented various expensive silk textiles, brocaded dining napkins, cushions, shawls,
a golden washbowl and a ewer, a tray, sapphire inlayed porcelain dishes and sapphire
inlayed middle sized bowls.” The silk manufacturers of Istanbul on the other hand,
gave real luxuries as their gifts to the sultan. Their gifts were composed of the
jewelry including a diamond inlayed belt, pearl decorated golden (robe) fastening,
five golden row of horses tethered in line and five golden bridles.”® In the related
painting of Levni (Fig. A40) at the last row of the recto page, one sees two
guildsmen carrying this belt and the fastening in trays.

Likewise, gifts of the goldsmiths were composed of jewelry as well as gold
and silver objects such as giant candlesticks, a golden ewer, a tray, bowls, an
incensory and a rose water flask. Particularly interesting is the mention of a fan,
which was decorated with emeralds, diamonds and pearls, a jewel-inlayed shield and
an alarm clock, pieces that were not seen among the gifts of other guildsmen.”®’ In

his painting of the tenth day’s parade, Levni put the guild of the goldsmiths in the

7%3 Suraiya Faroqhi has formerly drawn attention to this aspect of the guilds’ contributions to the
imperial festivals. See Faroghi, “When the Sultan Planned A Great Feast, Was Everyone in Festive
Mood.”

" TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 9b; BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/169, fol. 2b; Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 564.

> TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 11b; BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/169, fol. 5b; Seyyid Vehbi, Siarname.

" TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 12a; BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/169, fol. 4a; Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 618.

T TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 14a; BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/169, fol. 6a; Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 633.
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first line, even though they were parading in the last order, according to the archival
documents.”®® Perhaps Levni intended to foreground some of the luxurious gifts of
this group (Fig. A41). On the recto page of his painting at the bottom right, one sees
members of the guild carrying some of their aforementioned gifts. One can easily
recognize the fan, the shield, and giant candlesticks, which were among the most
notable gifts of this group.

As a last category, some guilds’ gifts included elaborately designed kiosks
and palanquins. Particularly interesting is the kiosk that was made by the guild of
carpenters, who took part in the parades, on the ninth day of the festival. According
to Vehbi, this kiosk, which was covered with red satin textile, paraded with the guild
members and after their parade it was given as a gift to the sultan. Indeed, in the
related painting of Ibrahim, one sees this kiosk in the front line, which was depicted
as a two-storied structure that was carried by oxen. Afterwards, the steward of the
guild paraded while riding on his horse (Fig. A42). Despite the mention of Vehbi and
depiction of Ibrahim, for some reason this gift was not recorded in the archival
registers of the 1720 festival. Nevertheless, according to the gift registers of the
previous circumcision festival, carpenters presented a similar kind of kiosk to the
sultan also during this occasion. Since this festival’s gift registers were consulted and
taken as a reference for the 1720 festival, then very possibly clerks mistakenly
omitted this gift when recording the gifts of the carpenters or when copying their

draft notes.

8 TSMA.d. 9561, fol. 14a. Although Vehbi and Hafiz Mehmed largely seem to have followed the
ordinance of the guilds in the way they were mentioned in the archival documents, occasionally he
moves out of this pattern. For example they mentioned goldsmiths as the fourth guild in the ninth
days’ parade. Divergences between these sources are discussed in Chapter 5.
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4.4.2.1 The burden of the obligatory contribution: Tensions among guilds

It is well known that, at least from the sixteenth century onwards, craftsmen and
artisans were obliged to provide an increasing range of craft service and for payment
of extra taxes for the preparations of war.”®® This obligation was also put in practice
during the times of imperial celebrations and festivals, when the guildsmen of the
city had to present gifts and enact sumptuous parades. As Suraiya Faroghi once put
it, due to this burden during the time of an imperial festival, everyone might not have
been “in a festive mood.””™® This refers particularly to the situation of most of the
guildsmen of the city, who had to contribute to the festival by enacting parade shows,
by presenting gifts to the sultan, and by lending their copper utensils.

Some examples from the 1720 festival indicate that covering these expenses
was difficult for some guilds. Thus, occasionally tensions occurred between guild
members. A previously discussed case in point by Suraiya Faroghi is about the
complaints of broadcloth sellers.””* During the phase of the preparations of the
festival, they brought a case to the judge of Istanbul. According to the registers of the
1675 festival, broadcloth sellers were a subsidiary to the merchants of the Istanbul
bedesten, and these guilds used to make their gifts together. However, this time the
chief merchant to the court (in charge of overall palace purchases) said that
broadcloth sellers were his subsidiary guild, and on this grounds that he wanted them
to make an extra contribution. Broadcloth sellers opposed this demand and asked the
judge that they should be expected to make the same contribution as in the 1675

festival. After the examination of the previous registers, their demand was granted.

"% Faroghi, Artisans of the Empire. During 1651 artisans of Istanbul put forth a civilian revolt, which
asked for the reduction of the newly imposed taxes. Also see Ji, “Artisans’ Networks and Revolt.”

% Here I refer to the title of Suraiya Faroghi’s article “When a Sultan Planned a Great Feast Was
Everyone in Festive Mood?”’

e Faroqghi, “The Ottoman Sultan and His Guests,” 400, 401; Idem, “When a Sultan Planned.” The
original document is at Zstanbul Bab Mahkemesi no. 124, fol. 204a; the document dates 26 Sevval
1132 (31 August, 1720).

255



In the document, the expected contribution of this group was in the form of textiles.
Contrary to this situation, however, as will be discussed below, often the
contributions of the guilds were monetary. Thus, some guilds were making their
contributions in kind or else they were supposed to cover the cost of certain items.

Another issue seems to have occurred with guild of green grocers (yas
yemisciler) on their contribution for the 1720 festival. According to the court records,
the head of this guild was the official (who was) in charge of purchasing foodstuff
for the palace kitchen (pazarbas:). The representative of this official had to cover the
whole contribution of the green grocers, which was 800 guris.””? After the end of the
festival, he wanted to be reimbursed by the guild’s members, but he was unable to
collect the money, which was the reason the case went to the court.

The payment of the obligatory contribution was also a problem for sherbet
makers/sellers (serbetgiyan). Sherbet makers/sellers were a subsidiary of the guild of
grocers (bakkalan) and a disagreement broke out between these guilds after the end

of the festival.”"®

As one understands from an archival document, the disagreement
between the guilds could not have been solved, so, the grocers, went to the gad:
court. To put it briefly, the conflict arouse because sherbet makers/sellers refused to
pay their contribution fee for the 1720 festival. Their claim was that they had
prepared four tents for the imperial campaign of the year 1128 (1716). Thus, they
wanted their exemption from the contribution for the 1720 festival.

From notes that were inserted on the margins of the document, one

understands that the previous registers were consulted to resolve the issue.

Accordingly, on 2 Cemaziy ‘el-ahir 1133 (31 March, 1721), almost six months after

2 The document is formerly discussed by Suraiya Faroghi, “The Ottoman Sultan and His Guests,”

399, 400; Idem, “When a Sultan Planned.” The original document is at Istanbul Bab Mahkemesi no.
124, fol 112b, the document dates Zi ’I-hicce 1132/January 1720.

S BOA. AE.SAMD. 111. 3/220, 1, 2. The final decision of the gadi of Istanbul was made on 1133 C
12 (10 April, 1721).
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the end of the festival, a copy was made after the registers of the campaign of the
year 1128 (1716). In the registers of this campaign, it was recorded that the guild of
grocers had 22 subsidiary guilds including halva sellers, sherbet sellers, fresh fruit
sellers, dry fruit sellers, saleb (a hot drink made from powdered root of salep) sellers,
vinegar and pickle sellers, grape juice sellers, the fishermen of Tobhane, and grocers
of Tobhane, Galata, Kasimpasa, Eyiib. For the campaign of 1716 most of these
guilds, including also sherbet makers/sellers, were supposed to make monetary
contributions. As one sees in the document, these contributions were different for
each subsidiary guild. Accordingly, the guild of sherbet makers/sellers had paid
28,000 akce for the 1716 military campaign, which was an amount that seems to
have been higher than the average. Some subsidiary guilds, on the other hand, seem
to have been exempted from the contribution as no fee was recorded beneath their
names. These guilds such as green grocer sellers (yas yemis saticilar as opposed to
yas yemigciler that was mentioned as a separate guild), egg sellers (‘umurzacilar) and
gardeners (baggevanlar) might be itinerant salesmen who did not have established
shops.”"

After investigating these registers, the judge of Istanbul made his decision.
Accordingly, as sherbet makers/sellers had prepared four tents for the military
campaign of the year 1716, this time their contribution amount, would be covered by
their master guild, the grocers.””® Thus, although grocers brought this case to the
court in the hope of collecting the contribution fee of sherbet makers/sellers, their
demand was dismissed. This detailed case is illuminating in many respects. First of
all, it indicates that some subsidiary guilds tried to find ways to be exempted from

the payment of their contribution fees. Secondly, extracts from previous registers

" Faroqhi, “Supplying the Seventeenth and Eighteenth Century Istanbul,” 288. For example, apart

from those fruit sellers with established shops Evliya mentions the existence of itinerant salesmen.
> BOA. AE. SAMD. III. 3/220, 2.
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show that the contribution fees changed from one subsidiary guild to another. As has
been mentioned above, quite possibly these variable amounts were determined
according to the financial condition of the guilds. Indeed, such a hierarchy must have
also been observed among the members of the same guild.””® Still, these instances
indicate that for some guilds, making these contributions was a burden. Although
archival documents seem to not have represented all of these conflicts, the
aforementioned few examples point out a relatively unknown aspect behind the
obligatory contributions of the guildsmen, who not only prepared gifts but also had

to stage pompous shows and enact performances during the course of the festival.

4.5 Conclusion

While an imperial festival was a perfect occasion for the display and distribution of
the benefaction of the sultan, gifting was one of the most explicit forms through
which this benefaction was handed out. Throughout the 1720 festival, monetary
grants were given, promotions were made, and luxury robes were bestowed upon
dignitaries and some officials. Moreover, thousands of boys were fed, clothed and
circumcised. So, under different forms and in varying degrees the benefaction of the
sultan touched almost all participants of the festival.

Sometimes receiving these gifts simply meant financial support, sometimes
they conferred prestige to the beneficiary and sometimes they enhanced or marked
one’s social status. Certainly, the semiotic aspect of gifting was most explicitly
manifested in the form of garments. As has been discussed in this chapter, rank
differences between dignitaries and officials were vividly enacted through the

material and form of the robe of honor. Similarly, circumcised boys were

778 In the aforementioned case of yas yemisciler, the wealthy member had to pay 2.5 guriis, those of
middling wealth 1.5 and poorer ones 1 guris. Faroghi, “The Ottoman Sultan and His Guests,” 400.
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differentiated among themselves through their clothing. While for the robes of honor,
the most expensive and prestigious textiles were preferred, parallel to that for the
more distinguished group of circumcised boys more luxurious textiles were chosen.
This concern of the Ottomans towards re-marking and repetitively highlighting the
social hierarchies was also evident in food-related rites and they were also attentively
observed in other types of gifts that have been discussed in this chapter.

Besides the types of gifts, the identities of the beneficiaries were also
discussed in the present chapter. It has been mentioned that the narratives of the
festival provided information exclusively on the sultan, dignitaries and high-ranking
officials of the court. Yet, when it comes to the lower-ranking officials and
especially to the non-title holding beneficiaries of the festival such as the
circumcised boys, one encounters little information. Despite this obvious lack of
information in the narratives of the festival, archival documents provide very detailed
information on this socially undifferentiated group of beneficiaries. On the basis of
these documents, this chapter provided substantial information on the social
composition of these thousands of young beneficiaries. In addition, the documents
also enabled us to discuss the registration process of these boys into the books of the
chief clerk of the festival.

The introduction of these sources into the literature and a brief discussion of
their contents are important in two respects. First of all, a consideration of these
young beneficiaries within the program and organization of the festival adds a
fascinating social dimension to the study of an imperial festival. The previously
unknown archival documents indicated that the registration of these boys and their
provisioning of clothing were significant concern of the organizers. Indeed, the

visibility of these boys within the festival space was also significant with regard to

259



the ideological motives that shaped festival. Even if the narratives underestimated the
presence of the circumcised boys, this was a public circumcision festival, and these
boys were its most obvious beneficiaries.

Secondly, the extent of these registers on the circumcised boys once again
designates the eighteenth-century Ottoman scribal service’s concern with
documentation and registration of each detail. Indeed, these registers show that after
an initial process of registration, clerks prepared more organized and systematic
registers. The daily organization of the names of the circumcised boys and their
division according to the districts of the city exemplify this point.

While the sultan donated various gifts to a large group of beneficiaries, these
people also had to present gifts to the sultan. This chapter also addressed this non-
spontaneous and reciprocal aspect of the gifting by discussing the gifts of dignitaries
and the guildsmen to the sultan. It has been discussed that for determining these
“customary” gifts, the previous registers and books of the protocol were consulted.
Yet, a comparison with these former gift registers showed that occasionally changes
might be observed in the types of these gifts that officials and guildsmen presented to
the sultan. In this respect, following the custom did not mean inalterability.

As far as the gifts of dignitaries are concerned, presenting splendid gifts to
the sultan was considered to be a manifestation of one’s loyalty and commitment to
him. In addition, these gifts manifested the status and power of the presenter. As has
been discussed, one can certainly deduce a hierarchy (in variety of gifts and their
worth) in the gifts of higher-ranking officials and middle-ranking ones. Yet, among
the gifts of the officials with the same rank, one does not see dramatic differences.
This is to say, gift packages of the provincial governors or of viziers were often

composed of similar items, with similar quantities. Nevertheless, there was an
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obvious exception to this situation. A case in point were the gifts of the grand vizier,
which were, according to the official narrative of the festival, not only superior to
gifts of other viziers but also to all previous grand viziers from the Ottoman past. The
extraordinary luxury, abundance and quality of the grand vizier’s gifts must have
symbolized his more distinguished position among the other dignitaries of the court
and further highlighted his great commitment to the sultan. Thus, even if what these
gifts symbolized was the same as the gifts of the other officials, their marked luxury
served for the reinforcement of these messages.

When it comes to the gifts of the guildsmen, on the other hand, it appears that
their gifts displayed a great discrepancy in terms of their types and values. While
some guilds presented modest gifts to the sultan composed either of some metal
objects or made of simple objects related to their crafts, some others gave real
luxuries. These material differences between the gifts of the guildsmen must have
been related to the differences between the financial conditions of the guilds.
However, it is worth noting that, at least from the perspective of the organizers of the
festival and the clerks (who kept the archival registers), these gifts of the guildsmen
comprised a single category. In this respect, | argue that whether a precious piece of
jewelry or a simple candlestick, within the system of signification embodied and
engendered by the festival, these gifts basically symbolized the gratitude of the
guildsmen in return for the sultan’s benefaction.

This chapter also evaluated a few cases, which indicated that, for some of the
guilds participating in the sultan’s festival might have meant a burden. While some
of the guilds seem to have struggled to reduce their contribution fees or even to be
exempted, some others had to cover the remaining amounts to prepare their gifts and

parade shows. Indeed, unlike in previous imperial festivals, this time guilds did not
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seem to have received substantial amounts of monetary grants from the sultan, which
would have compensated for some of their expenses. One expects to find more of
such cases that articulate tensions among the guilds and the court. Nevertheless,
despite my extensive research on archival documents on the subject, a few cases,
some of which indeed have already been introduced into the literature, are found.
Taking into consideration the possibility of the loss of some of the relevant
documents, this surprising lack might have denoted that perhaps the tensions were
generally solved inside the guilds. Thus, they might not have been documented.

In conclusion, this chapter has argued that, unlike many of the participants
and beneficiaries of the festival, the guildsmen of the city were in a disadvantaged
position. They were obliged to make a number of contributions to the sultan’s
festival, but certainly the participation of the guildsmen in the imperial festivals did
not mean simply material gain for the Ottoman court. Perhaps more than that, their
presence in the festivals was significant for representing the vibrant culture of the
city through the display of their material culture and through their oral and theatrical

performances, a point that introduced the topic and questions of the next chapter.
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CHAPTER 5

PUBLIC PERFORMANCES DURING THE 1720 IMPERIAL FESTIVAL

The enactment of sportive, musical and theatrical games, contests, races, displays
and dancing are indispensible aspects of all festive occasions across cultures. In his
seminal work on the morphology of festivals, Alessandro Falassi explains the
functional and semiotic aspects behind such enactments.””” As he puts it, besides
their entertainment and spectacle function, such events provided invaluable
opportunities for performers to display their skills and to be rewarded in return. From
a semiotic aspect on the other hand, such “festival competitions may be seen as a

»178 as only the winner or

metaphor for the emergence and establishment of power,
the most talented one takes the reward. By singling out the winners or by labeling
some shows or displays as outstanding and giving them prizes creates a hierarchical
order among that group of previously undifferentiated performers. Thus, while
creating a pompous spectacle to the audience, festival contests, displays and games
indirectly reflect upon the hierarchical nature of the social structure of a community
or group.

Can one approach all these festive games, combats, displays and spectacles
under one category? One of the pioneers of performance studies Richard Schechner
comes up with a broad definition of the concept of the performance.”” As he puts it,

in business, sports, everyday life, and in the arts there are performances. In business

and sports, to perform means to achieve, in the arts it means to put on a show, to play

7 Falassi, “Festival: Definition and Morphology.”

78 |bid, 6.

™ Richard Schechner first introduced this inclusive definition of the performance in his article that
was published in 1966. Schechner, “Approaches to Theory/Criticism”; Idem, Performance Studies.
For an overview of the literature and its implications in Ottoman studies see Oztiirkmen,
“Performance in the Ottoman World.”
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and in everyday life it means to show off. This is to say, “just about anything can be
studied “as” a performance.”’® Thus, it may include plays, games, sports, rituals,
music and dance as well as roles in everyday life. But to understand what is deemed
performance in a particular society, Schehchner adds that “something is a
performance when historical and social context, convention, usage and tradition say
it “is.”

Having this wide definition in mind, one should ask what could be deemed
performance in Ottoman celebrations and festivals? When one looks at the
contemporary festival books of the time, it is seen that a specific terminology was
used to define some act and events such as musical and dance shows, firework
displays, theatrical, martial and sportive enactments, processions, combats, races and
games. These were defined as a game, play, spectacle, or thing to be seen and
watched, and joyful display through the words oyun, temasa, senlik, seyir, seyran,
izhar-1 meserret. These acts, plays, spectacles, games or displays that were seen and
watched, can be conceived under the concept of the performance. In addition to
these, one might also include sumptuous guild parades and the oral chanting that
were enacted during celebratory events and festivals to this category. Although these
events were not defined with a similar terminology, by following the definition of
Schechner, they can also be seen “as” a performance. In this chapter, | will approach
all of these games, displays, plays and oral enactments under the general and
inclusive category of a performance and refer those who enacted them as performers.

Throughout the course of the sixteenth century and more visibly in the last
decades of the century, the imperial capital was a place of urban spectacle. As early

as the first decades of the sixteenth century, some Ottoman writers and foreign

"8 gchechner, Performance Studies, 30.
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visitors to the city mentioned the presence of public performances in the daily life of
the city. For example, in the sixteenth century, Latifi in his Risale-i Evsaf-i Istanbiil
(c. 1518) (Treatise on the Qualities of Istanbul) and German visitors Lewenklaw and
Lubenau in their travelogues point to a particular site in the city, Tahtakale, where
various kinds of performers came together and displayed their talents to spectators.’®*
Especially, the detailed narrative of Latifi on the players of Tahtakale (lu ‘bet-bazan-
Tahtii’l kal @) is particularly striking as it mentions the names of various performers
including acrobats, jugglers, dancers, musicians, wrestlers which later one sees in the
imperial festivals.”®® Thus, these performers and their shows were already a part of
the culture of the imperial city in the early sixteenth century.

In the early reign of Siileyman and more markedly in the last decades of the
sixteenth century, however the imperial capital witnessed an increasing pace of
courtly spectacles including not only imperial celebrations but also processions to
Friday prayers, boat processions along the Golden Horn and the Bosporus, and
excursions to royal gardens, in which the sultan was accompanied by hierarchically
arranged and elaborately costumed court officials, pages, dignitaries.”® While these
displays temporarily turned the imperial capital city into a forum of celebration, as
Giilru Necipoglu has put it, they can also be perceived as “extensions of royal

ceremonial into the larger urban fabric of Istanbul.”’®* This growing visibility of the

781 atifi, Evsaf-1 [stanbul; the accounts of the sixteenth century German visitors Lewenklaw and
Lubenau are cited in And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 48.

"8 Latifi, Evsaf-: Istanbul, 51-54.

"8 Cigdem Kafescioglu draws attention to Ottoman court painters’ response to this increasing pace of
urban ceremonial and to the increasing visibility of urbanites through depiction of some of these
spectacles such as royal processions in their illustrated official histories. Kafescioglu, “Sokagin,
Meydanin, Sehirlilerin Resmi.”

"8 Necipoglu, Architecture, Ceremonial and Power, 30.
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royal ceremonial must have also brought about a relatively closer dialogue between
the courtly and urban ceremonial forms.’®

As mentioned in the Introduction, the reign of Ahmed 111 was also noted for
the conspicuous use of ceremonial forms “to engender fresh images of dynastic
power and permanence.” ®® As far as the grandly conceived circumcision festival is
concerned, the pictorial and textual narratives show how these spectacles extended
outside the city walls, as there were two ceremonial spaces for the festival—one at
land and one near the sea. While the sultan, courtiers and some performers were
occasionally moving along the shores of the Golden Horn, festivities continued at
Okmeydani1 during day and night, which means that a larger group of spectators was
able to enjoy these shows.

As has been discussed before, the move along the shores of the city reflects a
broader cultural trend related to the novel forms of dynastic visibility,
reconfigurations in urban space, and the changing patterns of sociability.’®’ Parallel
to the emergence of new types of leisurely activities in the city, sightseeing in
Istanbul had also become a more noticeable motif in the topographical accounts of

the city by such writers as Evliya Celebi and Eremya Celebi Komiirciyan during the

78 Here, it should be stated that | do not perceive the Ottoman court culture of the elite and the
dynasty, and urban culture as inherently differentiated categories. First of all, there were various
people moving in between these realms and neither of these was socially or even economically
homogenous. Yet, still I find the term Ottoman court culture meaningful as it denotes a linguistically
and intellectually shared culture and that it also refers to common patterns in social life and material
culture of these people. For the revisionist literature on the conventional binary between the “elite”
and “popular” culture see Burke, Varieties of cultural history, 183-211; idem, Popular Culture in
Early Modern Europe, 23-64; Mukerji and Schudson eds. Rethinking Popular Culture. For the
Ottoman historiography see the seminal essay of Kafadar, “A Rome of One's Own,” 7-25; Necipoglu,
“A Canon for Arts.”

78 Artan, “Royal Weddings and Grand Vizierate,” 355.

81 Artan, “Architecture as a Theatre of Life”; Idem, “Forms and Forums of Expression”;
Idem,“Istanbul in the 18th century”; Idem, “Arts and Architecture”; Idem, “Eyiip’iin Bir Diger
Cehresi”; Hamadeh, The City’s Pleasures; Idem, “Public Spaces and the Garden Culture,” 277-312;
Kafadar, “How Dark is the History of the Night”.
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seventeenth century.’®® Seen from this perspective, in addition to various shows of
performers and the visual-material display of wealth, the beauty of the city was also
something to be seen during the occasion of urban and imperial celebrations.

In the secondary literature on Ottoman court celebrations and festivals; public
performances are often studied on the basis of the sirnames, testimonies of European
observers, and more rarely, paintings.”® As has been mentioned before, one of the
most significant obstacles related to these sources is that sirname texts often do not
explain the material aspect of these shows or the identity of their performers; rather
they focus on their impact over the spectators. The foreign observers, on the other
hand, tended to approach the public performances with a good deal of prejudice and
to mix their comments with a heavy dose of moral criticisms.’*

Due to the limitations of these sources, until now, the identity of performers
of the Ottoman festivals and the material aspect behind their enactments has
remained unknown. This leaves us with some basic but important questions that must
be answered: Who were these performers? What kind of shows did they enact? How
did the performers come to the festival and partake in the festival’s program, what
did they receive in return for their participation in the event? What kinds of gadgets
or items were used in their shows? This chapter will answer these questions on the

basis of the heretofore unknown archival documents on the subject. Accordingly, the

788 K afadar, “How Dark is the History of the Night”; Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, |;
Eremya Celebi Komiirciyan, Istanbul Tarihi.

789 Although the European observers to the city, the mid-seventeenth century author Evliya Celebi
and authors of short sirnames of the early eighteenth century occasionally mention shows of
performers of the city during the time of royal processions and other royal celebrations, they do not
provide much information on their morphological details. Yet, sometimes drawings made by the
contemporary European observers and some album paintings that were made by local painters, which
were intended chiefly for the foreign customers, include scenes of urban entertainment. For a
comprehensive survey of these textual and visual sources on Ottoman courtly as well as urban
ceremonial forms see And, 40 Giin 40 Gece.

" Metin And in his studies provides an extensive record of such European observers’ written
accounts on the Ottoman festivals and court ceremonies. The most comprehensive among his various
publications is the latest publication of his famous book entitled 40 Giin 40 Gece (40 Days 40 Nights).
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present chapter will focus on three main issues related to the social composition of
the performers of the festival, the material culture behind the enactment of their
shows and the staging of sumptuous guild parades in the 1720 festival respectively.

The first part will start with the performers of the festival. Through a
discussion of their numbers, skills, identities as well as their selection and integration
into the festival’s program this section aims at shedding light on these unknown
group of contributors of the festival. Their differentiation in archival documents
through the amount of benefits or wages they received also helps us to gain an
insight on their diversified patterns of organization.

The second part will explore the court’s provisioning of materials for the
enactment of some festival games. Archival sources indicate that in many cases the
court provisioned these objects only after receiving petitions from the performers,
which in turn signify the active role of the performers in the festival’s program. The
joint consideration of empirical data and pictorial representations will further help us
to reconstruct some of the games that were staged during the 1720 festival.

The last part will examine the extensive guild parades of the festival from a
semiotic and comparative perspective. This section will mainly be concerned with
understanding how these parades were integrated into the 1720 festival’s schedule.
While the archival documents indicate that officials of the festival initially intended
to decide on the daily scheduling of the parades and the ordinance of partaking
guilds, in the end it seems that this plan was not put in practice. This relatively
autonomous aspect of the scheduling and choreography of guild parades is worth

paying attention, which will be discussed in the last section.
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5.1 Performers in Ottoman imperial festivals

An imperial festival was an extraordinary occasion that provided a great opportunity
for socially marginal groups such as dancers, acrobats, jugglers, shadow and puppet
players, wrestlers and musicians to benefit from the event. This occurred in the form
of finding a future patron for the performer, being rewarded through the bestowal of
gold coins and through acquiring some grants and benefits. For example, Vehbi
wrote that on the seventh day of the festival during the daytime performances across
the Golden Horn, a tightrope walker took this opportunity at its best for showing all
his skills to the sultan. He climbed up the rope that was hitched to the Fener wharf on
one side and to the Aynalikavak wharf on the other side. While he was on the top of
the rope, he walked masterfully with two swords in his hand and performed some
acrobatic moves. This particular moment of the show was captured in one of the
paintings of Levni (Fig. A43). As the textual narrative continues, without falling
from the rope he walked from one side to the other side and at a certain point close to
the Tersane palace, from where the sultan was watching the performances, he
jumped to the sea. As this performance had greatly pleased the audience and the
sultan, the performer was permitted make a wish that would be granted by the sultan.
As Vehbi related in his narratice, the tightrope walker asked for a position from
Glimiilcine customs office with a daily income of six ak¢e, and his wish was granted
through the benefaction of the sultan.”* Indeed, in the imperial purse registers of the
sultan for this month, it was recorded that on that day monetary grant of a certain

amount was given to a number of men who jumped into the sea from the galleon.”®

1 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 581.
2 TSMA.d. 2363/11, fol. 2a.
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The aforementioned tightrope walker must have been among those beneficiaries who
received a generous grant from the sultan for their shows on that day.”**

Sometimes the actual distributor of the material or social benefaction was the
grand vizier, Damad Ibrahim Pasha. As has been mentioned elsewhere, the text of
Vehbi and its pictorial representations focused on the merits, generosity and power
of the grand vizier, who was represented both in text and image almost as the virtual
host of the imperial festival. On various occasions the grand vizier distributed
benefaction to the festival’s functionaries, performers and to the workmen. Vehbi in
his narrative, highlighted this situation in various episodes, when the sultan was not
physically present at the festival space. As Vehbi mentioned, occasionally the sultan
came late to the festival space at Ok Meydan1 or sometimes he did not participate in
afternoon or night games. On these occasions, the grand vizier acted as his deputy
and he distributed material or social benefaction to various people. Sometimes the
beneficiaries were the festival’s functionaries, such as 22 janissaries, who were
assigned to the festival space on the eleventh day of the festival. Hafiz Mehmed
mentions that after the heavy rain of the day, seeing how janissaries got wet the
grand vizier gave one gold coin and one silver coin to each.”* And sometimes the
beneficiaries were performers such as Haci Sahin and Hac1t Mehmed, whose illusion
show, which was enacted by large baskets on the tenth day of the festival, was so
much appreciated that the grand vizier gave them gold coins in return for their
service.”®®

A particular event that was mentioned in the festival narratives related to this

is worth discussing. On the sixth day of the festival, a silver ewer, filled with gold

7% The document does not mention the number of beneficiaries but it recorded that in totality they
received 23 zolasa (the Ottoman Turkish name given to the Polish silver coin named ziloti), which
was equivalent to 2,070 akg¢e. See TSMA.d. 2363/11, fol. 2a.

" Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Stinnet Diigiinii, 218.

™ Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 218; Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 636.
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coins, was supposed to be hoisted to the top of a tall pole erected on the festival
ground at Okmeydani.”*® Nevertheless, the pole was so high that the workers had to
construct scaffolding, which took three days to complete. Just when the work began,
a slave working for the imperial dockyard approached the officials and said if the
grand vizier would grant him freedom, he could do this task without any scaffolding.
When the grand vizier agreed, the slave climbed up to the pole and hoisted the ewer
to the top. As the slave kept his promise, the grand vizier freed him and gave him
some gold coins. Seeing the generosity of the grand vizier, the slave suddenly uttered
the Islamic testimony of faith and converted to Islam. This greatly pleased the grand
vizier and as a sign of his benevolence he conferred on him the position of a galleon
chieftainship with a daily income of ninety ak¢e and some new clothing.”” In his
textual narrative Vehbi gave almost two pages just for this episode. Indeed,
following the textual narrative, in both illustrated copies, is a double-page painting,
represented the most dramatic moment of this event, which was the hoisting the ewer
to the top of the pole (Fig. A44, A45). Certainly, the insertion of this episode into the
text and image in such a detailed fashion served to emphasize certain qualities of the
grand vizier, such as mercifulness, generosity and benefaction. Whether this episode
took place or not, the author of the siarname and the painters urge us to believe that,
in the 1720 festival, the grand vizier Ibrahim Pasha joined the sultan in the
distribution of the benefaction.

As has been mentioned before, in Ottoman imperial festivals there were
performances of various kinds, enacted by a diverse group of performers who had

different skills. Metin And’s studies are still the most comprehensive sources on

"% This game was one of the indispensible games in Ottoman imperial festivals as one also sees in the
1530, 1582 and 1675 festivals. And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 142.

97 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 565, 566. Hafiz Mehmed however says that the sultan granted him his
freedom. Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 202.
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these performers—wrestlers, acrobats, jugglers, shadow players, fire work
displayers, clowns, animal trainers, puppet players, musicians and dancers.”*® By
drawing on a variety of narrative sources but especially on the accounts of the
European observers of Ottoman festivals, Metin And draws an outline of the most
essential and common types of public performances that were enacted in Ottoman
festivals. Hoisting an ewer to the top of a pole, horse races and cirit races (a game
played on horseback with a stick used as a dart), shows of domesticated and wild
animals, musical and dance performances, acrobatic games such as tightrope walking
and shows displaying the physical strength of the performers, puppet shows and
shadow theatre plays and sumptuous fire work displays were among the most well
known and frequent performances.

It has been assumed that some performers who participated in these shows
had always been organized in a kol (literally meaning “the branch,” refers to the
organization of a group of performers with different skills under the lead of a

master).”*®

Yet, among the lists of performers who made shows during the 1582
festival, such an organization is not seen.?”® Only the musicians were organized in
the form of smaller groups called an assembly (cema ‘at) or a group/body of men
(boliik).B*

By the mid-seventeenth century, however, this organization seems to have
become well established. Evliya Celebi mentions twelve such kol in Istanbul that
made performances during the imperial festivals and celebrations of conquests.®%?

These were made up of 200 or 300 men of different skills including musicians,

singers, dancers, gesture-voice imitators and players. While some kol were

%8 And, 40 Giin 40 Gece.

% Nutku, 1675 Edirne Senligi, 131, n. 8

80 TSMA.d. 10022.

80 TSMA.d. 10022, fol. 8a, 7h.

892 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahamamesi, 1, 307, 308.
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exclusively made up of Jewish or Armenian members, or alternatively of gypsies,
most were composed of mixed religious and social groups. Often, a kol was named
after its founder such as Ahmed kolu, Kapucuoglu Osman kolu, and Baba Nazl1 kolu.
But some continued to function even after the death of its founder since one
encounters the name of some of these kols in sources from different centuries.

Based on the siarnames of the 1675 and 1720 imperial festivals, Metin And
says that there was a tradition that the three most famous kols were performed in the
imperial festivals.?®® According to the sirname of Abdi in the imperial circumcision
1675 festival, three kols performed, namely, the Ahmed, Cevahir and Edirne kolu.
Similarly, for the 1720 imperial festival, Vehbi and Hafiz Mehmed also mentioned
names of three kol, the Bah¢evanoglu, Halil and Edirne kolu. The archival
documents on the 1720 festival reveal that these three kols comprised only a small
part of the hundreds of other performers who came from across the empire. As will
be discussed in detail later, in addition to another kol, which was headed by a certain
Hayalbaz Ismail, there were various smaller scale groups that were made up of five,
ten or twelve performers but which were not organized as a kol.2* Indeed, these
performers seem to have received less payment than their fellows in a kol. Then,
perhaps kol referred to the association of a larger group of performers in a guild-like
organization, with certain rules of entrance, membership and mastership. This might
have been the reason why all kols received exactly the same amount of payment
during the 1720 festival, which was indeed higher than those smaller scale performer

groups.

893 And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 197.
84 BOA. MAD. 4720, 20.

273



5.2 The selection, organization and social composition of performers

Hafiz Mehmed, in his sizrname, mentions that 312 performers, including musicians,
dancers, shadow players, acrobats, wrestlers, jugglers, were registered in the book of
the imperial festival. As he states, upon an imperial order, from the first day of the
festival, some of these were given daily food, and starting from the same day, some
were given daily wages. Moreover, five aghas from the chamber of the grand vizier
were assigned as the ushers of these performers.®% While the information that was
mentioned in Hafiz Mehmed’s narrative was true in some respects, it was limited and
misleading in others. Most significantly, it does not tell about the origins of these
people, how they were brought together, where they stayed or what kind of benefits
they received.

Among the archival documents, the most comprehensive list of performers
of the 1720 festival mentions 526 performers in total, which were divided in nine
main groups.®% It is significant to stress that this number does not include 120
tuliamer®® (clownish attendants responsible for controlling the public, who were
holding greasy bags made of goat leather), and 85 musicians and singers from

|.808

Istanbul.”* For this group of musicians and singers Vehbi’s sirname mentions that

before the start of the festival a group approximately of 80 men, which were headed

85 Hafiz Mehmed, Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 190.

896 \We find this information in both account books of the festival. While in MAD.d. 1284, 20, 21 the
payments that were made for performers was mentioned among various other expenses (including
wages, purchases of items), in MAD.d. 4729, 20 these were separated from the rest and their
payments were noted in a different page. Thus, the information recorded in MAD.d. 4729 seem to be
more easily recognizable.

807 These men had a dual duty of policing, and also entertaining the spectators through clownery
during imperial festivals. Bagpipes in their hands, they were walking around, beating back the
audience when they became too close to the performers and to the dignitaries. They were wearing a
conical hat and a robe made of leather, and holding a bagpipe that was filled with oil.

808 These musicians and singers are mentioned in two archival documents that recorded the exact
numbers of dishes that would be served to various people participating in the imperial banquets during
the festival. Under the term “asitane hanende ve sazendeganlar1” this group of musicians and singers
were conceived as among the officials of the outer palace. See BOA. D.BSM.SRH. 5/47; MAD. d.
1284, 49.
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by Hanendebas1 Burnaz®® Hasan Celebi, started to hold rehearsals at the gardens of
the Imperial Palace, at an assigned place in front of Yali Koskii.®*° This group of
musicians and singers seem to have held a prestigious position among all other
performers because, in the archival documents they were clearly differentiated from
the rest. Indeed, during the course of the festival this group attended the imperial

banquets with the members of the outer palace personnel®

rather than sharing tables
of other performers. Apart from this group, 65 musicians from the Imperial Band
also performed in the festival.?*? Similar to the aforementioned singers and musicians
this group was also mentioned separately in all related documents. Altogether all of
these performing groups comprised 796 people. So, Hafiz Mehmed seems to have
omitted more than a half of these performers.

If we turn to the account book’s mention of 526 performers, one sees that
their daily wages were calculated on a group basis system for the duration of their
work.®™ The first four groups were organized in a kol. As will be discussed below,
each one of these kol participated in the festival with a number of performers ranging
between 40 and 27. When one remembers the mention of Evliya Celebi saying that
such kols were often made up of 200 or 300 members, then quite possibly only some

selected members of the organization performed in the 1720 festival. Other groups

that one encounter in the list were classified according to the skills of the performers.

809 The head of the group of musicians and singers Burnaz Hasan Celebi’s nickname comes from his
notable physical characteristic, from his large nose. Ersu Pekin in his forthcoming article indicates
that he was also referred to as Enfi in some other sources, another nickname that referred to his opium
addiction. Parallel to his nickname, both Ibrahim and Levni depicted him with a notably large, hooked
nose. | am thankful to Ersu Pekin for sharing this forthcoming article with me. See Pekin,
“Surname’nin Miizigi,” 478.

810 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 470. Giilru Necipoglu mentions the ceremonial uses of Yali késkii in her
seminal book on Topkap1 Palace. This kiosk at the shoreline of the imperial palace was initially
constructed in the reign of Bayezid Il as a site for seeing the sailing of the Ottoman navy. Besides this
function, the kiosk was used for the acclamation rituals that were held during the first days of two
religious festivals and for reception ceremonies. See Necipoglu, 15 ve 16. Yiizyilda Topkap: Sarayt,
296, 297.

811 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 5/47.

812 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/9.

83 BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 20; MAD.d. 1284, 20, 21.
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For example, while poets and mazrak players (refers to kind of combat game, which
was played with a mace and shield) were mentioned altogether in one group, the
musicians, singers and jugglers comprised another group in the list.

Interestingly, all performers seem to have received wages for a different
number of days. As seen in Table 21, the longest duration was for members of the
Baggevan kolu with 27 days and the shortest was for a group referred to as tiryakiyan
(literally means addicts), with one day. Quite interestingly, with the exception of the
Baggevan kolu, the payment started on the third day of the festival and continued for
one more week after the official end of the festival on 15 Zi’l-hicce 1132 (18
October, 1720). One may surmise that highly possibly those performers stayed at the
imperial city one week after the end of the festival so they continued to receive
payments. Yet, the reason why they did not receive payment for the first and second
day of the festival remains unknown to us.

The daily wages of these groups ranged between one and a half guris, and
four and a half guris. For most of these, the payments were made on a group-based
system, so this amount must have been distributed among the members of the group.
As seen in Table 21, there are two exceptions to this payment system. One is the
group of dancers, musicians and jugglers that comprised 205 performers in total.
Their payment was made per person; accordingly each performer in this group
received a three-akc¢e daily wage, lower than any other performers mentioned in the
list. This group must have comprised performers who were organized in smaller
scale workshops made up of two, five or a dozen members. The second exception is
the group of tiryakiyan (literally meaning addicts, refers both to opium, tobacco,

coffee addicts as well as voice/mimic imitators pretending to be an addict).
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Table 21. Name, Number, Daily Wage of Performers®*

Name of the group Number of | Duration of Number of | Amount of Total
performers | work days daily wage payment for
the group

Baggevan Kol 40 18 Zi’l-ka ‘de- 27 3 guris 81 gurius
15 Zi’l-hicce

Hayalbazan Isma ‘il 40 20 Zi'l-ka ‘de - 25 3 guris 75 guris
15 Zi’l-hicce

Cengiyan Halil Kol 40 20 Zi'l-ka ‘de - 25 3 guris 75 guris
15 Zi’l-hicce

Cengiyan Edirne Koli | 27 20 Zi'l-ka‘'de- | 25 3 guris 50.5°
15 Zi’I-hicce gurus

Poets®™® 40 22Zi'l-ka'de- |8 4.5 guriis 398 gurus

(Sa ‘iran) 29 Zi'l-ka‘de

Mace and shield game | 25
players (Matrakciyan)

Boy dancers®® 10 22 Zi'l-ka‘'de- | 8 1.5 guriis 12.5 guriis
(Kogekciler) 29 Zi'l-ka‘de

Violin players 10

(Kemaniler)

Dancers, musicians 205 27 Zi’l-ka ‘de - 2 3 akce 1,230 ajge
and jugglers 28 Zi’l-ka ‘de (per one

(Cengiyan ve sazende person)®'°

ve hokkabaz)

Singers 40 24 Zi’l-ka ‘de - 6 3 guriis 18.5 guriis
(Hanandegan) 29 Zi'lka ‘de

Addicts®® 49 24 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1 1 guriis per | 49 guris
(Tiryakiyan) person %!

Addicts were also part of the social life and due to their foolishness and clownery
they were often called into festive occasions. Universally, in festive occasions and
carnivals, the fool theme symbolized a form of gay festive wisdom free from all

norms, social restrictions, and seriousness.? As these men were enacting abnormal

814 In this Table | have followed the ordinance that was recorded in BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 20 where a
spate page was dedicated solely for wages of the performers. The same information with slight
differences was also recorded in the other account book yet, there the wages of performers were
mentioned altogether with all other groups. In addition, in this book the wages were recorded in akge.
See also MAD.d. 1284, 20-21.

815 Normally it should be 51 guriis, but was written 50.5 in the account book. BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 20.
815 1n BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 20 these two groups were recorded altogether yet, in MAD.d. 1284, 20
they were mentioned separately.

8171t should have been 36 guriis, but was written 39 in BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 20.

818 In BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 20 these two groups were recorded together yet in MAD.d. 1284, 20 they
were mentioned separately.

819 1t reads “beher nefere 3 akce.” BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 20.

820 Although this group did not receive a daily wage rather was given a royal donation of one guriis
per person after their shows, in MAD.d. 4729, 20 this group was mentioned in the wage list of the
performers. For this reason | have also included addicts to the Table.

821 It reads “beher nefere 1 guriis” BOA. MAD.d. 4729, 20.

822 Bakhtin in his seminal book on carnivals draws attention to the universality and permanence of this
theme in the festive occasions. For instance, Rabellais for the sixteenth century France and Goethe for
the nineteenth century Italian carnivals noted the existence of the foolishness and clownery in
carnivalesque spirit. See Bakthin, Rabelais and His World, 260.
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behaviors while they were under the influence of drugs such as opium, they
“permitted the people to see the world with foolish eyes.”®?® Thus, even if they did
not enact a musical, theatrical, sportive and dance performance, their behaviors were
just like a performance in themselves and thus, their acts were also described in the
contemporary sources as things to be seen.

In the 1582, 1675 and 1720 imperial circumcision festival one sees the
presence of a group of addicts, which were described in detail by the sirname
authors. Some of these men who were referred to in the archival and narrative
sources as addicts might have been imitators pretending to be addicts. For example,
Evliya Celebi mentions that in the mid-seventeenth century Istanbul, there was a
certain mimic/voice imitator named Surna Ahmed Celebi who was specialized in
making a parody of an addict in his shows. This indicates that this “fool theme”
appealed particularly to the seventeenth-century city dwellers. In addition to that, in
the seventeenth century the addict had also become one of the stock characters in the
shadow theatre.®* Parallel to that, as will be mentioned below, among the members
of Edirne kolu who participated in the 1720 festival, there was a certain performer
that was referred to as the addict. Thus, he must have been one of those mimic/voice
imitators specialized in enacting behaviors of an addict.

Signifying the great appeal of their performance in the 1720 festival, on the
fifth and fourteenth days of the festival, there were shows of addicts. The coexistence
of the choreographic and spontaneous aspects in these shows once again raises the
possibility that among this group some might have been performers. Their show on
the fifth day of the festival began with a kind of theatrical play enacting a scene set

in the coffeehouses of Siileymaniye. Then, it continued with one member’s recitation

823 Bakthin, Rabelais and His World, 260.
824 Nutku, “Clowns at Ottoman Festivities.”

278



of a passage from the Sahname (The Book of the Kings). Thereafter, as some were
under the influence of drugs a snake trainer approached and threw snakes over them,
which greatly scared addicts and instantly they started to scream, jump and run.
Vehbi devoted two pages for narrating this almost brutal show. From his narrative, it
emerges that the addicts’ abnormal behavior when talking, drinking coffee and
moving or running was a source of ridicule and laughter for the audience.?” Besides
the textual narrative, Levni also represented pictorially the most dramatic moment of
their show, the snake show (Fig. A46). On the fourteenth day of the festival, addicts
were placed into a giant galleon that moved on land with sumptuous firework shows.
Addicts were screaming and running with the explosions of fireworks, and this scene
was a source of joy (keyfiyyet) for the audience.®?® Either after the first long show or
after their second performance, addicts received a generous donation from the sultan,
more than any of the other performers. According to the account book of the festival
for a one-day performance, they received one guriy in ‘am (a gift, a donation) per
person, which was equivalent to 120 ak¢e.®*’

The account books note that the total amount of payments that were made to
all performers was 500,367 akce.®?® These registers also include information on skills
of those performers. A petition to the sultan by the superintendent of the festival that
asked for permission for the distribution of the daily food to the performers provides
more information on that matter. In this document, the performers were divided into

13 groups according to their skills including musicians and singers, dancers, shadow

825 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 546, 547.

826 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 672.

827 In BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 20, the payment that was made for this group was referred to as in ‘am,
literally meaning a royal gift or donation. Yet, in MAD.d. 4729, 20 this term was not used.

828 The total amount that was paid for performers was mentioned also in last part of the complete
account book of the festival (MAD.d. 1284), in a summary format without differentiating each
particular group. Moreover, in a separate document, possibly an excerpt from a draft register, one sees
the same summary expense list. See BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 77-78 and D.BSM. SRH. 8/9.
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players, puppet players, jugglers, performers displaying their strength and fire
performers, poets, violin and tambourine players, boy dancers, animal trainers
(including bear, snake, long tailed monkey and monkey trainers), wrestlers, fasbaz (a
kind of a juggler who was performing with bowls) and water dispensers.®® This list
represents the most detailed skill-based classification of performers who participated
in the 1720 festival. Yet, understanding their identities from this list is not very easy.
As will be discussed in detail below, some of these performers’ places of origin were

mentioned in some other documents.

5.2.1 Identifying the performers at the festival

Although archival documents often pursue a skill-based categorization of the
performers of the festival, in a few documents, the names and nicknames of some of
the performers were also mentioned. Most interestingly, these documents provide
very detailed information on members of Edirne kolu.®®® While a master performer
whose name was Mehmed headed this kol, other members seem to have been
composed of men from various religious affiliations, including Jews and Muslims.
Here, one speculates whether these were gypsies or not. Gypsies’ involvement in

831 especially in music and dancing is well known in the literature.®*

performing arts,
This is also seen in the official documents as early as the first decades of the
sixteenth century. For example, in a lengthy tax register dating from 1522-23 that

recorded the taxation principles of gypsies who were living at Rumeli province of the

829 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/6. The document dates 16 Zi'lka ‘de 1132.

80 The names of the members of Edirne kolu were mentioned in a number of documents. BOA.
D.BSM. SRH. 1/138; 1/145; 1/151; MAD.d. 6889, 7.

831 By saying performing arts | follow the general definition of Richard Schechner that designates
music, dance and theatre but it is worth mentioning that Schechner also highlights that this may vary
culturally and historically. Schechner, Performance Studies, 25.

832 Marushiakova and Popov, Gypsies in the Ottoman Empire, 34-42; Idem, “Gypsy Musicians and
Performances in the Ottoman Lands,” 327-341; Ginio, “Neither Muslims nor Zimmis,” 139; also see
Kogu, Eski Istanbul'da Meyhaneler, 61-74.
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empire, most of them were referred to as musicians.®*® Apart from that, until the late
eighteenth century, gypsies were used in the Ottoman army as units that compried
the military band. In return, this service provided them status and certain tax
privileges.®** Some contemporary sources indicate that there were also non-gypsy
groups, both Muslims and non-Muslims, who were active in music and dance. For
example, when describing 12 kol from mid-seventeenth century Istanbul, Evliya
Celebi noted that some groups were composed predominantly of gypsies, while
others did not have any gypsy members.®%® In the archival documents on the 1720
festival, none of the performers was identified as gypsy (kibt7 or ¢ingene).®*® This
stands in contrast to what is seen in a document that mentions the performers of the
1582 imperial festival, where a group of 33 performers were referred to as gypsies
(kibriyan).®*" Recent research on the legal and social status of gypsies in the Ottoman
lands has shown that the Ottoman official terminology often tended to differentiate
gypsies (both Muslim and non—Muslim gypsies) from other groups. In court records,
their ethnic identity was always specified.®® Perceived against this background, the
absence of a mention of gypsies in the related archival documents on the 1720
imperial festival is interesting. Indeed, the clerks who were keeping these archival

records clearly differentiated the Jews and the Christians from the Muslims. Perhaps

833 Cited in Marushiakova and Popov, “Gypsy Musicians and Performances,” 332, n. 15.

84 Marushiakova and Popov, Gypsies in the Ottoman Empire, 34, 35; Ginio, “Neither Muslims nor
Zimmis,” 139, n. 31, 32.

835 Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, |, 307, 308.

836 These were the terms that were typically used in the Ottoman official language referring to the
gypsies. Actually, both terms originated from the Greek terminology yiftos and atsingani,
respectively. The first term, kibt7 actually means the Egyptian and it refers to the common belief in the
Europe on the gypsies’ Egyptian origin. Eyal Ginio in his article on the legal status of gypsies in
Ottoman lands draws attention to the fact that interestingly Ottomans did not adopt the Islamic terms
that was used for gypsies rather, they appropriated the Byzantine terminology. See Ginio, “Neither
Muslims nor Zimmis,” 131.

8T TMSA.d. 10022, fol. 8a.

88 Ginio, “Neither Muslims nor Zimmis”.
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the clerks of the festival omitted this information, but it is also possible that the
performers in this festival simply did not have such an ethnic affiliation.

When we return to the Edirne kolu, it is seen that this kol was made up of
men of different skills, including musicians, dancers, mimic-gesture imitators,
reciters and clowns. In this respect, the composition of a kol seems to have been
similar to what Evliya Celebi had described in the mid-seventeenth century.
Although in the pictorial representations of the festival the Edirne kolu is not seen,
two other kol that participated in the festival are depicted. According to the narrative
of Vehbi, in the nighttime shows of the sixth day, Baggevan kolu and Halil kolu gave
performances. While members of Baggevan kolu enacted dancing and musical
performances, some members displayed acrobatic skills on a tightrope and others
gave shows on a ferris wheel, a swing or a carousel. Halil kolu, on the other hand,
gave a musical and dance performance named the Persian play/dance (‘Acem
oyunu).®%® In the paintings of Ibrahim (Fig. A47) and Levni (Fig. A48) on a floating
raft that was depicted on upper side of the recto page one sees this theatrical play put
on display by the members of Halil kolu. In both paintings one sees musicians and
different players in the same raft. As the textual narrative relates, players were
dressed in outfits of Shiraz (Sirazi kiyafet), and the head of the kol was holding a
Persian style napkin (mendil-i ‘Acemane) in his hand.®*° In Ibrahim’s painting one
sees this exact moment, as he depicted a player who was wearing clogs and holding a
napkin in his hand. Thus, the pictorial representation further substantiates the claim
that these groups were composed of men of different skills. As seen in Table 22,
from the forenames of the members of Edirne kolu, one can also grasp their actual

skills. Twelve members were musicians specialized in different instruments, most

89 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 574-576.
80 |pid. 576.
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commonly tambourine, and also violin, lute and nefr (a kid of a tube).®** Six
members were dancers and one member was a male dancer dressed as a women.
Two members were mimic-gesture imitators, one member was mentioned as an
addict possibly referring to a voice/mimic imitator making a parody of an addict and

three members were referred to as clowns who performed with a slapstick or sword.

Table 22. Names and Skills of Edirne Kolu Members®*

Name / Nickname

Skill

Mehmed The head of the kol (Kol bast)
Ahmed Sweet/darling (?) (Seker [?])
Uveys Nefir player (Nefii)

Samed Kemani (Violin player)

Yasef Tanburi (Lute player)

Matalon®? Tambourine Player (Da’irezan)
Yakov Tambourine Player (Da 'irezan)
(The fat) Sigsman Tambourine Player (Da 'irezan)
Sahin Tambourine Player (Dairezan)
Ali Mimic or voice imitator (Mukallid)

Other (Diger) Yakov

Tambourine Player (Dairezan)

Kemal

Tambourine Player (Da 'irezan)

Ahmed Addict (Tiryaki)

Mehmed Nefir player (Nefrezan)

Sahin Male dancer (Rakkas)

Giimiig Male dancer (Rakkas)

Young (Kiigiik) Mehmed Male dancer (Rakkas)

Old (Biiyiik) Mehmed Male dancer (Rakkas)

Elmas Male dancer (Rakkas)

Musa Male dancer (Rakkas)

Atiyas Tambourine Player (Da irezan)

Other (Diger) Yakov

Tambourine Player (Da 'irezan)

Mehmed

Clown with a slapstick or sword (Pusatct)

Musa Clown with a slapstick or sword (Pusatcr)
Adem Clown with a slapstick or sword (Pusatcr)
Veli Male player acting a female part (Zenne)
Ishak Mimic or voice imitator (Mukallid)

Archival documents also reveal the identities of nine puppet players and ten wrestlers

who came from Salonika. Actually, the number of puppet players was ten, but a

841 Nefir was a kind of tube that denoted a musical instrument that was used until two centuries ago.
Redhouse, Redhouse Sozliigii, 875. Evliya Celebi mentions that in the mid-seventeenth century in
Istanbul there were 15 nefir players. Yet, he mentions that it was played with a clarinet made of reed
(kamus sipsi). See Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, 1, 305. On nefir also see Gogek,
“Nefir,” 525.

%2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/138; 1/145; 1/151; MAD.d. 6889, 7.

83 In the document it was written as Matalom, but this does not seem as a meaningful name or
surname. Yet, there is a Spanish-Jewish name as Matalon, so | assume that the original name might
have ended with the letter n and thus | have preferred this version. | am thankful for the invaluable
helps of my friend, Hadar Feldman Samet who is a Ph.D. Candidate at University of Jerusalem in
deciphering the Jewish names and family names, which were frequently mentioned in the archival
documents.
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margin note in a document indicates that a Jewish player named Sahin died on his
way to Istanbul.®** Although nine players were mentioned specifically as puppet
players, their forenames reveal that they had different skills. Interestingly, there were
tambourine players, a violin player, a puppet player, and a voice/mimic imitator
among that group of puppet players. This composition implies that these puppet
players from Salonika could have been a small workshop that included men of
different skills. Seven members of this small workshop were Jewish, as it was noted
underneath their names.®*

As far as the wrestlers from Salonika are concerned among this group of
performers, who bear exclusively Muslim names, there were two acrobats, one
juggler, and the rest were mentioned simply as the wrestler.2* Understanding the
skill of this group of wrestlers is not very easy because the term pehlivan, the
wrestler, seems to have been used widely as a forename to identify a large group of
performers including acrobats, all kinds of illusionists and jugglers, performers
displaying their strength and some other types of performers. In the archival
documents on the performers of the 1582 festival, for example, except for the
musicians, most of the other performers were referred to as the wrestler. Thanks to
the detailed categorization of the scribes, we can understand that some of these
wrestlers were acrobats, some were men displaying strength, some were jugglers,
and some were shadow players.®*’ Similarly, Evliya Celebi defined a large group of

performers, mostly acrobats and various jugglers as wrestlers.?*® Although in the

84 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/172 (bottom right): “Selanikden gelen yigirmi neferiii tokuz neferi kayd
olunub ta‘yTnati verilmisdir bir nefer yahudi mord olub balada tahrir olunan on nefer dahi kayd
olunmagla iktiza iden ta‘yInat1 verilmesi babinda ferman devletlii sa ‘adetlii sultanim hazretlerinifidir
fi 27 Sevval 1132.”

5 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/162; 1/166; MAD.d. 6889, 15.

86 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/162; 1/172; MAD.d. 6889, 8.

#T TSMA.d. 10022, fol. 7a, 7b, 8a.

88 Evliya Celebi, Evliya Celebi Seyahamamesi, |, 299, 308.
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archival documents on the 1720 festival the term wrestler was not as extensively
used as the aforementioned examples, the composition of this group of wrestlers
from Salonika indicates that the generic usage of the term was still evident in the
early eighteenth century. Apart from the puppet players and wrestlers, more
performers had arrived from Salonika. A document mentions nine tightrope walkers
and ten singers from Salonika.?*® Unfortunately, however, their names and skills
were not mentioned in any of the remaining documents, in the same way as other
performers who came from other cities or towns.

In addition to the performers of Istanbul, Edirne and Salonika, various others
came to the imperial city to partake in the imperial circumcision festival. This seems
to have happened in two different ways. After the arrival of the imperial order
announcing the sultan’s staging of an imperial festival, the governors of some cities
or towns sent performers to the imperial city, and more interestingly some others
arrived by themselves. As has been mentioned above, siirnames mention the
participation of the Egyptian performers who had been sent by the previous governor
general of Egypt for the imperial festival.®° There were others who were
incorporated in the festival’s program by a similar process.

A petition written by an acrobat whose name was Mahmud of Vidin
exemplifies the process of the governors’ sending forth the performers to the
imperial capital city. As it was mentioned in the petition of Mahmud, when the
sultan’s imperial order arrived in Vidin, announcing the sultan’s imperial
circumcision festival that would began in September, the governor of Vidin Mehmed

Pasha immediately sent Mahmud’s workshop to the imperial capital city. Mahmud

#9 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/28.
80 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 485.
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and his workshop (karhane), which was made up of 12 performers arrived at first in
Edirne and then they were directly sent by Bostancibasi Agha to the capital city.®>*

In the latter case, that is to say, arriving in the capital city voluntarily seems
to have been much more pronounced, at least among the surviving group of archival
documents. There are a number of petitions of performers who came voluntarily
from distant provinces to participate in the festival. Obviously, staging a show during
the festival of the sultan was something extremely beneficial. These men were given
daily allowances in kind, received a certain wage, partook in the imperial banquets
and a lucky few could also obtain grants from the sultan or from higher ranking
dignitaries. This must also have been a great opportunity to show their skills and
talents, through which the performer could also find patronage. This voluntary
incorporation of performers also signifies their active involvement in the festival’s
program. The planners of the festival seem to have been flexible on that matter so
that various performers could find a place in the daily schedule of the festival. Then,
perhaps the Ottoman officials were not very strict in their attitude towards
programming a courtly planned and sponsored imperial festival.

If we return to the petitions, acrobats Abdi and Mehmed from Rusguk stated
in their petition that, as they had heard about the imperial order of the sultan, they
arrived to the imperial city to pay their respects and to prostrate themselves humbly
before the sultan. They asked to be registered in the book of the festival with their

colleagues and to receive their daily allowances.®** The petitions of six acrobats from

81 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/155: “Devletlii merhametlii sultanim hazretleri sag olsun. Bu kullar1
Vidin’de sakin ip canbazlarindan olub Vidin valisi Mehemmed Pasa hazretleri sevketlii padisahimiziii
stir-1 hiimaytni vardir deyii ‘icaleten bu kullar1 bir hakir kendim mecmu‘ on iki nefer canbaz tekmil
karhanem Edirne’ye geliib ve Edirne’de bostancibasi aga dahi ‘icaleten bu tarafa irsal idiib, sa’ir
kullarina ihsan buyurduklari ta‘yinat tizere lizerlerimize ta‘yin aga basi defterine ilhak ve ta‘yinlerimiz
sadaka ve ihsan buyurulmak babinda ferman devletlii sa‘adetlii sultanim hazretlerinindir. Bende
canbaz Mahmud.”

%2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 3/183: “Devletlii merhametlii sultanim hazretleri sag olsun. Bu kullar1 ipte
oynar canbaz fukaralarindan olmagla siir-1 hiimaytin i¢lin sadir olan ferman-1 ‘alt mucibince Rusguk
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Iznikmid, three acrobats from Vize, two fire players from Ismail Gegidi and an
unnamed acrobat’s petition also indicate that they came to the imperial city with a
similar process.®® As some of these performers were registered with their exact
place of origin, it is possible to come up with a city/town-based classification for at
least some of them.

Table 23. City-Based Classification of Performers®™*

Name of the city or town Total number of performers and their skills

Edirne 27 performers from Edirne kol:, 7 wrestlers,
shadow players, 29 singers

Sofia (today in Bulgaria) Shadow players,™ acrobats, 5 zorbaz (performers
who were exerting their strength during shows)

Salonica (today in Greece) 9 puppet players, 10 wrestlers, 10 singers, 9
tightrope walkers

Ismail Gegidi®™® (today in Bulgaria) 4 acrobats, 2 fire players (atesbaz)

Nigbolu (today in Bulgaria) Acrobats

Vidin (today in Bulgaria) 25 acrobats

Vize® (a town near to Kirklareli) 4 acrobats

Rusguk (today in Romania) 12 acrobats

Iznikmid (today in Turkey) 6 zorbaz

Serez (today in Romania) A zorbaz °°

Bender (today in Romania) 2 zorbaz

Plevne (today in Bulgaria) 2 acrobats

Bane®™ (today in Bulgaria) 1 acrobat

Cairo (Misir-1 kahire) 12 players (lu‘betbaz)

As seen in Table 23, except for the Egyptian performers, interestingly, all others
exclusively came from the western provinces of the empire. Contrary to this

situation, in the 1582 and 1675 circumcision festivals many performers came from

tarafindan hakipaya ‘azimet ve yiiz siire geldik merahim-i ‘alilerinden merctadir ki bu kullariniii haline
merhameten sa’ire ihsan buyurilan yevmiyatdan ihsan ve sur-1 himayin defterine ilhak ve kayd
buyurulib miiriir olunmak babinda ferman sa‘adetli sultanim hazretlerinifidir. Bende pehlivan ‘Abdi
ustalar1 nefera 6, bende Mehmed (?) nefera 6.”

853 Respectively, these petitions can be seen in BOA. DBSM. SRH. 9/58; 2/48; 1/144; 2/17.

84 This list comprises a large part of the performers who came from distant provinces. Although for
some groups the exact number is not known, others make up almost more than the half of the total,
which is 236. For the preparation of this table, a number of petitions and lists are used including BOA.
D.BSM. SRH. 1/138; 1/144; 1/151; 2/47; 2/48; 2/155; 3/53; 3/183; 7/100; 9/28; 9/58.

85 In two lists that were possibly kept by clerks of the superintendent of the festival, six shadow
players from Edirne and Sofia, and ten acrobats from Sofia, Ismail Gegidi and Nigbolu were
mentioned all together. So, it is not possible to understand the exact number of those performers for
each city except four acrobats who were from Ismail Gegidi. D.BSM. SRH. 1/138; 1/145; for Ismail
Gegidi acrobat’s mention see D.BSM. SRH. 7/100.

86 A stationary place (menzil) at Silistre province of the empire.

87 \/ize was a sub-province (sancak) at the western part of the empire including districts (kaza )
Vize, Hayrabolu, Birgoz (Liileburgaz), Baba-Eski, Corlu, Kirkkilise, Eregli, Silivri, Terkos, Incegiiz
under its territory.

88 The number is not specified D.BSM. SRH. 4/5.

89 Bane was a small town under the territory of Vidin sub-province at the western part of the empire.
See Bilge “Macaristanda Osmanli Hakimiyetinin Kurulmasi,” 34.
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the Arab provinces. For instance, in a book of registers on the 1582 festival a group
of 50 sub-Saharan Africans (cema ‘at-i siyah ‘arablar) were recorded.®® In another
document of the same festival, it was additionally recorded that 16 performers came
from Damascus.®®! For the 1675 festival on the other hand, Abdi and Hazerfen
Hiiseyin mention the participation of various performers including players, jugglers,
firework masters who were sent from Egypt.®® Indeed, Hazerfen Hiiseyin Efendi
refers to these as Misir kolu, which implies an organization of a large group of
performers of different skills.®®® Nevertheless, in the 1720 festival there were only 12
performers coming from Arab provinces, indeed exclusively from Cairo. Although
the documents do not explain the reason behind this difference, still one may surmise
that this must have been related to the strict timeline of the festival. As has been
mentioned elsewhere, the imperial order for the announcement of the imperial
festival was issued in late July 1720 and the inauguration of the festival was on the
eigteenth of September. Thus, there was only a one and half month period in-
between. In contrast, the announcement of the 1675 festival for instance, was made
six months before.®®* Thus, contrary to the previous examples in the 1720 festival,
the decision seem to have been rather abruptly made, which left a very limited time
for provisioning, preparations and programming Even if one assumes that the
sultan’s decree for the 1720 festival could have arrived in the Arab provinces by the
second week of August, this still gives a relatively short time for its public
announcement and for the departure of performers for Istanbul. Indeed, archival

documents show that even those 12 Egyptian performers who were sent directly by

%9 TSMA.d. 10022, fol. 8a.

%L TSMA.d. 10104.

82 Arslan, Osmanl: Saray Diigiinleri ve Senlikleri, v. 4-5, 488, 4809.

83 The last part of the text, which is on the 1675 festival, is transcribed by Mehmet Arslan. See
Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri ve Senlikleri, v. 4-5, 575, 600.

864 Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri ve Senlikleri, v. 4-5, 483.
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Ali Pasha, the previous governor general of Egypt, arrived to the imperial city just
three days before the start of the festival. Accordingly, the distribution of their daily
allowances began on 12 Zi I-ka ‘de 1132 (15 September, 1720).8%° Thus, perhaps
logistical difficulties arising from the strict schedule of the festival was one of the
reasons for which performers of the 1720 festival came almost exclusively from the

western provinces of the empire.

5.2.2 Daily allowances of the performers, their registration in the book of the
festival and their participation to the imperial banquets

Besides receiving wages, performers were also given a certain amount of daily food
before and during the course of the festival. Various documents show that, until the
start of the festival these people were residing at the Elgi Hani (literally, the Inn of
Ambassadors).®® Their allowances consisted of mutton, plain butter, rice and two
loaves of breads per day. As one document indicates, the ratio for performers’
allowances was based on the amount of the allowances, which were distributed to the
levend, the irregular military forces that were recruited for the military campaigns.®’
As the account books of the festival show, the daily amount of these foodstuffs per
performers was 100 dirhem®® rice (320.7 gr), 100 dirhem mutton (320.7 gr), 25
dirhem clarified butter (80 gr) and two loaves of breads. As Table 24 shows, the

account books of the festival mention that in totality 236 performers received daily

85 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 3/53.

8% The khan was built as a part of Atik Ali Pasha complex at Cemberlitas in the early sixteenth
century, which could not reach today. The khan was used as the resident place of many ambassadors
during their stay at Istanbul. Various ambassadors mentioned this khan in their travel accounts. See
Eyice, “El¢i Han1,” 15-18. For archival documents including this information BOA. D.BSM. SRH.
1/138; 1/180; 2/48.

%7 BOA. D.BSM.SRH. 1/151: “...... sefer-i hiimaytinda tahrir olunan levendana verilen ta‘yinata
mukabil her neferata ....”

88 One dirhem in Ottoman standard was equivalent to 3.207 gr. See Inalcik, “Weights and Measures,”
988.
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allowances.®® Given the fact that the total number of all performers was 526, and
then the remaining 290 performers must have been the residents of the imperial city,
as they did not receive daily allowances.

Table 24. Distribution of Daily Allowances to Performers

Starting Date of the Distribution of Number of Men and Their Place of Total Number
Daily Allowances Origin or Skill
19 Sevval 27 members from Edirne kolu, 7 50

wrestlers from Edirne, 6 shadow
theatre players from Edirne and Sofya,
10 acrobats from Ismail Gegidi,
Sofya, and Nigbolu.

22 Sevval 2 zorbaz from Bender, 4 acrobats 12
from Ismail Gegidi, 4 acrobats from
Iznikmid, zorbaz Ahmed and his

apprentice
25 Sevval 9 puppet players from Salonika, and 10
wrestler Hasan
27 Sevval 10 wrestlers, 2 fire players, 2 poets 14
28 Sevval 5 dancers 5
4 Zi’l-ka ‘de Acrobat Ahmed Bese and his 2
colleague
11 Zi’l-ka ‘de Acrobat Hasan and his colleague 2
12 Zi’l-ka ‘de Wrestler Hasan and his colleagues 4
13 Zi’l-ka ‘de Acrobats from Ismail Gegidi 12
13 Zi’l-ka ‘de Acrobats and singers 12
15 Zi’l-ka ‘de The Egyptian performers 12
20 Zi'l-ka ‘de Dancers, acrobats, jugglers 35
1 Zi’l-hicce Acrobats, dancers, fire players 66

As seen in Table 24, the distribution of daily food to the performers who came from
distant provinces seems to have started in the last week of August, on 19 Sevval 1132
(24 August, 1720).8”° The first arriving group of performers to the capital city was
composed of 50 men that included the members of Edirne kolu (27 performers),
seven wrestlers from Edirne, six shadow theater players from Edirne, Sofya, Ismail
Gecidi and ten acrobats from Ismail Gecidi, Sofya, Nigbolu.®”* After that date
newcomers seem to have been added to the superintendent’s lists and their
allowances were given accordingly. As Table 24 shows, additions to the book
continued even after the start of the festival, as some performers began to receive

daily allowances after the official end of public celebrations at Okmeydani, as late on

89 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 26, 27; MAD.d. 4728, 16-18.
§0 BOA. D.BSM SRH. 1/138; MAD.d. 4729, 16-18; MAD.d. 1284, 27-28.
81 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/138.
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1 Zi’I-hicce (4 October, 1720).27% These performers must have enacted their shows at
the Imperial Palace given that between 1 and 6 Zi’/-hicce (4-9 October, 1720) the
ritual of the circumcision of the city boys and the performances of dancers and
musicians continued there.®”

As has been mentioned above, most of these men were voluntary participants
who came to the capital city by themselves. Thus, after their arrival, they wrote
petitions to the sultan asking to be registered in the superintendent’s list and the
distribution of their daily allowances. Interestingly, it is possible to trace from the
daily allowances lists of the superintendent of the festival the names of some
performers who sent petitions to the sultan. For instance, a fire player Dervis Osman
with his two colleagues, and a master wrestler/strength performer (zistad zorbaz
pehliivan) Ahmed from Iznikmid, with his five colleagues petitioned the sultan for
their registration in the book of the imperial festival.®”* Two lists that must have been
kept by the clerks of the superintendent of the festival show that these performers
were registered in the book of the festival and started to receive their daily
allowances by 1 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1132 (4 October, 1720).57

Another such example is the aforementioned petition of the acrobat Mahmud
and his twelve colleagues from Vidin, who wanted to be registered in the book of
festival and receive daily allowances. A note that was inserted into his petition
mentions that on 13 Zi'l-ka ‘de (16 September, 1720), he and his colleagues started to
receive their allowances.®”® We encounter the name of Mahmud of Vidin also in an

undated list including the names of 103 performers and five officials that were

82 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 28; D.BSM. SRH. 7/100; 7/111.
873 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 680.

84 BOA. D.BSM.SRH. 1/144; 9/58 respectively.

§° BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/100; 7/111.

88 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 2/155.
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assigned by the court.®’’

As Mahmud and his colleagues had started to receive
allowances by 13 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1132 (16 September, 1720), this list must have been
prepared afterwards as an updated document to include the names of the newly
added performers to the book of the festival.

As the imperial festival started on 15 Zi’[-ka ‘de 1132 (18 September, 1720),
as did the imperial banquets that were held in honor of the guests. Archival
documents show that each day the performers of the festival, both those who came
from distant provinces and the residents of Istanbul, attended these imperial
banquets. A petition written by the superintendent of the festival is particularly
interesting for that matter. In the petition, the superintendent asked the royal
permission for performers to attend to the imperial banquets. Accordingly, when the
festival began 449 performers (including musicians, dancers, singers, jugglers,
animal trainers, fire players) that were in the chamber of the head of the imperial
guards (bostancibasi) would be served food at 44 dining spreads. Each dining spread
was composed of 10 people and two of these were reserved for 20 officials who
acted as the ushers of the performers.2’® The same information is also found in one of
the account books of the festival, in the section that recorded the number of dining
spreads that were reserved for various guests and officials when they attended the
imperial banquets.®”

In both documents, the number of performers attracts attention. As has been
mentioned before, the total number of performers was 526, so the question is why
only 449 men attended the imperial banquets. Although archival documents, or

surnames of the festival are silent on this matter, one may think that this might have

been related to the fact that some groups took the stage just one time during the

87 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/28.
8 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 6/2.
89 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 42.
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course of the festival. For example, 49 addicts who were counted among those 526
performers in the account books of the festival held a show solely on the fifth and
fourteenth day of the festival.®® Thus, it is possible to think that these performers did
not attend the imperial banquets.

In the detailed menu of the imperial banquets, which was divided into five
categories according to the hierarchical organization of the guests and attendants, the
performers of the festival were mentioned among the group of the lower-ranking
festival functionaries. As has been discussed before, firework masters, torchbearers,
the group of policemen, water dispensers, fuliimct, musicians and other such
groups® tasted the same menu throughout the festival. Their menu was composed of
five different dishes that included boiled rice prepared with butter or meat fat, and a
dish of sweetened rice colored with saffron, soup, stews meat and stewed marrow.

The musicians and singers of Istanbul (asitane hanande ve sazendeganlari),
composed of 85 people, on the other hand, were attending the banquets with another
group, which was made up of the officials working in the outer palace.®®* We learn
this from another document that listed the amount of tables and dishes that would be
served to the inner and outer palace personnel during the imperial banquets.®® The
document also mentions that, in dining spreads of musicians and singers, a group of
ten men would share four dishes. This group’s menu was more extensive, as it was
composed of nine dishes. In addition to the five dishes that are mentioned above, this
group also tasted kebab, stuffed vegetable with meat, starch pudding and sweet grape
juice boiled to a sugary solid. This group of musicians and singers seems to have

been socially more prestigious than the rest of the performers, which was also

880 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/114.

881 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 8/114: “karakollukc ve fisek¢iyan ve sazendegan ve tulimeiyan ve
mes‘aleciyan ve sakayan ve sa’ire.”

882 |bid: “miistahik ve hitkkema der otag-1 biran.”

83 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 5/47.
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articulated through the diversified types of food that they were given during the
banquets. Yet, when it came to drinks, both groups seem to have drunk the same type
of sherbet, which was served in stout leather bags and was sweetened by honey

rather than the more luxurious sugar.®*

5.3 The provisioning of materials for the enactment of some games
Throughout the festival hundreds of performers enacted various shows. Nevertheless,
except for a few episodes, the narratives of the festival often do not tell us about their
choreography or material details. The pictorial representations are more helpful than
the textual narratives on this matter. While the textual narratives focused on the
emotive reactions that various shows created among the audience, in the pictorial
narratives, the material aspect or some particular phases of shows are highlighted.
The paintings of Levni and Ibrahim generally represent the most dramatic moment of
a show. In addition, when depicting a show, they pay particular attention to material
details. For instance, we see the depiction of a variety of objects such as gadgets,
tools, puppets, machines, and portable models in the pictorial representations of the
festival. In this section we shall discuss the material dimension of some of the shows
by using visual representations, narrative accounts, books of registers and a number
of petitions by performers, making material requests from the Ottoman court. These
petitions also shed light on the relationship between those socially marginal groups
and the Ottoman court during the imperial festival of the sultan.

The shows of various performers including acrobats, jugglers, wrestlers and
tulimcis necessitated the provisioning of some materials such as clothing or some

specific gadgets. The court provisioned some of these items in advance and some

884 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/142; 9/4.
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others were later provided in response to the petitions of some of the performers.
According to the sirname texts, brocaded robes were prepared for dancers, and the
clothing was provided for one hundred twenty suliimer.®® This specific group of
men, with a dual function of entertaining and controlling the audience received
conical hats, robes made of leather, baggy trousers and belts.®®

From the archival documents, we learn that, besides clothing, some other
necessary items had also been provisioned for fuliimcis. For this specific group that
was headed by ser fuliimer E-Hac Mehmed Agha®®’ in totality, the court spent
51,314 akce.2®® Among the items that were provisioned for these men 120 bagpipes,
4 drums, 20 torches, 20 boxes, Frankish rope, 10 vukiyye (12.8 kg) sulfur, 6 vukiyye

(7.6 kg) naphtha oil (revgan-: nef?) *®°

and 185 vukiyye (237.3 kg) olive oil are
particularly interesting. These indicate that, in addition to enacting physical
performances by behaving in a weird and comical manner, these clownish guards
were performing some kind of shows using those objects. Olive oil, which they often
splashed over the audience, is mentioned on the list. The oil must have been put
inside their bagpipes. Sulfur, on the other hand, which is an explosive material,
implies that the performances of ruliimcis also included some sort of explosive,
perhaps firework-like, shows.

Although sirname texts only mention dancers for the court’s preparation of
clothing, a two-page document, quite possibly excerpted from a book belonging to

the imperial treasury, designates a larger group beneficiaries. The document is dated

29 Sevval 1132 (3 September, 1720), and at the beginning a caption indicates that

885 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 471; Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 182.
886 B

Ibid.
87 In a short book of registers, the names of 120 fuliimcis were recorded. See BOA. MAD.d. 6889, 23.
8 BOA. MAD.d. 1284, 10; D.BSM. SRH. 8/9.
889 Neft yagi in modern Turkish is a resinous substance extracted from pine or mastic tree. It is often
used to dilute paints. See Arseven, Sanat Ansiklopedisi, v. 3, 1501.

295



upon an imperial order, these items that were necessary for some games were
provisioned from the imperial treasury and from outside, and they were delivered to
the steward Kilerli Hasan Cavus.® At the end of the document, it was recorded that
for the total cost of 105 items, 51.5 guriis and 30 ak¢e were given to Hasan Cavus.
The majority of items on the list are clothing items such as loose robes (entari),
caftans, textiles for upper coats, shirts, skirts, baggy trousers, robes with long sleeves
and skirts (czibbe), caps with fur, and skullcaps for wearing under a turban.
Moreover, a number of copper belts for male dancers acting as women, two boots,
and a few veils are also mentioned. Interestingly, these garments were prepared in
small numbers. For each item, one or two pieces, more rarely a few were made or
were purchased. The only exception to this was 24 white dervish skirts (formed like
petticoat) and woolen jackets to be worn inside.®* In addition to this, most of these
garments seem to have been made of expensive brocaded silk textiles or of velvets.
For instance, in the list tooted designed brocaded textiles and water silk textiles for
skirts, brocaded /ara 7 textiles, brocaded patterned and brocaded Iranian velvets and
silks, and Turkish velvet textiles were mentioned.®%? These indicate that such
garments were provisioned not for all but for a select group of performers. To further
substantiate this claim, we see that in the list there was a mention of a certain
performer nicknamed Bosnavi (meaning from Bosna) for whom tightly fitting

trousers made of red broadcloth, belt, and fur cap were prepared.

80 TSMA.d. 3330: “ba ferman-1 hiimayiin mevciid-1 hazineden ve istiradan bazi oyun levazimat:
yapdirilub kilerli Hasan Cavus kullaria ber miiceb-i defter teslim olunan esyadir.” Esin Atil formerly
mentioned this document at the introduction of her book Levni and Sirname. Yet, Atil did not
comment on the content of the document or provided its analysis.

81 TSMA.d. 3330: “beyaz kavrak (?) tennure mi‘ i¢ hirkas1 ve dizlik 24 aded.”

82 TSMA.d. 3330: “Tarakli tellt murassa“ eteklik, hare eteklik, tellT hata’1 entard, tellt haleb putedarisi,
tellT “acem harTr entari, zemini tellT musavver ‘acem katifesi, tellT ‘acem tabari (?) piiser kaftani, tellt
‘acem katifesi piiser kalpagi, tiirkt katife...”
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While most of the provisioned items were garments, there were also specific
objects that were obviously provisioned for the enactment of games: firearms,
daggers, maces, lances and axes could have been used in war games that took place
in every day’s shows. % In addition, in pictorial representations of such war games,
one often sees that flags were hung from the walls of the castles or from galleons that
were passing in front of the audience. The mention of darayr (a kind of silk stuff)
flags, a plain napkin of Mardin for making flags and a pennant in the aforementioned
list indicates that at least the imperial treasury provisioned some of these items.?%

Some objects that were mentioned in the list imply that the court might have
provisioned some items for the guild parades as well. As the text and images of the
festival show, in these parades, the products or crafts of the guilds were represented
in smaller scale portable workshops. Parallel to that, some objects in the treasury list
interestingly, make reference to the guild’ s parade. In the list one encounters a
mirror, a hanging water reservoir with a tap, a bowl that was mentioned to be used by
barbers, a butcher’s knife for cutting meat, and a bow and mallet used by cotton/wool
fluffers,®® all of which must have been provisioned for the parade of barbers,

butchers and cotton/wool fluffers, respectively.

5.3.1 Shows of some performers and their material needs
The court’s provisions for various games were certainly not limited to these items.
Indeed, there are other documents that refer to the provisioning of materials for a

specific type of show or for use by a certain group of performers. These provisions

893 TSMA.d. 3330: “tiifenk 5 (biri ¢arhli biri kuman[da]li), mizrak 1 ‘aded, balik disi kabzali ¢erkezi
stm hancer 1 aded, kabzasi ve kin1 boyal1 zer-fiisan hancer 1 ‘aded, temmr teber, saretli topuz 2
‘aded, balta 2‘aded, (...) karg1 8 ‘aded...”

84 TSMA.d. 3330: “bayrak i¢iin sade mardin peskiri 1 ‘aded, daray1 bayrak 1 ‘aded, filandira 1 aded,
defa‘ darayi bayrak 2 ‘aded.”

895 TSMA.d. 3330: “berber ayinesi, berber sitiligi, berber legeni, hallac yay1 mi‘ tokmak, kassab
saturt.”
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were made upon the petition of the performers who needed money or, more
frequently, those who needed specific items or tools for enacting their shows. Indeed,
a petition jointly written by a wrestler and a certain Jewish zasbaz (a kind of a juggler
performing with bowls) illustrates this point. From the petition we understand that
this was a mixed group of performers that included jugglers (hokkabaz), atesbaz
(players of fire), tighaz (players of sword) and ¢enberbaz (players of metal strip) that
were headed by the rasbaz Karakas Yahudi. Stating that previously they had
accompanied El¢i Ibrahim Pasha on his way to Austria, and that during this journey
all of their tools had been lost, they asked for the provisioning of the necessary
materials by the start of the festival. In response to that petition, it was ordered to the
superintendent of the festival Halil Agha that whatever was needed for this group
should be provisioned.2%

Although this petition did not specify the names and amounts of these
necessary materials, some other documents provide interesting insights on that
matter. For instance, a document interestingly tells us about the objects that were
used during the show of a group of tasbaz. This specific group of performers was
notable for their long sleeved and extra large upper clothes under which they were
hiding bowls and other items for performing an illusionist show. There are a number
of contemporary visual evidences to envision what a tasbaz show looked like. For
instance, in the illustrated siarname of the 1582 festival, in a double-page
composition one sees the performance of two tasbaz (Fig. A49). While one of them
wore a light orange, long-sleeved big dress, the other one was depicted taking off his
red colored outer garment. In the pictorial representation, the painter/s also captured

a number of bowls that were distributed over the street. This late sixteenth century

86 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/14.
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depiction of a rasbaz show draws striking visual parallels to how it was represented
in the late seventeenth and in the eighteenth centuries. In one of the paintings of
Taeschner, in an album dating from the second half of the seventeenth century (Fig.
A50),%" in two illustrated copies of Vehbi’s sarname (Fig. A51, A52) and in two of
the illustrated copies of Hamse-i Ata i®*® dated 1738/9 (Fig. A53) and dated 1728
(Fig. A54), one encounters a very similar depiction of a tasbaz show. Both
compositions include these performers’ easily recognizable long-sleeved and extra
large outfits and with a number of bowls around that was scattered around. This
visual evidence indicated the lasting popularity of the tasbaz show in the urban life
of the city and its relatively unchanging material aspect.

In Vehbi’s sirname, it is mentioned that on the fifth day of the festival a
tasbaz gave a performance. Vehbi related that tasbaz boy was wearing a large
petticoat like that of a dervish during the performance. 8 In the pictorial
representations of Ibrahim and Levni, one sees that this was a long, white and large-

sized garment (Fig. A51, A52). This brings to mind the mention of such types of

87 This album dates to the second half of the seventeenth century. The album mostly shows urban
scenes of the commerce, entertainment, and leisure, and also includes three sultan portraits. Its content
and the pictorial style indicates that this album was originally designed as a pendant to another album
which is today at Venice, Correr Museum and is known as Cicogna Album. Metin And was the first
Turkish scholar to make this contention yet, recently both albums were analyzed in a more detailed
manner by Nathalie Rothman. Before its destruction the Taechner album was reproduced in black and
white in a publication.. For the discussion on the content and style of these albums see And, “17.
Yiizy1l Tirk Carg1 Ressamlar1,”153-162; Rothman, “Visualizing a Space of Encounter,” 39-80. For
the facsimiles see Taeschner, Alt-Stambuler Hof- und Volksleben, ein tiirkisches Miniaturenalbum aus
dem 17. Jahrhundert; Istanbul Topkap: Sarayr Miizesi ve Venedik Correr Miizesi Koleksiyonlarindan
Yiizyillar Boyunca Venedik ve Istanbul gériiniimleri.

8% Written by Ataullah bin Yahya (1583-1635/6), who was a seventeenth-century poet known as
Nevizade Atayi. His hamse consists of the following five mesnevis: Alemniima or Sakiname (The
Cup-Bearer Book), Nefhatii’l Ezhar (The Breath of Flowers), Sohbetii'l Ebkar (The Converse of
Virgins), Heft Han (Seven Courses), Hilyetii’l Efkar (Ornament of Thoughts). There are five
illustrated copies of Atai’s Hamse that were produced in the early eighteenth century. The first one is
dated 1691 (Tiirk ve Islam Eserleri Miizesi, no. 1969), the second example is dated 1728 (Topkap1
Saray Library, R. 816), the third Hamse is dated 1721 (Baltimore, Walters Art Galley W. 666), the
fourth copy dated 1738/9 (British Library, Or. 13882) and the fifth in an undated eighteenth-century
version (Free Library of Philadelphia T. 97). See Renda, “18. Yiizyi1l Osmanli Minyatiiriinde Yeni
Konular,” 481-496; Idem, “An Illustrated 18th Century Hamse in the Walters Art Gallery,” 15-32;
Artan, “Mahremiyet: Mahrumiyet'in Resmi,” 91-115; Bagci et al. Ottoman Painting, 274-76.

899 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 545: “tennure-i dervisane.”
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garments in the aforementioned list of the imperial treasury, as it recorded the
provisioning of 24 white skirts (formed like petticoat) and woolen jackets worn
inside. In addition to these, in the short list of objects that were provisioned
specifically for this group of performers, 40 white woolen jackets worn inside were
also mentioned.

As seen in Table 25, apart from the clothing items, 22 different types of
objects were also mentioned, each in different numbers and amounts. Various copper
utensils such as cooking pots, coffee ewers, large deep copper dishes, trays, and
other types of kitchen utensils, including tea pots and roller pins are seen in this list
of provisions. These kitchenware items must have been hidden inside the garments
of these performers during their shows. Parallel to that, in his sirname, Vehbi related
that sasbaz hid copper dishes and bowls inside their garments.*® In the pictorial
representation of this show, one shall also see some of these copper items that the
tasbaz was using. In the list, one also sees beeswax and oil wax, a pulley and
different types of textiles. These might have been used for the preparation of some
specific gadgets through which they made illusion shows. Apart from these, the
mention of a replica of sherbet seller’s workshop and a structure that looks like a
castle indicate that the tasbaz show also included some sort of theatrical enactments
and perhaps also story telling parts. In addition, a cypress like structure that could
carry 20 oil lamps and papers used for fireworks as seen in the list implies that these

performers might have also enacted shows using lighting.

%90 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 545.
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Table 25. Provisions for Performances of Tasbazan®

01

Name of the Item Amount

Cooking pot (Tencere) 5

Large deep copper dish (Niihas lengeri) 80

Large glass plate (Sir¢a lengeri) 20

Large deep dish made of zay (?) (Zay [?] lengeri) 20

White woolen jacket (Hirka beyaz) 40

Copper rolling pin (Niihas mardane) 2 big size (kebir), 1 medium-sized (sagir)
Pulley (Makara) A pair (1 ¢ift)

Large forty ply bath towel (Kirk kalem pestamal) 2

Metal hoop (Da 'ire) 4

Twilled cotton made of red Diyarbakir linen
(Diyarbakir bezi kirmizi bogast)

2 whole pieces of cloth from the loom (7ob)

Tire linen (Tire bezi)

1 whole piece of cloth from the loom (zob)

Glass (Bardak) 5 vukiyye
Poor quality paper for fireworks (Fiseklik kagid-1 hasi) | 5 dozen (desde)
Beeswax (Bal miimt) 5 vukiyye
Oil wax (Yag mim) 10 vukiyye
An iron/steel cypress like structure that can carry 1

twenty oil lamps

(Temmiir yigirmi kandilli selvi-konar)

Large saddle-bag (Heybe-i kebir) 1
Carkman (?) 20

Coffee ewer and tray (Kahve ibrigi ma‘ tebsi) 1

Coffee or tea cup (Fincan) 20

A structure imitating the workshop of sherbet seller 1
(Serbetci diikkani taklidi)

A structure imitating a castle (Kal‘a taklidi) 1

As archival evidence indicates, a similar

list of provisions of certain items was drawn

up for the shows of four acrobats who came to the imperial capital from ismail

Gegidi.” As seen in Table 26, in totality 14 different items were provisioned for this

small group’s shows. As we understand from the list of items, three-tightrope stages

would be made with the use of a number

used by ropedancers. Some items, on the

their performance, such as a pair of clogs, stout leather, a sickle and an acrobat’s

balancing pole.

%1 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/12.
%2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/62.

of pillars, a bridge and the trestles and rope

other hand, must have been used during
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Table 26. Provisions for Acrobats from Ismail Gegidi®®

Type of the Item Quantity

A system of, three ropes on which tightrope walkers 3
can perform (Ug ipifi iizerine oynanacak)

A hidden rope (Bir sakli ip)

A bridge (Kanzara)

Acrobats’ balancing pole (Terazi)

The hook of a lion (?) (Str-i kiillab)

Persian (style [?]) sickle (‘Orak-1 ‘acem)

Stout leather (Mesin)

ok |ks|w|-

Clock ( ‘Akreb) ™

Clogs (Na ‘lin) 1 pair

The trestles and rope used by rope dancers (Carmiik) 100

Pillar (Siitin) 3

Slab of stone stone (Ayak tast)

Large slab of stone (Kebir ayak tas:)

N

Pronged pillar (Catal siitiin)

In the paintings of Levni and Ibrahim one occasionally sees tightrope walkers, yet,
the representation of one particular show that took place on the third day of the
festival implies that the aforementioned acrobats of Ismail Gegidi might have
presented this show. Two painters seem to have depicted the tightrope walkers’ show
in a very similar manner. In both paintings one sees that ropes were tied to a number
of columns for the show of a tightrope walker, who was depicted as holding a
balancing pole in his hand (Fig. A55, A56). Moreover, another acrobat was walking
in the ground with long clogs in his feet. As the aforementioned list of provisions
mention a balancing pole and a pair of clogs, then it is highly probable that our
painters depicted those Ismail Gegidi performers in their composition for the third
day of the festival.

Some requests of the performers, however, seem to have been minor such as
that of zorbazan (performers who were exerting their strength during shows) from
Iznikmid. As has been mentioned before, this group of performers from Iznikmid

was composed of six people headed by a certain wrestler Ahmed, and they were

%3 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 9/62.

%4 This must have referred to the clock, to substantiate this claim among the estate inventories of
Bostancibasi Hasan Agha, who passed in 1069 (1659) one sees one ‘akreb sa ‘at. See Barkan, “Edirne
Askeri Kassami,” 414.
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added to the book of the festival on 1 Zi I-ka ‘de (4 September, 1720).°®° As we learn
from a short document, only four types of items were provisioned including four
stout ropes (urgan), 1.2 kg nails (1 vukiyye mismar), four poles (direk), and 10
wooden boards (taita).*®® These indicate that perhaps they prepared a tightrope
walkers-like stage to display their shows, which was based on a display of strength
and acrobatic moves. Interestingly, these provisions were given to them on 19 Zi '/-
ka ‘de (22 September, 1720), four days after the inauguration of the festival. Thinking
that they were added to the book of the festival on 1 Zi’I-ka ‘de then, either they must
have delivered their provisioning demands to the court at a later date or this late
supply was related to their shows’ scheduling. This situation also indicates that, even
after the start of the festival the court officials were still supplying the necessary
materials for the performers.

It is possible to find similar but smaller amount of provisions for a number of
other performers. For instance, in a short document dated 16 Zi’'l-ka ‘de (19
September, 1720), Halil Efendi was ordered to make a payment equivalent to the
price of 10 stone knives that would be given to another group of zorbazan.*®" In
another document, dated 20 Zi ’/-ka ‘de (23 September, 1720), this time Halil Efendi
was asked to give 12 wooden boards to the Egyptian performers.’® As has been
mentioned before, shows of the Egyptian performers held a very central place in the
textual and pictorial narratives of the festival. In various episodes, the reader and
beholder encounter different shows by Egyptians through which they displayed their
strength. In these, one sees a great variety of objects that were used. For instance,

Vehbi writes that on the fourth day of the festival, Egyptians gave various shows

%5 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 7/100; 9/58.
%% BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/209.

%7 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 4/18.

%8 BOA. D.BSM: SRH. 5/6.
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with the use of different types of objects such as metal strips, drums, spears, a long
pole and a large earthenware water jug.*®® These successive shows were pictorially
represented on the same page, as if different figures had enacted them (Fig. A57,
A58). Although the narrative of the festival point to the use of a variety of objects,
none of them were mentioned in the archival documents that recorded the provisions
for the Egyptians. Thus, either the Egyptians had brought their necessary equipment
all the way from Cairo to Istanbul or more possibly these materials were also
provisioned by the court, but their related archival documents did not survive.

For the provisions of zorbazan of Serez on the other hand, simply 15 gurus
were paid, which shows that in some cases the court gave money to the performers
rather than direct provisioning. This could have been related to the difficulty of
preparing some necessary gadgets in a short period of time or of obtaining some
tools. If this was the case, then we may assume that in some cases the officials
preferred to give the necessary amount of money to the performers perhaps not to
further busy their personnel.

As these petitions show, for some of those performers, especially for those
who came from distant provinces, the transportation of their objects through which
they were enacting their shows might have been a logistical difficulty. Thus, instead
of carrying these items all the way, they seem to have requested their provisioning
from the court. Additionally, the performers might also have used the periodicity of
an imperial festival, when the benefaction of the sultan was distributed
hyperbolically, as a pretext for the material renewal.

Those existing lists and petitions indicate that the court always responded

positively to the performers’ requests for the provisioning of materials and tools.

%9 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 530, 531.
304



Obviously, one reason behind the court’s acceptance of these provisioning requests
might have been related to the fact that this was an imperial festival. Thinking about
the poor condition of the items, tools, gadgets or clothes of the performers, the court
officials might have indeed encouraged their renewal for the performances of the
festival. Nevertheless, when the total number of all performers is considered,
certainly there must have been even more such petitions of performers making
monetary or material demands. For example, in the documents, the lack of any
mention of provisions for shadow theatre players and for puppet players is striking.
Similarly, provisions for the nighttime shows at Ok Meydani and Halig,
especially the preparations for various kinds of sumptuous fireworks, are not
mentioned in any of the surviving documents. As narratives of the festival mention
these nocturnal shows were prepared by court institutions including the corps of the
imperial dockyard, the corps of the imperial artillery, corps of the imperial armory
and by some officials such as the superintendent of the customs office. The main
focus of these shows was the firework displays; indeed Vehbi notes the names of a
dozen different fireworks that were put on display in each night’s show. Even if one
assumes that these institutions prepared those fireworks, their shows must still have
required other provisions. For example, daytime and nighttime shows that took place
at Hali¢ were staged on floating rafts that passed in front of Tersane palatial
complex. Unfortunately, documents do not mention who made the mechanism of the
floating rafts that were possibly tied underneath and certainly included some pulley
systems so that they could be moved easily from one direction to another. Indeed,
materials that were used for this purpose were not mentioned either. In addition, as
narratives of the festival indicate, these shows also incorporated music, dance and a

kind of theatrical enactment. From an organizational logic, the superintendent of the
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festival and his subsidiaries must have been concerned with assigning some
performers to some specific floating rafts that made firework shows so that they
could easily manage the program. Nevertheless, the backstage of this organizational
phase seem to not have been documented.

Although some aspects of the enactment of public performances during the
festival cannot be recuperated, a joint consideration of the empirical, narrative and
pictorial sources still provided a strikingly detailed frame. As has been elucidated
above, the performers of the festival, who came from the western provinces of the
empire and from the capital city, were composed of men of different skills. They not
only received food and daily income, but they also got extra rewards in return for
their service in the festival. Indeed, occasionally they ensured material renewal by
making the excuse of the temporality of the imperial festival. In this respect, the most
beneficiary group of contributors to the festival seems to have been performers.
Indeed, their contribution was often voluntary as opposed to the workers, the
inhabitants of the city, the functionaries and court officials and the guildsmen of the

city.

5.4 The guild parades in the festival

In the 1582 imperial circumcision festival for the first time in Ottoman history,
extensive guild parades were held as a part of the festival morphology. Derin
Terzioglu, in her seminal study on this festival, puts that this novelty was “probably
reflecting the gradual strengthening of the guilds as an institution between the
artisans and the state.?'® In addition, as Suraiya Faroghi contends this can also be

“viewed as a means of integrating guildsmen into the structure of the Ottoman

1 Terzioglu, “1582 Imperial Festival,” 90.
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polity.”®™* During the 1582 festival various guilds paraded in front of the sultan and
the audience with three-dimensional models of their workshops. According to the
most extensive version of Intizami’s sizrname on the 1582 festival, 173 guilds
participated in the festival®'? yet Mustafa Ali, who also left an account on this
festival, mentioned 250 guilds.*

After this grand scale event, the guild parades seem to have become an
integral part of the imperial public celebrations. For example, in 1638, before Sultan
Murad IV marched for the military campaign, public festivities were held in the
capital city. Extensive guild parades were one of the most significant components of
this celebratory event, as it was related in detail by Evliya Celebi. Evliya mentioned
that, 1109 guilds that were divided into 57 crafts took part in this event.”™* In 1657,
according to the authority of Eremya Celebi Komiirciyan, the victorious advances of
the Ottomans in Crete were celebrated in the city, and guild parades were again a
part of the spectacle.®®® The testimonies of some other contemporary observers

indicate that such parades were also held in other urban centers.**® For instance,

French traveler Thévenot, in his eyewitness account from the seventeenth century,

11 | 'would like to express my gratitude to Prof. Faroghi for kindly sharing her recent article with me
before its publication. See Faroghi, “The parades of Ottoman guildsmen: Self-assertion and
submission to the sultan’s command,” forthcoming article.

%12 Gisela Proczaska says that the number of guilds mentioned in four different copies of the text are
not same, the highest number is 173 as mentioned in the Vienna copy. See Prochazka, “Guild Parades
in Ottoman Literature, 76.

913 Oztekin ed. Camiu’I-buhur der mecalis-i sur.

%14 Each group (comprising 57 in total) consisted of subsidiary guilds, whose members were engaged
in closely related crafts/tasks. Evliya Celebi, Eviiya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, |, 220-258.

%15 Syraiya Faroghi provides an invaluable evaluation of the early modern Ottoman victory
celebrations and compares them with the contemporary Venetian celebratory forms. | would like to
express my special thanks to Prof. Faroghi for sharing this article with me before its publication. See
Idem, “Victory Celebrations in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire,” n. 70. On the 1657 celebrations
also see Komiirciyan, Istanbul Tarihi, 291-294.

%1% Syraiya Faroghi in two recent articles provides a detailed record of the testimonies of the European
observers and Ottoman witnesses on guild parades that were held in Ottoman urban centers other than
the imperial capital city. Prof. Faroghi draws attention to the fact that while some of these testimonies
that were recorded by the foreigners provide interesting observations, others were blended with a
certain degree of prejudice. See Faroghi, “The parades of Ottoman guildsmen,” and idem, “Victory
Celebrations in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire.”
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mentioned that in 1664, while he was in Aleppo, he witnessed a guild parade as a
part of the celebrations that were held for the birth of Sehzade Mustafa, who was the
son of the reigning sultan Mehmed IV.**" In late 1671—early 1672, the Venetian
traveller Ambrosio Bembo (1652-1705) visited Aleppo, and there he saw the
celebrations that were held after the Ottomans’ conquest of Kamanige (a fortified

town in Poland-Lithuania, in today’s Ukraine).%*?

As he said, guild parades were part
of these celebrations where guilds paraded with their small-scale workshops while
displaying their skills.

Similarly, Silahdar Mehmed mentioned that in 1090 Muharram (February,
1679) the reigning sultan Mehmed IV’s return from the Polish campaign was
celebrated in Istanbul for three days and nights. As he put it, during these
celebrations, the guildsmen of the city paraded in front of the Tersane palatial
complex at Hali¢ (Golden Horn). For this seaside show, the guildsmen had rented
floating rafts, over which they put models of their workshops.**®

These examples further indicate the integration of guild parades in the overall
morphology of the imperial celebratory events. Parallel to that, in the 1675 imperial
circumcision festival that was held in Edirne and likewise in the 1720 festival, guild
parades were staged as part of the festival. Although the sizrname of Abdi on the
1675 festival mentions only 14 guilds, other narrative and archival sources show that

during this festival, 60 guilds participated in the parade.®”® In the 1720 festival on the

other hand, sirnames and archival documents mention 47 guilds.

%17 Cited in And, 40 Giin 40 Gece, for the original reference see Thévenot, The Travels of Monsieur de
Thevenot into the Levant.

%8 Cited in Faroghi, “Victory Celebrations in the Early Modern Ottoman Empire.” For the original
reference see Bembo, The Travels and Journal of Ambrosio Bembo. 77-78.

99 Silahdar Mehmet Aga, Nusretndme.

%0 Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri, v. 4- 5. For the list of guildsmen who participated in the parade
also see the gift register TSMA.d. 10022, fol. 1b-6b. For the registers of the imperial treasury see
TSMA.d. 154. This book of registers that was kept by the imperial treasury is transcribed by Saduman
Tuncer. See Tuncer, “The Ottoman Imperial Festival of 1675.”
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Although it is quite clear that the parading guilds represented only a small
portion of all guilds that were active in the cities, why a particular group participated
is not known. Maybe this was related to the strict programming of these festivals, as
public celebration of both festivals lasted for 15 days as opposed to the 52 day-long
circumcision festival of the 1582. As the public celebrations of the 1675 and 1720
festivals were scheduled in two weeks, perhaps for this reason the organizers might
have called for a limited number of guilds.

Whether a particular guild or one of its subsidiary guilds participated in the
parade or not, as has been mentioned in the previous chapter the obligatory
contribution amount for the preparation of their customary gifts and shows seem to
have been jointly paid. In this respect, even though some guilds did not attend the
parade, the economic burden still seems to have been shared.*** Alternatively, this
limited participation of the guilds might also be related to the fact that some guilds
were subsidized by other guilds whose crafts were closely related.®*? Then, perhaps
the authors of sirnames mentioned only the names of the master guilds and a few of
their subsidiary guilds, omitting a large number of others.

Gisela Prochazka, in her insightful study on the textual representations of the
guild parades in the sirname genre, questions whether one can deduce a general
pattern for the ordinance of guilds during the aforementioned three imperial
circumcision festivals. As she puts it, in the guild parades of the 1582 circumcision

festival for example, some guilds that were traditionally been despised such as

%21 Yet, a document on the 1720 festival shows that subsidiary guilds could be exempted from
contribution on the basis that they had made a contribution to the former military campaign.
Nevertheless, according to the imperial order on that matter, the members of the master guild then
would compensate the subsidiary guild’s contribution amount. For a detailed discussion of this matter
see Chapter 4.

%22 For example, according to an archival document the guild of grocers were subsidized by a number
of guilds including fruit vendors, sorbet sellers, halva sellers, candy sellers, boza sellers, starch sellers,
drier meat sellers. See BOA. AE. SAMD. I11. 3/220. For a detailed discussion of the document see
Chapter 4.
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blacksmiths, tanners, and butchers paraded in the last order.”® However this
ordinance was not observed in the successive circumcision festivals of the 1675 and
1720.

Although it is not possible to understand the ordinance logic of the court
officials of these guild parades, some other general patterns can be discerned. For
example, in the 1582 festival, various non-artisanal groups such as imams,
superintendents of weights and measures (muhtesib), religious students, town criers
as well as non-Muslims of the city were also incorporated into the parading of guilds.
However, in the 1675 and 1720 festivals, except for the tradesmen and in the 1720

festival except for the Jews of Istanbul,***

all other participants were artisanal groups.
As Terzioglu says this had to do with the more elaborate institutional organization of
guilds by the mid-seventeenth century.®® Indeed, in the 1720 festival their stewards,
who were marching at the front line of each guild, represented the guilds and they
were in charge of presenting their customary gifts to the sultan. Thus, in the early
eighteenth century, the internal organization of the guilds had become even more
sophisticated.”?®

According to sarnames, in the 1720 festival the parade of guilds began on the

sixth day of the festival. Sizrnames of the festival and the complete gift register of the

imperial treasury®’ follow a similar pattern on this matter.””® However, there are a

%23 prochazka, “Guild Parades.”

%24 According to the gift register of the imperial treasury and Hafiz Mehmed’s sizrname the Jews of
Istanbul presented their gifts to the sultan in the eighth day’s parade. Vehbi in his narrative refers this
group as “the Jewish merchants” who participated in the guilds parade with the chief merchants of the
imperial court.

925 Terzioglu, “1582 Imperial Festival,” 90.

%26 On the organization and social structure of guilds in Ottoman lands see Faroghi, Artisans of
Empire; Idem, “Keeping artisans in their places,” 382-395; Yi, “Rich Artisans and Poor Merchants?
194-216; Idem, “Artisans’ Networks and Revolt in Late Seventeenth Century Istanbul,” 105-126. For
a broader evaluation of the topic see Faroghi, Travel and Artisans in the Ottoman Empire.

%7 Apart from this book of the imperial treasury, there is another book BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/169,
which is made up of twelve pages that solely recorded the customary gifts of the guildsmen. Although
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few exceptions to the uniformity of these sources. First of all, in both sizrnames
names of some subsidiary guilds were specified. Yet, in the gift register of the
treasury, they were referred to only as “subsidiaries” with the exception of the
mention of a few subsidiary guilds, such as bread sellers, who were subsidiary to the
guild of bakers and millers, and baggy trouser makers, who were subsidiary to the
guild of tailors. This might have been a practical choice. Rather than noting the
names of each subsidiary guild, the clerks might have mentioned only the subsidiary
guilds that presented a gift to the sultan by themselves.

A second difference between sources is that Vehbi’s sirname omitted the
Jews of Istanbul, who also took part in the guild parade. Thanks to the account of
Hafiz Mehmed and the gift register of the treasury we learn that they took their parts
during parades. Another difference is that the guild of mirror makers that was
mentioned by Vehbi in the tenth day’s parade does not appear in the gift register or
in account of Hafiz Mehmed. As all gift-presenting guilds were clearly mentioned in
the treasury’s register, perhaps mirror makers took part in the parades but did not
present gifts to the sultan. This could have been the reason they were not mentioned
in these sources. As Table 27 shows, guild parades started on the sixth day of the
festival and continued on the eighth, ninth, tenth and eleventh day. Each day,
approximately ten or eight guilds paraded in front of the audience with their
workshops and customary gifts. On the last day of the guild parades, which happened
on the eleventh day of the festival however, only seven guilds took their part in the

ceremonial space at Ok Meydani.

this book did not follow the daily order of the guilds, their gifts were recorded in parallel to the
treasury book.

%28 Hafiz Mehmed’s account follows the exact terminology and order of the gift register of the
Imperial treasury. As has been mentioned in Chapter 2, since the superintendent of the festival
commissioned Hafiz Mehmed’s narrative, this author must have had access to the archival documents
that were kept by the clerks of the superintendent and clerks of the imperial treasury. Vehbi’s text also
adheres to the general format yet; in some days in the ordinance of guilds there are slight differences.
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Table 27. Daily Organization of the Parading Guilds

929

Sixth day Eighth day Ninth day Tenth day Eleventh day
Bread sellers of Tent makers of Carpenters Beeswax dealers in Silver or gold
Istanbul Istanbul (Neccaran) Istanbul thread makers
(Etmekciyan- (Cadirciyan-i (Balmumecryan-i (Strmakeshan)
Istanbil) Istanbiil) Istanbitl)

Bakers and millers Shoe makers/sellers | Cloth merchants of | Paper makers of Blacksmiths

(Habbazan ve

of Istanbul

Istanbul

Istanbul

(Na ‘Ibendan)

degirmenciyan) (Haffafan-1 (Bezzazan-: (Kagidciyan-i
Istanbil) Istanbil) Istanbil)
Sheep butchers Grocers of Istanbul | Cooks of Istanbul Herbalists/perfumers | Silk fabric woven
(Kassaban-1 (Bakkalan-i (Ascryan-1 Istanbil) | (‘Attaran) with threads of gold
ganem) Istanbitl) and silver weavers
(Seraseciyan-1
Istanbil)
Ox butchers Quilted turban Silk manufactures Sword and knife Packsaddle makers
(Kassaban-1 bakar) | makers of Istanbul of Istanbul makers of Istanbul (Semerciyan-i
(Kavukcryan-i (Gazzazan-1 (Kilicciyan ve Istanbal)
Istanbal) Istanbil) bigakctyan-i
Istanbiil)
Tanners of Istanbul | (Soft felt cap Iron tip of a Tinsmiths of Hair rope makers of
(Debbagan-1 makers of Istanbul shoe/boot makers Istanbul Istanbul
Istanbiil) (‘Arakwyyeciyan-i of Istanbul (Kalayciyan-1 (Muytaban-1
Istanbil)™® (Na ‘lgactyan-i Istanbiil) Istanbiil)
Istanbil)

Candle makers

Quilt makers of

Tailors of Istanbul

Dealers in second

Barley sellers of

(Mumciyan) Istanbul (Hayyatan-i hand wares Istanbul
(Yorganciyan-i Istanbil) (Eskiciyan-: (Arpacryan-1
Istanbiil) Istanbiil) Istanbil)

Barbers of Istanbul | The new bazaar Baggy trouser Fur makers Assilk and satin

(Berberan- merchants makers of Istanbul (Kiirkciyan) cloth weavers

Istanbil) (Bezistaniyan-i (Caksircryan-i (Sandalciyan)
cedid-i Istanbiil) Istanbil)

Saddlers of Istanbul | Wools/cotton Copper smiths of Arrow and bow

(Serracan-1 fluffers of Istanbul Istanbul makers

Istanbiil) (Hallacan-1 (Kazgancryan-i (Okcryan ve
Istanbiil) Istanbiil) yaycryan)

The old bazaar The chief Goldsmiths

merchants merchants of the (Kityimciyan)

(Bezistaniyan-i
‘atik)

imperial court, in
charge of overall
palace purchases
(Bazerganan-i

rikab-1 hiimayiin)

Dealers of sheep
trotters
(Pagaciyan)

Jews of Istanbul %*
(Yahudiyan-i
Istanbiil)

%9 In this Table, I have followed the exact order of the guilds as they were noted in the gift register of
the festival (TSMA.d. 9561). When compared with the accounts of Vehbi and Hafiz Mehmed there
are minor changes in the ordinance of the guilds. In the treasury register the clerks did not use the
term esnaf (the guild) before the name of each group rather they simply noted the name of the craft of
each group. Yet, in the archival documents related to the borrowed utensils for the festival the same
group of guildsmen was referred to as esnaf. Vehbi on the other hand, in his textual narrative often
referred the guildsmen as za ‘ife (literally means a sect or body of men) or as hirfet (trade, handicraft).
The use of these different terms indicates that possibly they were used interchangeably.

%0 “Arakiyye means a soft felt cap worn under a turban or a fes, so this group must have been
producers of these felt caps.

931

In Vehbi’s narrative, this group is mentioned among the group of the merchants of the imperial

court however in Hafiz Mehmed’s account as well as in the gift register of the treasury they were
mentioned as a separate group.
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Although one cannot deduce a craft or skill-based pattern in the guild’s ordinance, a
heretofore-unknown archival document shows that the officials of the festival had
predetermined this pattern in advance. This document seems to have been extracted
from a book, possibly from one of the books of registers that was kept by the men of
the superintendent of the festival on the preparations of the festival. The title of the
section related to the guild parades reads “This is the book of the arrangement of the
guilds that is [compiled] to present the gifts of the guildsmen according to an order to
the imperial presence [of the sultan] during the imperial festival.”®* Thus, as the title
indicates, the officials of the festival wanted to make sure that the guilds would
parade in a planned order. This order, however, differs from that of the gift register
and sirnames in two main aspects. First of all, in this preparatory document the guild
parades were scheduled for seven days, beginning on the fifth day of the festival and
lasting until the eleventh day. However, the treasury’s gift register and Sizrnames
mention that parades began on the sixth day and continued on the eighth, ninth, tenth
and eleventh day of the festival. Secondly, the daily ordinance of guilds is quite
different in this document. Moreover, a few guilds such as saddlers and sheep’s
trotter dealers seem to have been omitted in this preparatory document. Although this
document does not represent the final format and the ultimate order of the parading
guilds, it is still very important to substantiate the claim that there was an
organizational logic behind the parades, which, for some reason, changed afterwards.
This is to say that even though a craft-based pattern cannot be deduced from the
ordinance of the guilds, in the minds of the planners, this order must have had a

certain meaning, which remains unknown to us. Maybe the ordinance of the guilds

%2 BOA. D.BSM. SRH. 1/191, (recto side of the document): “Sir-1 hiimayiin-1 hitanda huzur-1
hiimaytina esnaf tarafindan verilecek hedayayi tertib ilizere verilmek iciin esnafifi tertibi defteridir.”
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was made according to the content of their shows that were staged almost like
theatrical performances. Or maybe a negotiation took place between the planners of
the festival and the representatives of the guilds in determining their daily ordinance
in the festival’s parades. Considering the relative autonomy of the guilds while
preparing their shows and the related equipment, perhaps they were equally
autonomous in taking decisions related to when and in which order they would

partake in parades. %

5.4.1 The guild parades as performance

The integration of the guild parades into the overall morphology of the imperial
celebratory events was in one aspect related to the growing institutionalization of the
guilds in the Ottoman socio-economic system. Yet these extensive parades’ semiotic
and performative aspect should also be considered. To explain one of the semiotic
meanings of such guild parades, Suraiya Faroghi puts that, “these festive portrayals
by Ottoman artisans celebrated technical skills, either by displaying masterly pieces
of work or by virtue of the simple fact that the young craftsmen produced usable
goods...”%* Parallel to that, in the 1720 imperial festival some guilds paraded with
elaborately designed three dimensional architectural forms such as the two-storied,
red silk covered kiosk of the guild of carpenters, which they made and presented to
the sultan (Fig. A59).°* Another example is the giant galleon of the guild of flax
dealers, which was filled with valuable textiles and was carried on land by one

hundred men (Fig. A60, A61). Some guilds such as grocers, green grocers, tailors,

%53 Evliya Celebi, in his narrative on Istanbul, in the long section where he related guild parades
during the reign of Murad 1V (in 1638) mentions a number of episodes when different guilds went
into a conflict for determining their ordinance during the enactment of the parade. See Evliya Celebi,
Evliya Celebi Seyahatnamesi, |, 239-240; 252-253.

%4 Faroghi, Subjects of the Sultan, 170.

%5 Levni did not represent this elaborate kiosk of the tent makers in his composition of the ninth day’s
guild parade see TSM. A. 3593 fol. 123a.
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shoemakers, cup makers, and textile dealers on the other hand, simply displayed their
products in small-scale kiosks, which were reminiscent of their actual workshops.

Apart from celebrating the technical and artisanal skills of the guilds that
were active in the empire, certainly guild parades added a fascinating social
dimension to this imperial festival by putting the milieu of the urban marketplace and
its oral and material culture on stage. At this point, it should be highlighted however
that these parades were staged as a part of an imperial festival, so to a certain extent
both materially and visually they needed to adjust to the grandeur of the event. This
is to say that these guild parades rather displayed a relatively embellished view of the
guildsmen and their material culture. Yet, without any doubt, they still provided a
vivid vista of the social and economic life of the city. As the structure of the Ottoman
imperial festival was somewhere in-between the official feast and urban
celebration,** perhaps the guild parades were one of the most explicit
representations of the unofficial and non-courtly aspect of such cultural forms.

As narratives of the 1720 festival related, especially the text of Vehbi, during
these parades the guildsmen of the city not only displayed their crafts, products and

197 and musical/theatrical shows. In this

workshops but they also enacted verba
respect, it would not be wrong to perceive these extensive guild parades “as” a
performance.®*® These oral performances in guild parades were enacted in the form
of reciting ironic and humorous chants (zemzeme), pieces of poetry in hemistiches,
which have rhymes (terane) and couplets (beyit) that were often related to the

beauties or skills of some of the craftsmen of the guild. While, each guild was

parading with their miniature scale workshops or by showing their products to the

%3 Terzioglu, The 1582 Imperial Festival.”

%7 Baumann, Verbal Act as Performance; also see Stoelje and Baumann, “Semiotics of Folkloric
Performance.”

%38 Schechner, Performance Studies, 30-32.
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audience, some members were reciting these verbal compositions. Although these
short poems that were mentioned by Vehbi seem to have been different from those of
Hafiz Mehmed, both authors used a simple, almost spoken-like language. This
literary aspect is especially notable in Vehbi’s text because in these parts of the text
his heavy ornate style turns into a simple format.?* In this respect, it would not be
wrong to say that with this literary choice, Vehbi articulated the urban/street level
aspect of the festival in his court-commissioned and official narrative of the festival.
Most of the couplets or chanting of the guildsmen seem to have eulogized
beautiful young guildsmen, that is, the male beauties in the city, a frequent theme in
Ottoman literature.** One of these zemzeme, the one that was noted by Vehbi for the
guild of mirror makers,®** is particularly interesting because in a painting that was
made by lbrahim, one sees a visual reference to this short verse. In the painting (Fig.
A6?2) at the upper left side of the page, one sees the guild of mirror makers parading
in the last order. The guild is notable with their workshop, which is full of different
sizes and shapes of mirrors. A young member of the guild was depicted as sitting
inside this workshop, while he was holding a mirror in his hand. Strikingly, half of

his face was reflected in the mirror. Turning back to the textual narrative, Vehbi

%9 In the sirname of the 1582 festival Intizami also mentioned that the guildsmen were parading
while reciting verses and he also recorded these poems, which were mentioned in his text as rhythmic
couplets (mesnevi). See, Aslan, Osmanii Saray Diigiinleri, v. 2. For an analysis of the imagery of the
city, the audience, the guildsmen and the dignitaries in the 1582 sirname from the point of “viewing”
and “sight” see Kafescioglu, “Sokagin, Meydanin, Sehirlilerin Resmi.”

%0 Especially, sehrengiz (city thriller) comes to mind in this category. This genre was especially
popular between the sixteenth and nineteenth century classical Ottoman poetry. These poems take
their subject from the urban settings, aspects of its life and the city’s male or female beauties. Most of
these poems take as their subject the cities such as Istanbul, Bursa, and Edirne as well as Skopje,
Belgrade, Venice, Rize, Yenisehir, Sinop, Manisa. The genre is represented by about fifty works, of
which less than forty are extant. See Levend, Tiirk Edebiyatinda Sehrengizler; Robinson, “A
Neglected Poem,” 201-221. Apart from sehrengiz genre, this theme was also represented in other
literary forms. See Kuru, “Naming the Beloved in Ottoman Turkish Gazel.”

%! Interestingly, this guild was not mentioned in the treasury’s gift register or in any other archival
sources. Indeed, although Vehbi mentioned the guild, he did not note their gifts, which implies that
either this was an addition of Vehbi or they participated but for some reason were not obliged to
present gifts to the sultan.
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noted this chanting: “Look at the mirror, o beloved one! See who you are, you are
unmatched [in beauty] who strikes hundred Josephs with admiration.”**

Apart from eulogies of the beauties of the city, Vehbi’s narrative also
includes some didactic couplets such as that of the cooks. While cooks paraded in
front of the audience on the tenth day of the festival, they also distributed food and
drinks to the audience (Fig. A63). As Vehbi relates, seeing some insolent spectators,
they delightfully gave some advice by chanting: “do not bestow [your] hand on each
beloved’s table, do not [mistakenly] think that each spoon [you see] is your mouth’s
spoon.”943

Besides these oral performances, the guild parades were staged almost like
theatrical plays. While parading and chanting, the guildsmen also enacted scenes
from their daily activities in small-scale workshops. The pictorial representations of
the festival provide invaluable visual information to understand how these
workshops and shows of the guildsmen might have looked. As the pictorial
representations show, some of these workshops were carried by horses or by an ox,
and a few that were like a palanquin were carried by hand. Most of these seem to
have been designed like a baldachin that was supported by pillars (possibly wooden)
and had triangular or hemispherical roofs. One guild member was sitting inside this
baldachin like workshop that was richly decorated with the products of each guild.
Ibrahim’s pictorial representations provide hints to better understand the actual shape
and design of these workshops. His almost three-dimensional depiction of the

workshop of some guilds such as that of textile dealers from the guildsmen of the

new bazaar, the cooks, the shoemakers, and the goldsmiths, are particularly striking

%2 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 634: “Mir ‘ata kil bir kez nazar, gor kendiifii cana nesin, yiiz Yasuf’1
hayran ider bir migli yok cananesin.”

%3 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 620: “her bir giizelifi ma’ide-i vaslina sunmafi, her gordigiifitiz agzifziii
kasig1 sanmai.”
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on that matter. To give an example, in Ibrahim’s depiction of the eighth day’s guild
parade one sees the workshop of textile dealers from the guildsmen of the new
bazaar, carried by oxen (Fig. A64). In the painting, as opposed to many other
workshops that were represented frontally, this workshop was depicted three
dimensionally so that the observer can see all sides of this structure. The backside of
the structure was designed like a cabinet, which had five shelves onto which bundles
of different colored textiles were placed. Inside the workshop a young member was
sitting and he was depicted measuring a piece of textile. This depiction shows that
some of these workshops had highly elaborate designs, which must have further
contributed to the visual impact of these shows.

A number of workshops, on the other had simpler designs. Except in a few
cases,”™ Levni, in his pictorial representations often depicted those workshops in a
similar manner as a baldachin like structure (Fig. A65, A66). Nevertheless, lIbrahim
clearly differentiated more elaborate designs from the simpler ones. In these rather
simple examples, the workshops do not have roofs and they look like wagons drawn
by horses or by an ox. Inside these wagons, over a flat surface the products or
artisanal objects of the guilds were simply placed. Examples of such workshops
include that of the guild of fruit vendors (Fig. A67), tailors (Fig. A68), boot/shoe’s
iron tips makers (Fig. A68), shoe makers (Fig. A69) and silk fabric woven with
threads of gold and silver weavers (Fig. A70). This visual differentiation in Ibrahim’s
pictorial of the representation of the guilds is worth mentioning. Certainly, one
should not generalize the economic power of the guilds by simply looking at how
they exhibited their workshops. Still this portrayal could be indicative of at least how

much they might have spent for preparing their shows.

%4 These exceptions are seen in Levni’s depiction of the guild of bakers, millers, farmers, kebab

makers (TSM A. 3593 fol. 73a, 74a) and his depiction of the guild of silk fabric woven with threads of
gold and silver weavers (TSM A. 3593 fol. 140a).
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The guild parades of the 1720 festival were especially notable in their
spectacle aspect. Puppet shows with giant and small-scale puppets, music and
dancing performances, shows displaying the strength of the performers as well as
enactments of some acrobats or amusing players were also incorporated to the
parades, which differentiates the parades of the festival from that of the 1582
festival.

Both the textual and pictorial narratives of the festival indicate that the parade
of almost each guild included some of these additional shows. Indeed, Vehbi’s
textual narrative apparently focused on some of these shows such as the one of the
coppersmiths that happened in the ninth day of the festival. According to Vehbi’s
narrative, these guildsmen’s parade included various performances. To start with,
these guildsmen enacted a mock battle scene. A castle maquette that was made of
copper was carried in land and a number of men who wore copper headgears
surrounded this castle. At the same time a military band was performing and in a
workshop of coppersmiths a guild member was performing his craft. Then, as Vehbi
stated, a number of zorbaz took the stage. One of them put three swords on the
ground, while their pointed cutting parts looked up. Then, he lay down on these
swords and his colleagues put on his belly a copper ingot, which weighted about 1
kanrar (56.449 kg). Then, 10 men started to beat the ingot with heavy hammers.**
This copper ingot beating show seems to have been a typical performance of the
guild of the coppersmiths because in the 1582 festival they enacted almost the same
show as the pictorial representations of the 1582 festival illustrates in a painting (Fig.

AT1).

%5 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 622.
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This composite show of the coppersmiths was represented also in the
pictorial narratives of the 1720 festival. Ibrahim’s painting is particularly interesting,
as it depicts almost each material detail that was mentioned in the text (Fig. A72). In
the upper left margin of the page, one sees the castle model surrounded by men, the
grey color of their headgears must have referred to the text’s mention that guild
members were wearing headgear that was made of copper. In the second line, the
workshop of the coppersmiths that is drawn by horses was represented. A young
guildsmen was put inside the workshop and he was depicted as working on a copper
shield. In the third line, that is, at the fore ground of the page, a zorbaz is seen; he
lies above three swords, while their pointed cutting parts looked up just as Vehbi
mentioned. And, following the text’s narrative, exactly ten men beat a copper ingot
that was put on his belly. In Levni’s composition however, only the castle combat
and copper beating scenes were depicted (Fig. A73). Some material details seem to
have been changed in his composition. Neither the copper headgear wearing men are
seen around the castle, nor do the sword’s pointed cutting parts look up. Indeed, as
opposed to Vehbi’s declaration, in Levni’s composition only six men were depicted
as beating the copper ingot. Thus, once again Levni deviates from the textual
narrative and presents his own interpretation of the same event.

The spectacle aspect of the guild parades was also accentuated by the
incorporation of different puppets to the shows. Vehbi’s textual narrative
occasionally comments on the impact of these forms on the audience as he related
how they terrified or astonished the spectators. For example, one of them, the form
of a giant scale wild man (adem-i yabant tasviri), which had two faces, took part in
the parade of cattle butchers on the sixth day of the festival. In one of Levni’s

paintings on the guild parade of the sixth day, one sees this two-faced puppet at the
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foreground of the page (Fig. A74). Vehbi noted that the length of this puppet was as
if like a pillar (kameti giiya bir stitun idi) and mentioned how this puppet had
terrified the spectators (tedhis-i temasayivan eylediler).** Indeed, he noted that the
face of the puppet portrayed a man and woman (tasvir-i made vii mer) symbolizing a
husband and a wife (timsal-i zen ii sehver). This short comment on the meaning of
this dual faced portrayal of a human implies the semiotic meanings that were
attached to such representative forms. Indeed, the visual similarity of this two-faced
puppet with the depiction of a very similar kind of two-faced puppet in the Taeschner
album (ca. 1650s) indicates the frequent appearance of such giant puppets in urban
celebratory occasions.**’

In addition to their performance aspect, one should also consider the cost of
these shows for the guildsmen who were in charge of paying for these enactments.
Certainly, participating in the parade meant an extra economic burden for the
guildsmen. In the archival documents, there are a few indications on the court’s
provisioning of some objects for the shows of the guildsmen. As has been mentioned
before, in the long list of objects that were provisioned by the imperial treasury for
some games, one encounters the mention of a butcher’s knife for cutting meat, a
hanging water reservoir with a tap, a mirror, and a bowl used by barbers, and the
cotton/wool fluffer’s bow and mallet. The pictorial representations of the festival
provide some visual evidence to the use of these particular items by the
aforementioned guildsmen in their parades. On the sixth day of the festival the
butchers paraded with their workshops, in the pictorial representations of their

parade, Levni and Ibrahim, depicted a young butcher as holding a large knife in his

946 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 560.
%7 Taeschner, Alt-Stambuler Hof-Und Volksleben: Ein Turkisches miniaturen album aus dem 17.
Jahrhundert, plate 11.
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hand while he was cutting meat (Fig. A75, A76). This large knife might have been
the one that was mentioned in the imperial treasury’s list of provisions.

The barber’s parade also happened in the same day; as the textual and
pictorial representations of the festival show, they enacted an almost theatrical
performance related to their craft. During the parade, a barber was shaving his client
in their workshop (Fig. A77, A78). In the pictorial representation of Levni, one sees
the barber’s client, holding a large copper bowl in his hand, and standing under the
hanging water reservoir with a tap (Fig. A77). The barber was washing the head of
his client with the water streaming from the reservoir. Although the mirror seems not
to have been represented in the composition, the bowl and the hanging water
reservoir with a tap can be clearly identified in Levni’s depiction of the event.

Finally, the cotton/wool fluffers’s parade happened on the eighth day of the
festival. Although Levni did not depict this guild in his composition of the eighth
day’s parade, in Ibrahim’s painting one sees their workshop where a young member
was posed in a sitting position. The guildsmen was holding a bow and mallet in his
hand and practicing his craft (Fig. A79). The imperial treasury might have
provisioned this bow and mallet, as the aforementioned document indicates.

These examples imply that for the guilds parade, the court might have
provided certain items. Apart from these few examples however, the archival
documents are totally silent on the background of this process of the guildsmen’s
provisioning of materials for their shows. This leads one to think that quite possibly
the majority of the guilds supplied their own needs, which included the construction
of their small scale workshops, providing some new clothing and necessary gadgets
to parading members, and perhaps paying for the players, musicians and dancers who

paraded with them. This might have been one of the reasons behind the lack of
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information in the archival documents on the material aspect or preparatory phase of
guild’s parade. However, still considering the enormous amount of the archival
documents that were kept for the festival, one expects to find some information on
the details of at least the general choreography of these guild shows. This is to say,
the officials must have had a prior knowledge on the shows of these guilds at least, in
order to make sure that their performance would match to the expected grandeur.
Nevertheless, either these documents did not survive or they were not kept.

For the guildsmen, participating in the festival meant a huge economic
burden. They not only paid for their customary gifts to the sultan but they also
prepared shows for their parades. In addition, most of them also had to lend their
copper utensils for the festival’s kitchen and banquets. Seen from this perspective,
perhaps the group who benefited the least in the festival was that of the guildsmen.
This must have been the reason why some of them resisted paying their obligatory
contribution amounts for the festival.®*® Thus, while the city dwellers, guests, the
court elites, officials as well as the performers mostly enjoyed the material and visual
affluence and the temporal gaiety of the imperial festival, the guildsmen seem to

have undertaken most of the burden of this huge event.

5.5 Conclusion

During the 1720 imperial festival in the richly decorated festival space under the
lighting facilities and in the company of elaborately worn officials and dignitaries,
performers enacted pompous spectacles for urban dwellers. Certainly, one of the
most essential functions of these performances was creating such an atmosphere of

gaiety in the locale during the timespan of the festive event.

%48 See Chapter 4 for a discussion of these examples on some guild’s disputes over payment.
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Despite the popularity of such games, plays, shows on Ottoman festive
occasions, so far some basic questions related to their social and material aspects
have remained unresolved. This chapter aimed at filling this gap by putting forth
proper information on the organization, origins, and skills of these performers and
their integration into the 1720 imperial festival. While sometimes, archival
documents were as detailed as noting the name, skill, and city of particular
performers, sometimes they referred only to the name of the groups. This
inconsistency in archival documents implies that quite possibly more detailed and
complete registers were also kept for other performers, but unfortunately, they did
not survive. Still, the available sources provide the most comprehensive information
on the social history and material culture of the performers who staged shows during
an Ottoman imperial festival.

The chapter also explained that most of these performers were voluntary
participants in the festival and they received a number of benefits including food,
payment and extra grants in return for their service. Signifying their socially
deprived position in the society, their daily wages were the lowest of all contributors
who provided work or service to the festival. Indeed, it is seen that some groups
received even less payment than their colleagues.

Some performers also ensured material renewals, as they demanded from the
court the provisioning of some specific objects or clothing. A joint consideration of
these objects and their narrative as well as their textual and pictorial representations
have provided substantial information to reconstruct some of the games that were
enacted during the festival. Additionally, these petitions were evaluated to
understand the relationship between the Ottoman officials and the performers. As has

been discussed in this chapter, the Ottoman court officials seem to have been very
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receptive to the demands of the performers. Accordingly, all petitions that either
demanded registration in the book of the festival or the provisioning of some objects
were answered positively. This situation shows that Ottoman officials were relatively
flexible in their programming of the festival and performers could actively integrate
themselves to a court-commissioned event.

The continuity of some shows through different imperial festivals such as the
hoisting of a silver ewer to the top of a pole, the shows of tasbazan or giant puppets
is worth mentioning. This situation indicates that at least from the late sixteenth
century onwards, some shows and displays had an established morphology and they
were repetitively enacted on different occasions. Many of these shows were not
exclusive to the imperial celebrations; a number of pictorial and narrative sources
refer to their visibility in the urban milieu. Although this subject needs further
research, the available information implies that some of the courtly and urban
entertainment forms might have been based on a shared vocabulary.

Finally, the chapter has focused on the extensive guild parades of the festival
to understand their performance aspect and their organization on the basis of
archival, textual and pictorial sources. As guild parades in Ottoman festivals
celebrated the Ottoman crafts, merchandise activities and advances in the
technology, at the same time they brought the marketplace and its oral and material
culture to the stage. This relatively refined enactment of the urban milieu added a
fascinatingly vibrant social dimension to Ottoman celebratory events. The chapter
also aimed at approaching the staging of guild parades in Ottoman festivals from the
perspective of the officials and also guildsmen. Although the organizational logic
behind the ordinance of guilds in parades cannot be retrieved, an unknown archival

document showed that Ottoman officials at least intended to plan these spectacles.
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However, the ordinance of guilds seems to have altered at some point, indicating that
either some revisions were made or a negotiation process took place between the
guilds and officials on that matter.

For the guildsmen, on the other hand, participating in the parades must have
required time-consuming preparations. They not only displayed their crafts and skills
in their small-scale workshops but they also enacted various performances, which
must have highlighted the spectacle aspect of their shows. While these shows were
one of the most significant components of the festival’s morphology, they brought an
extra economic burden to the guildsmen. Because of this, the guildsmen of the city

might have been the least to benefit from the imperial festival.
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CHAPTER 6
PLANNING THE TEXTUAL AND VISUAL REPRESENTATIONS

OF THE FESTIVAL IN THE ILLUSTRATED SURNAMES

The pictorial narratives of the festival include a double-page painting that at first
glance like looks a greeting ceremony of the dignitaries to the sultan (Fig. A80,
A81). The two painter/designers of court commissioned illustrated copies of Vehbi's
festival book, Levni and Ibrahim, depicted this scene almost uniformly. On the verso
page one sees the grand vizier standing in front of a tent, attired in a white colored®*®
and black fur lined caftan and a turban of many plaited folds (miicevveze). Three
highest-ranking viziers stand on his left and a number of attendants on his right. The
former steward Hac1 Mehmed Pasha is seen in his front in a slighting bending
posture, implying the show of his respect to the grand vizier. On the recto page one
sees other members of the Imperial Council and the high-ranking officials from the
military. According to the textual narratives, however, this painting was not a
greeting to the sultan. Rather, it represented the greeting of the retired steward of the
sultan’s mother Haci Mehmed Pasha to the grand vizier Damat Ibrahim Pasha.*®

In his textual narrative Vehbi does not seem to have placed any particular
significance to this event, as he mentioned the greeting of this retired steward to the
grand vizier in a very cursory fashion.*®* This makes this painting even more
interesting and one wonders why this painting might have been inserted into the
imagery of the festival. When one considers that the previous painting was the serial
procession of the court elites and the sultan towards the festival space at Ok Meydani

(Fig. A82), and the next painting was the actual greeting ceremony of the dignitaries

%9 According to Vehbi this caftan was made of green satin textile. Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 482.
%0 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 483; Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 187.
%1 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 482, 483.

327



to the sultan (Fig. A83, A84), the possible significance of this painting that focused
on the grand vizier becomes clearer. Very possibly, this painting aimed at reminding
the beholders from the beginning of the manuscript that the grand vizier had a
distinguished position among the hierarchal structure of the court elite. Indeed, the
visual resemblance of these two greeting ceremonies further implies the prestige and
power of the grand vizier, who was acting as the deputy of the sultan. In addition, the
placement of this greeting image of the grand vizier just before that of the sultan,
who was in theory the patron of the whole event, might have intended to articulate
indirectly that the grand vizier was the actual host of the event and very possibly the
patron of its illustrated books.

As has been mentioned in the Introduction, Ottoman court’s commissioning
of surname for the representation of imperial festivals dated back to the late sixteenth
century. The extensively illustrated sirname of Intizami in the 1582 festival and non-
illustrated sarnames of the later festivals were commissioned after the end of the
imperial festivals. However, the patronage pattern of the illustrated sirnames of the
1720 festival differed from the former examples as they were planned in conjunction
with the festival. This aspect of the patronage pattern of the 1720 illustrated
surnames indicates that these festival narratives were an integral part of the planning
of the festival from the beginning. Thus, addressing the ideological dimension of
these illustrated festival narratives helps us to uncover possible motives of the
patrons behind staging a public circumcision festival and how they intended to
project a self-imagery on such an occasion. While the textual representation
foregrounded certain themes, people and events, pictorial representations followed a
similar format albeit with the use of different narrative tools. In addition, paintings of

two illustrated copies displayed slightly diversified stylistic and compositional
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aspects. Thus, the pictorial representations of the festival were not identical. In this
respect, to understand the ideological dimension and representational strategies of
these illustrated festival books, it is necessary to provide an examination of their
commissioning process, codicological and narratological aspects, and
representational strategies in the present and next chapter.

The illustrated sirnames®™? of the 1720 imperial festival are preserved today
at the Topkap1 Palace Manuscript Library with inventory numbers A. 3593 and A.
3594. Although these manuscripts do not have colophons, one of these copies is
likely to have been prepared for the sultan and the other one, which is slightly
smaller, for the grand vizier.*>® As has been mentioned above, in Ottoman history,
there are only two illustrated examples of this genre, the sirname of 1582 festival®*
and that of the 1720 festival.

Seyyid Vehbi (d. 1736), who was a poet and bureaucrat of the time, wrote the
text of the illustrated sizrnames of the 1720 festival. At the introduction of his festival
narrative, he told us how he was involved in the project. As he said, before the start
of the festival, a competition was held among the poets, and he and the chronicler
Rasid Efendi won the challenge.®® Whether such a competition took place or not,
Vehbi was assigned to the project of writing the official narrative of the 1720

festival. Vehbi seems to have been close to the newly appointed grand vizier of the

%2 The sirname, a genre peculiar to Ottoman literary tradition, could have prose or verse format and
was written to record the occasion of an imperial circumcision, imperial marriages and rarely imperial
births. The primary example of this genre was Gelibolulu Mustafa Ali’s Cami iil- Buhur der Mecalis-i
Sur (TSM. B. 203) on the 1582 circumcision festival. Although more than fifty imperial festivals are
mentioned in contemporary Ottoman sources, only eleven had related sirnames. For more see Arslan
Osmanly Saray Diigiinleri ve Senlikleri, v.1, 22-55.

%3 Esin Atil is the first scholar to argue that one of these illustrated books (the one that measures one
centimeter smaller than the other) might have been made for the grand vizier Damad Ibrahim Pasha.
Atil, “The Story of An Eighteenth Century Ottoman Festival.”

%4 A poet with a pen name Intizami wrote the book of the 1582 imperial festival with the
encouragement of a judge, and after its completion he presented the text to sultan Murad 111 (1574-
1595). Three years later the sultan ordered the preparation of an edited copy and painters of the royal
atailer headed by the master Osman illustrated each part.

%5 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 459.
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time. After the defeat by the Habsburgs, upon the request of the grand vizier Damad
Ibrahim Pasha, Vehbi is known to have written an account on the necessities and
significance of peace, just prior to the signing of the Treaty of Passarowitz.”® Hence,
the assignment of this project to him might not have been coincidental.

The connection between Vehbi and the grand vizier Damad Ibrahim Pasha is
explicitly articulated throughout the official narrative of the festival. Vehbi eulogized
the grand vizier’s skills, his merits, and qualities. In various parts of his text, he
explicitly highlighted the loyalty and commitment of the grand vizier to the sultan
and his extraordinarily distinguished position among other dignitaries. Overall, he
depicted an image of a powerful, generous, merciful and truly committed grand
vizier.

Vehbi also recounted how the grand vizier intervened in his textual
composition by ordering him to include certain events or to highlight some others.
Indeed, according to Vehbi, on the seventh day of the festival the grand vizier asked
him whether he recorded each single detail related to the festival, even including an
unpleasing event that happened to Vehbi one night before. Accordingly, after the
shows of the sixth night, Vehbi’s horse escaped and he was left desperate in the
darkness of the night. Seeing that the grand vizier was already informed about this
event, Vehbi was embarrassed and also surprised. Afterwards, the grand vizier gave
him a horse and he told him that even this event should be mentioned in the narrative

of the festival. %’

Whether such a conversation took place between the grand vizier
and Vehbi or not, the long section that was devoted by Vehbi on this event implies

that the grand vizier was highly concerned with the content of the narrative.

%8 Seyyid Vehbi, Sulhiyye-i Vehbi, Siileymaniye Ktp. Esad Efendi no. 3655. Cited in Karahasanoglu,
“A Tulip Age Legend,” 2, n.3.
%7 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 582-583.
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Vehbi seems to have received grants from the grand vizier throughout the
festival. At the end of the festival, he mentioned that besides various other grants, he
was also given a robe of honor by the grand vizier for his services. Indeed,
throughout the festival Vehbi was physically close to the grand vizier as well since
he was sitting behind his tent during the course of the festival, having a perfect view
of the events. Moreover, Vehbi was present in even small gatherings that were held
during rainy days in the tent of the grand vizier. This privileged position of Vehbi
stands in stark contrast to the position of Hafiz Mehmed Efendi, who was the
preacher of the superintendent of the festival Halil Agha and was also given the task
of writing a book on the imperial festival.**® In his short and simple narrative, Hafiz
Mehmed very briefly mentioned festive events. Acknowledging his limitations from
the beginning, at the end of the introductory section of his sizrname, he said that
when the festival began, he was supposed to record all events related to it, but he was
unable to accomplish this task because there was a huge crowd at the festival space
and he was not able to see the shows properly. Thus, he was helped by a certain
chronicler Selman Efendi, whose tent was pitched just next to that of the
superintendent of the festival.®®® Thus, the patronage pattern of these two siirnames
was highly instrumental in determining the content, form and function of their
festival narratives.

This chapter will focus on the patronage of the illustrated sirnames on the
1720 festival, their commissioning and production process, their artists and
calligraphers, and on their codicological aspect. The first part will start with a

discussion of the commissioning process and patronage of these illustrated festival

%8 The text of this sirname is transcribed by SeyitAli Kahraman and Mehmet Arslan. In this study |
have used Seyit Ali Kahraman’s version. Kahraman, ed. 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii; Arslan,
Osmanl Saray Diigiinleri, V.4.

%9 Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii.
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books. The second part will discuss the identities of the calligraphers and painters
who were involved in the project. On the basis of new archival sources, this section
will illuminate the identity of the painter/designer Ibrahim and his long career at the
Ottoman imperial palace. The third part will provide an analysis of the codicology of
the sarnames on the 1720 festival with a special attention towards the so far
neglected copy of Ibrahim. On the basis of the reconstruction of the pages of the
manuscript, this section will bring to light the present condition of the manuscript

and compare this manuscript with Levni’s copy.

6.1 Patronage of the manuscripts

As has been mentioned elsewhere in this study a close reading of the sirname of
Vehbi suggests that the grand vizier might have been the actual patron of these
books.” In addition to the aforementioned focus of the textual narrative on the
grand vizier and the eulogies of Vehbi, the central imagery of the grand vizier
throughout the pictorial narratives is also striking. Furthermore, at the beginning of
his text Vehbi also explicitly mentioned that the grand vizier ordered him to record
the festival in prose.®* From the late sixteenth century there are other such examples,
when the grand vizier or the chief eunuchs commissioned illustrated books for the

Ottoman house and commissioned one other illustrated copy for themselves.*®?

%0 Esin Atil at the end of her article on the 1720 imperial festival also says that the grand vizier might
have been the actual patron of both copies. Yet, in her later published book she mentions that the
sultan was the patron of Levni’s copy. In addition to that, in Ottoman Painting, the authors contend
that the sultan was the patron of both copies and the second copy was prepared as a gift to the grand
vizier. Atil, “The Story of an Eighteenth Century Festival,” 200; Idem, Levni and The Surname, 34;
Bagci et al., Ottoman Painting, 228.

%1 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 463. As a comparison, the non-illustrated sirname of the 1675 festival
written by the clerk of the chief black eunuch, namely Abdi, and sirnames of 1708, 1709, 1710
imperial wedding festivals were written with the order of the chief black eunuch. Similarly, the chief
black eunuch was involved in the preparation of the illustrated copy for the sirname of the 1582
festival written by Intizami. See Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri, v. 5, V. 7.

%2 Although from the late sixteenth century there are various examples that designate the patronage of
the grand viziers and chief black eunuchs of the illustrated history books, only in some cases a number

332



It is also worth mentioning here the multi dimensional implications of the
term patron. As it has convincingly been argued in studies on Ottoman book
painting, this term not only refers to a person who ordered or paid for an artwork.
Rather, it also comprises the agency of multiple actors such as viziers, chief eunuchs,
members of ulema, court officials, calligraphers, and painters where Ottoman court
projects are concerned.*®®

The illustrated sizrname of the 1582 festival was also produced through such
an intricate patronage process. The author of the text, Intizami of Foca, noted in the
margin of two of the copies of his textual narrative that he began writing the book of
the imperial festival with the encouragement of a certain judge named Siileyman
Efendi and through the agency of palace official named Hasan Agha he presented a
section of his text to the sultan. As the sultan was pleased, he ordered Intizami to
finish his text and in return granted him a permanent scribal position at the imperial
palace. After three years, with the initiatives of the chief black eunuch, Mehmed
Agha and another eunuch Zeyrek Agha, this time Intizami was ordered to edit his
text which would also be extensively illustrated upon the imperial order.”®* Thus,
while the final version of the text of Intizami seems to have been shaped through the

interventions of Mehmed Agha and Zeyrek Agha, initially there were other agents

who were involved in the production of the book.

of illustrated copies were prepared. One such example is Ziibdetii 't Tevarih, which has three
illustrated copies one for the sultan, one for the grand vizier Siyavus Pasha and one for the chief black
eunuch Mehmed Agha. Another example is Semailname, a project that was initiated through the
initiative of the grand vizier Sokullu Mehmed Pasha. Besides the illustrated copies that were prepared
for Sokullu Mehmed Pasha, Sinan Pasha, Ahmed Pasha and Lala Mustafa Pasha, there are at least a
dozen of illustrated copies from the last two decades of the sixteenth century. A further example is
Sehname-i Medhi, which has two illustrated set of volumes one for the sultan and one for the chief
black eunuch Mustafa Agha, who was the actual patron of the project. See Necipoglu, “Word and
Image”; Fetvaci, Sarayin Imgeleri; Degirmenci, Iktidar Oyunlar: ve Resimli Kitaplar.

%3 For a detailed discussion on the relations between patron/s, agents, producers, readers see Fetvaci,
Sarayin Imgeleri, 91-138.

%4 Fetvact, Sarayin Imgeleri, 107.
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Between the second half of the sixteenth century and early seventeenth
century, when the illustrated history book production at the Ottoman court was in its
heyday, these books were used as powerful tools of image making for the sultan, his
dignitaries and courtiers.”® At the same time, these books intended to legitimize and
solidify established hierarchies among the ruling elite and the high-ranking
dignitaries of the court. This study argues that the commissioning of illustrated
surnames for the 1720 festival might also have had to a similar intention. Reviving
this prestigious cultural form must have been a deliberate choice of the grand vizier,
whose centrality in the text and image signifies that one of the main objectives of
these books was to highlight the privileged and central position of the sultan’s

esteemed deputy in the overall state apparatus.

6.2 The calligraphers and painters of the festival books

Suyolcuzade Mehmed Necip Efendi (d.1758), who was a calligrapher and chronicler,
in his book on the calligraphers of the time devoted a section to Sakir Hiiseyin
Beyefendi (d.1743).%° Suyolcuzade said that, he and Sakir Hiiseyin worked on the
copying of the imperial festival book of the time of Sultan Ahmed Il1. Sakir Hiiseyin
wrote in ta ‘l7k script and himself in nesi/ script. He also added that they started
copying the text in year the 1132 (1720) and that Sakir Hiiseyin finished his work in
five years. Indeed, painters/designers (musavvirler) named Levni Celebi and Ibrahim

were also appointed to the project. According to Suyolcuzade, everyone who worked

%3 For the studies that address the semiotic aspect of the illustrated histories of the Ottoman court see
Necipoglu, “Word and Image”; Bagci, “Visualizing Power”; Fetvaci, Saraym Imgeleri; Idem, “ From
Print to Trace”; Idem, “ The Production of Sehname-i Selim Han”; Cagman, “Portrait Series of
Nakkas Osman”; Degirmenci, Iktidar Oyunlar: ve Resimli Kitaplar; Tanind1, “Transformation of
Words into Image.”

%6 On life and career of these calligraphers see Derman, “Surnamenin Resimlendirilmesine Dair,”
1526.
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on the project was filled with pleasure, yet only he was left desperate.®’ This brief
section includes significant information on the calligraphers, painters/designers and
on the production process of the illustrated copies of Vehbi’s sirname. Besides
giving us the names of artists who were involved in the project, this section also
indicates that the copying process of Vehbi’s text started very promptly, very
possibly as soon as the festival ended (in 7 Zi’I-hicce 1132/10 October, 1720).
Parallel to that, at the concluding section of his text VVehbi said that from now on he
would start working on preparing edited versions of his notes.*®® Indeed, at end of the
chronogram that he wrote as a memorandum for finishing his festival book, he also
gave the date 1132 (1720).%%°

As Suyolcuzade said, he copied the text in nesi/ script, and then he refers to
the slightly smaller illustrated copy of Vehbi’s sirname that must have been made
for the grand vizier. The other copy was written by Sakir Hiiseyin Beyefendi, and
two paintings of this copy bear the signature of Levni. Thus, we have a different
calligrapher and a different painter/designer, each working independently on
different copies of the same festival book.

Archival evidence further substantiates this claim. A hitherto unknown
document that carries the date 28 Zi’l-ka ‘de 1133 (20 September, 1721) certifies the
bestowal of royal grant (in‘am) to calligrapher (mu/arrir) Necip Efendi and
painter/designer (musavvir) Ibrahim Celebi for recording and painting the 1720
imperial circumcision festival. Besides indicating that Necip Efendi and Ibrahim

Celebi were working together in one of the illustrated copies of the 1720 sirname,

%7 Syyolcuzade Mehmed Necip Efendi, Devhatii’l Kiittab, 70.

968 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 680.

%9 Arslan, Osmanli Saray Diigiinleri, v.8, 457. Esin Atil and Ugur Derman mistakenly give the date
1140 (1728) for the compilation of Vehbi’s sarname, which however does also not match with the
information given by Suyolcuzade because he said that Hiisayin Sakir finished the copying of the text
in 1725. Derman, “Surnamenin Resimlendirilmesine Dair,” 1527; Atil, Levni and the Surname, 34.
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this document also shows that in the span of one year after the end of the festival the
illustration process was well underway. Hence, the illustrated copy for the grand
vizier and the sultan’s copy seem to have been prepared simultaneously.®™

Another document dated 1134 (1722), on the other hand, indicates that the
author of the sirname, Seyyid Vehbi, might also have acted as the supervisor when
the illustrated copies were prepared.””* The document lists the names of some paints
and other materials that were provisioned for the project, which were given to Vehbi
to be handed over to a certain ‘Acem (Persian) painter/designer. This painter might
have been one of the enrolled painter/designers working in the corps of
painters/designers (nakkasan) at the imperial palace, who might have also been
involved in the project as a subsidiary painter/designer to Levni or Ibrahim.

What about the identities of painters/designers who were in charge of
illustrating the festival books? Identifying the painter/designer of the sultan’s copy is
relatively easy given that he (Levni) had signed two of festival paintings.®’ In
addition, as will be mentioned below there are a number of contemporary sources
that provide information about his life. The painter/designer of the other illustrated
festival book, whose name was Ibrahim, however did not sing his paintings. Until
now, only information related his identity came from a brief mention in the

aforementioned contemporary account of Suyolcuzade on calligraphers and painters

of the time.”” It is worth mentioning here that, these two painter/designers might

970 Esin Atil also mentions this possibility. But at the same time she says that Levni must have
supervised paintings of Ibrahim’s copy. Atil, Levni and the Surname, 36.

91 Ugur Derman introduced this document to the literature. Derman, “Surnamenin
Resimlendirilmesine Dair.”

92 TSM. A.3593, fol. 20b, 173a. In addition, there are a number of other works that bear his signature.
See Irepoglu, Levni, Naks, Siir, Renk.

%73 This information introduced to the literature first by Derman, “Surnamenin Resimlendirilmesine
Dair”; Suyolcuzade Mehmed Necip Efendi, Devhatii’l Kiittab, 70.
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have also been accompanied by a group of artists.””* This is to say that very possibly
Levni and Ibrahim worked as the head painter/designer of their own team of artists.
According to eighteenth-century author, Hiiseyin Ayvansarayi Abdiilcelil
Levni Celebi came from Edirne. In Istanbul, first he worked as an apprentice
painter/designer and then he developed an interest towards painting/designing. As
Ayvansarayi added, Levni also composed poems. He died in 1145 (1732/33) and was
buried at a lodge near the Otakgilar Mosque.””® Apart from Ayvansarayi, another
contemporary author, Dimitrius Cantemir, in his history on the Ottoman Empire
mentions a certain Leon Celebi, who was working as a head painter at the sultan’s
palace.”® Although this man might have been Levni Celebi, according to the
registers of the Ehl-i Hiref (literally means the Society of the Talented but refers to
the organization of a diverse group of craftsmen and artists who were organized in

97 \which will be discussed later in detail, Levni

different corps at the Ottoman court),
never obtained an official post at the workshop of painter/designers since he was not
enrolled in the court ateliers.

As it has previosuly been introduced to the literature, Levni’s name appears
in an archival document from 6 Receb 1118 (14 October, 1706) where after stating

that he was suffering from an eye illness for three years, Levni asked the sultan for

his royal benefaction. In return for his request, a daily income of 20 ak¢e from the

%74 Broadly speaking, festival paintings of Levni and those of lbrahim display a compositional and
stylistic unity. However, in details of some paintings (of both copies) one also sees traces of different
hands, which signifies the involvement of other painter/designers in the project.

95 Ayvansarayi, Mecmu‘a- Tevarih, 175.

%6 Cited in Irepoglu, Levni, Nakis, Siir, Renk, 39, n. 3,4.

" On Ehl-i Hiref see Meric, Tiirk Nakis Sanati Tarihi Arastirmalari, \dem, Tiirk Cilt Sanati Tarihi
Arastirmalari; Cagman, “Mimar Sinan Doéneminde,” 73-77; Idem, “Saray Nakkaghanesinin Yeri
Uzerine”; Atil, “The Nakkashane,” 29-111; Idem, “The Art of the Book”; Bagc1 and Tanindi, “The
Ottomans, From Mehmed II to Murad II1,” 262-468; Tanind1, “13-14. Yiizyilda Yapilmis Kur'anlarin
Kanuni Déneminde Yenilenmesi,” 67-98; Necipoglu,“A Kanun for the State,”195-217; Kazan, “Ehl-i
Hiref Defterlerinde Katipler.”
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Edirne customs was assigned to him.*”® Additionally, in the registers of the imperial
purse of the sultan (ceyb-i hiimayin) that date 20 Zi'I-hicce 1119 (22 March, 1708)
once again his name is seen. Accordingly, he was granted 20 gurus.’”® Since between
these two documents there is a period of one and half years, then very possibly after
his recovery from the illness Levni came to the imperial city and either presented one
of his works to the sultan or was given a specific commission by the court. Besides
these documents certifying Levni’s obtaining of certain monetary grants from the
sultan, in a number of anthologies of poetry that are preserved at the Topkap1 Palace
Manuscript Library, there are poems that belong to him written in different genres.*®
In addition, there is an album of paintings, which includes his figural paintings and
also his signed sultanic portraits.

Without any doubt, Levni was an artist and poet close to the court of Sultan
Ahmed I11. From time to time he seems to have presented his works to the sultan and
was involved in some collaborative projects such as the illustrated sirname project
of the 1720 festival. On Ibrahim Celebi, however, except for his name, it is only
known that he was registered in the corps of painters/designers (nakkasan) in the
year 1136 (1724) upon the death of a certain Ahmed Konya. A short note in this
year’s book of registers that recorded three monthly salaries (mevacib) of the
personnel working at the Ehl-i Hiref indicates that Ibrahim’s father’s name was Halil
and he was transferred to the corps of painters/designers from the corps of
miiteferrikagan (an elite corps of mounted personal escorts of the sultan who were

981

often recruited from sons of viziers, pashas and courtiers).”™" When one looks at the

Ehl-i Hiref wage registers for successive years, it is seen that Ibrahim was referred to

978 Cited in Irepoglu, Levni, Nakus, Siir, Renk, 40, 41.

99 TSMA.d. 2352/0327.

%0 jrepoglu, Levni, Nakus, Siir, Renk, 44-47; 49-72

%! Rifk1 Meliil Meric published this register. See Merig, Tiirk Nakis San ‘ati Tarihi Arastirmalari, 35,
document no. XLII.
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as the head painter/designer (sernakkas) in 1145 (1733/34), one of the head
painter/designers (es-sernakkas) in 1147 (1734/35) and the previous head
painter/designer (ser-nakkas-i sabik) in 1149 (1736/37) respectively.®®* His name
was recorded until the year 1155 (1742/1743) in these wage registers but the next
extant register is from year the 1164 (1751), so, it is not possible to determine
exactly when he died. Still, one can safely assume that he must have died during
these years.

Apart from these wage registers, his name also appears in an unknown
document certifying his renewal of the title of privilege/deed in return for his service
as miiteferrika (resm-i tecdid-i gedik-i miiteferrikalik) upon the accession of Sultan

Ahmed Il in 1703. As the document mentions, Ibrahim son of Halil possessed the

983 984

revenue of a fief (gedikli) ™ at a village named Vaslik, which was in Salonika.
Moreover, in the document Ibrahim was mentioned as the inhabitant of Salonika
(sakin-i Selanik). Since he was working and living at the imperial palace, possibly
this phrase meant that he was originally from his city.

In a book of registers from the year 1717 (1729) that recorded the names of
the fief holding sergeants and miiteferrikas of the court, and also the revenues of
these fiefs, on a certain page once again one sees the name of Ibrahim. There,
Ibrahim the son of Halil from the miiteferrika corps was recorded as possessing a fief
in a village named Vaslik at Salonika, which further corroborates the aforementioned

information.®® In another document from a much later date, from 1145 (1733), a

date after which Ibrahim transferred to the corps of painter/designers, one sees that

%2 BOA, MAD.d. 3728; BOA, MAD.d. 204; BOA MAD. d. 3735; BOA. MAD.d. 7479; BOA. YB.04
d. 106; BOA, MAD.d. 688, BOA. YB. 04. d. 107.

%3 Miiteferrika corps members were divided into two as those salaried and those with a title of deed.
See Uzungarsili, Osmanli Devletinin Saray Teskilati, 428-431.

%4 BOA. IE.ML. 80/7477.

%5 BOA. A.DFE.d. 255, fol. 62b.
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now he was referred to as painter/designer (nakkas). Indeed, in this document his
father Halil was also referred to as miiteferrika, which means that Ibrahim must have
inherited this title and deed of privilege from his father.?®

When all these are evaluated together, the career of Ibrahim at the imperial
palace becomes clearer. Ibrahim Celebi was a gedikli miiteferrika when Sultan
Ahmed I11 acceded to the throne in 1703, inheriting this title of privilege/deed from
his father. He had a long career at the palace, as his earliest documented presence at
the palace dates from 1703 and the latest seems to have been 1742/1743. The
archival evidence further indicates that he must have died sometime between 1743
and 1751. When he officially transferred to the corps of painter/designers in the year
1734, he was already working for the sizrname project since three years before he
had received a generous grant from the sultan for his service on the project. Although
we do not have information on his training, he must have specialized in
painting/design.*®’ For some reason, rather than the members of the corps of
painter/designers he was chosen for one of the illustrated copies of the siarname of
the 1720 festival. Perhaps just like Levni, Ibrahim’s works were also appreciated by
the sultan or by the grand vizier, which might have brought him the assignment to

the sarname project.

6.3 The codicology of the manuscripts
Two illustrated manuscripts on the 1720 festival are today preserved in the collection
of the Topkap1 Palace Manuscript Library with inventory numbers TSM. A. 3593

and TSM. A. 3594. Levni painted the former copy, which measures 37.5x23.5 cm

*°BOA. C.TZ. 20/993.

%7 In one of the illustrated Hamse-i Atai copies that is today preserved at the Topkap1 Palace Museum
(TSM. R. 816) one also sees the stylistic features of Ibrahim’s paintings. See Renda, Batililasma
Déneminde Osmanli Resim Sanati, 38-40; idem, “18. Yiizyil Osmanli Minyatiiriinde,” 481-496.
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and it has 175 folios and 68 double-page and one single-page paintings.’®® The
second one was painted by Ibrahim Celebi, which measures 36x23 c¢m, has 221
folios and 68 double-page and four-single page paintings,®®® yet many of its pages
are missing and it was bound out of sequence. Thus, this copy is slightly smaller than
the first copy, and it was more extensively illustrated. This minor difference in the
dimensions of these manuscripts must have signify that one was intended for the
sultan and one for the grand vizier, whose copy was slightly smaller than the sultan’s
copy.

Both of these manuscripts are incomplete copies; the headings of the sections
and their gilded frames are lacking in many pages. This implies that the project
might have abruptly ended without the final refinements. This might also have been
the reason behind why the manuscripts do not have a colophon.

The manuscripts also have some missing pages. In Levni’s copy (TSM. A.
3593) there are only three missing pages.®® Interestingly, these pages were left
empty in the manuscript implying that either they were prepared but for some reason
were not pasted or the text was not copied. In Ibrahim’s copy (TSM. A. 3594) there
are at least 24 missing folios. Of these missing folios, six double-pages and three
single-pages correspond to paintings. This is to say that originally Ibrahim’s copy
must have had at least 245 folios and 77 double-page and one single-page paintings.
Despite these missing pages, the end of the texts and the concluding images of both

copies exist, which implies that originally, the copying process of the calligraphers

%8 |n the literature the number of paintings of this copy (and the other copy) are counted on a single-
page basis. However, for example in Levni’s copy, only one painting is a single-page painting and
others are double-page paintings.

%9 As will be mentioned below, only one of these was originally designed as a single-page painting.
Other three were designed as double-page paintings, but their pairing image is missing.

%% These missing pages are TSM. A. 3593 fol. 40a, 49a-48b. Mertol Tulum has reconstructed the text
and paintings. Yet, in his re-ordinance of the folios he did not follow the exact folio numbers seen in
the manuscript. Thus, numbers are different in his reconstruction and in the manuscript. Tulum, ed.
Strname, for the facsimile of the text and images see Ertug ed. Sirname. An illustrated Account.
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and composition of the selected paintings must have been completed. Some pages in
both manuscripts were bound out of sequence, but such disorder seems to have been
more pronounced in Ibrahim’s copy. In Levni’s copy the disorder in page sequence is
seen solely in the episodes of the first day and fourth day. As has been pointed out by
Mertol Tulum, six pages from the episodes of the fourth day were mistakenly placed
among the narrative of the first day.”" In Ibrahim’s copy, however, page disorder
features throughout the manuscript. As it will be discussed in detail below, the
manuscript mistakenly opens with the closing procession of the festival and then the
text starts from the middle of the first day. Thereafter, in various pages either texts or
images were put in wrong places.

Both manuscripts bear some traces of repair, which are especially visible in
Ibrahim’s copy.” Indeed, two of its paintings also indicate the later addition of
background coloring.”®® This manuscript’s binding was also renewed possibly during
the late nineteenth or early twentieth century.’®* Some archival documents show that
from time to time such repairs were carried out at the imperial ateliers on some
manuscripts that were in poor condition. For example, in the expenses of the
nakkasan corps for the year 1146 in the month of Rebi % ’l-ahir (September-October
1733), there is a register, which records the repair of a Quran, copied by Nakkas
Fazlullah bin Veli. Accordingly, the binding of this Quran was repaired and its
binding was renewed.** Another such example is from an undated archival
document possibly from the reign of Ahmed I11. The document indicates that some

books of the sultan would be sent to the workshop of a binder (which was near the

991 Seyyid Vehbi, Sarname, 13.

%92 Folios that apparently features traces of repair are TSM. A. 3594 fol. 15b, 17a, 17b, 18a, 71a, 94a,
95h, 143a-143h, 139a-138b -138a, 159a-159b; 161a-160b.

%3 TSM. A. 3594 fol. 27a-26b, 69a-68D.

9% 1 am indebted to Zeynep Atbas of the Topkap: Palace Manuscript Library for sharing her
observation on the manuscript with me during my research at the Library.

9%gee Merig, Tiirk Nakis Sanat 65.
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grand bazaar) whose name was Abdi. According to the document, the price of red
binding with golden sides was two guris and the price for plain binding was one
zolara. For each type, a sample would also be sent to the imperial palace to take the
consent of the sultan. If the sultan were pleased, the books would be delivered to the
workshop of the master binder. The imperial order of the sultan that is seen at the left
margin of the document, which indicates that the sultan had chosen those plain
bindings that cost one zolara, and each time a dozen books, would be sent to the
workshop of the binder. Whenever these ten were prepared, another dozen would be

sent,%®

Thus, as these contemporary documents illustrate, such repairing or
rebinding processes that were occasionally carried out at the imperial palace. One
may surmise that very possibly such a renewal was also undertaken for the illustrated
copies of Vehbi’s festival book, possibly in the nineteenth century.

A detailed analysis reveals that pages in the manuscripts were prepared with a
two-folded technique. One of these was that two pages (the recto and verso side of
the same folio) were prepared separately and then pasted together.”®” These pasted
pages are visibly thicker than the others. Moreover, the paste seems to have been
removed in the margins of pages and they are slightly separated. The second
technique was that both sides of a single folio were used. In this case, pages are very
thin and almost transparent so that one side of the page is visible on the other side.
Indeed, when one side of a particular folio had a painting and the other side the text,
the paints were often reflected to the other page. When evaluated through a

quantitative approach, these single folios are markedly more than the pasted ones in

both copies.

%% BOA. AE. SAHM. I11. 232/22183.
%7 Esin Atil has also noted this aspect of TSM. A. 3593 in her article “The Story of An Eighteenth
Century,” 182. For some examples, see TSM. A. 3594 fol. 83a, 83b; 54a, 54b; 57a, 57b.
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Paintings in both illustrated copies follow the same compositional scheme.
For events that took place at the main festival space, at Okmeydani, the verso page
was always reserved for the sultan, his crown princes, his retinues, his tent, the grand
vizier and some other highest-ranking officials. The recto page, on the other hand,
was given to the depiction of performances of the day and of the spectators. While
this scheme was followed throughout the pictorial narrative in both copies, it is worth
mentioning that the image of the sultan seems to have been mobile in these paintings.
This is to say that, as opposed to what is seen in the paintings of the 1582 festival
book, the imagery of the sultan is not fixed in these festival paintings.®®® Sometimes,
he was depicted sitting in his tent, sometimes from on throne that was placed to the
gate of his tent and sometimes watching the shows from his portable kiosk referred
to as kasr-1 temasa (the kiosk of watching) that was constructed before the start of
the festival. Indeed, spatially he was not isolated from the audience or from the
performers. As has been mentioned in the Introduction, this visible, mobile and
approachable imagery of the sultan must have been related to the image making
policies of the dynasty and the court in this period.**°

As far as the Golden Horn scenes are concerned, the sultan was typically
depicted on the recto page, while he was watching the shows from the Tersane
Palatial Complex. In the foreground of this page, one uniformly sees the passage of
floating rafts. On the verso page, one often sees the grand vizier watching the
performances from the deck of the palace and in one example from a giant galleon
that was anchored in front of the deck of the palace. I argue that this balanced

imagery of the sultan and the grand vizier, one on the recto page and the other one on

%% For the imagery of the sultan in the 1582 festival book see Tansug, Senlikname Diizeni; Atasoy,
1582 Surname-i Hiimayun.

%9 See Artan, “Arts and Architecture”; Idem, “Istanbul in the 18th Century,” Idem, “Royal Weddings
and the Grand Vizierate.”
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the verso page that were depicted almost in similar dimensions, symbolizes the
power of the grand vizier, who was very possibly the actual patron of these

illustrated books.

6.3.1 Ibrahim’s illustrated festival book: TSM. A.3594
Levni’s illustrated copy has been examined in a number of monographic studies in
terms of the style of these paintings, their compositional features and the codicology
of the manuscript.*®° However, the second copy by Ibrahim has never been
examined in a monograph or comparatively analyzed with Levni’s copy. To this end,
before moving into an analysis of the representative aspects of paintings of Levni
and Ibrahim, a more detailed discussion on the codicological aspects of this
neglected copy is needed.

As has been mentioned before this manuscript is composed of 221 folios and
68 double-page and four single-page paintings and a number of pages are missing.
The majority of the missing pages are from the beginning of the manuscript since the
narrative starts from the middle of the first day. When compared to Levni’s copy, it
emerges that 16 folios are missing from the beginning. In totality, however, 24 folios
seem to be missing from this second copy, if one assumes that originally there was a
not preface or foreword section and if one accepts that the manuscript had the same
paintings as Levni’s copy. | argue that at least for the paintings, this must have been
the case because, except for this missing section, the subjects of the paintings are
almost the same as in Levni’s copy. In addition to this, where the text ended and
images were placed are the same in the two copies. This uniformity must have been

an outcome of Vehbi’s role as the supervisor of both copies. The quantitative

1000 Atil, Surname; Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, Ertug ed. Sirname: An illustrated Account.
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difference in the number of paintings between two copies, on the other hand, was
related to the fact that in Ibrahim’s paintings of guild parades and a few others were
extended to a number of folios as opposed to those of Levni. Even if many pages are
missing and many others are out of order in this second illustrated copy, one sees that
these two were illustrated copies of the same textual narrative.'**

As has been mentioned before, the text of this illustrated manuscript was
copied by the calligrapher Suyolcuzade Mehmed Necip Efendi (d.1758), as he stated
in his book on the calligraphers of the time.***? Although Suyolcuzade seems to have
finished the copying of Vehbi’s text, the final touches on the manuscript were
apparently not made, since most of the section headings of the manuscript are
incomplete and none of them have gilded frames. Indeed, in cases where the section
heading was written with gold ink, the handwriting bears traces of another hand.

The manuscript has dark red leather binding, which seems to have been
bound sometime in the late nineteenth or early twentieth century possibly during a
process of a repair of the manuscript. Some pages of the manuscript might have been
lost during this phase or, more probably, even earlier. During this process of
rebinding and repair, the pages of the manuscript were bound out of sequence. The
extremely confusing condition of the page sequences implies that perhaps, at that
time, when the rebinding was carried out, the headband of the manuscript had
already dissolved and most of the pages had been scattered. The present condition of

the manuscript implies that the court atelier workers who were involved in this

rebinding and repair process of the manuscript might have taken the other copy as

1001 For the comparison of the textual narrative, | have used the edited and published text by Mertol
Tulum and the original illustrated copy by Levni that is preserved at TSM. When reconstructing
Ibrahim’s manuscript, I have used the exact numbers of the folios as seen in the manuscript. This is
because when the numbers are reordered, they do not match with the exact numbers in the original
manuscript and this causes problems for researchers when they want to use or see a particular page
from the manuscript.

1002 g )yolcuzade Mehmed Necip, Devhatii’l Kiittab, 70.
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the model. For example, the first section of Levni’s copy (after the introduction)
opens with four double page paintings of the sultan’s procession towards the festival
space. However, these paintings are missing from Ibrahim’s copy. To replace these
procession images, during the rebinding process, the binders or painter/designers
seem to have taken a section from the closing procession of the festival and placed it
at the beginning of Ibrahim’s manuscript.

A similar situation is also seen at a particular painting, which depicted the
greeting ceremony of the highest-ranking officials to the sultan (Fig. A83, A84). On
the verso page of this painting by Levni, one sees the sultan sitting in his throne and
the marshal of the nobility standing in front of him in a slightly bending position.
This page is missing from Ibrahim’s copy. In its present condition, another image
was placed in situ, which originally belonged to the fourth day of the festival that
depicted the praying of the sheiks at the sultan’s tent (Fig. A85). The placement of
this image at this particular place might have been related to the fact that
iconographical details of both scenes, the missing greeting scene and the praying
scene, are quite similar. Thus, after consulting Levni’s copy the binders or
painter/designers might have found this painting appropriate for this place.

When Ibrahim’s illustrated copy is examined in detail, it appears that some of
the disorder in page sequences might have actually happened during the production
process of the manuscript. In one example, the verso and recto pages seem to have
been pasted yet they do not follow one another. Accordingly, in fol. 83a, one sees the
depiction of the performance of the Egyptian acrobats during the fourth day of the
festival. On the verso side fol. 83b, one sees the textual narrative. When the narrative
is read, however, it emerges that the text relates to a much later phase of events of

the same day. Thus, it appears that this verso page was mistakenly pasted at this
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particular place during the production process.'*® The second way that disorder in
page sequences seems to have happened during the production process was when one
side of a single folio was used for a painting and the other side for the text. There are
more examples of such disorder in the manuscript.’°* One may assume that the
calligrapher, the painter or alternatively the supervisor of the project, Seyyid Vehbi,
was responsible for this confusion. As in Levni’s copy, one sees disorder in page
sequences only once, so one may surmise that perhaps this second illustrated copy
was prepared in a shorter span of time, which might have led to more mistakes.

Among the missing pages of the manuscript, six double pages and three
single pages correspond to paintings. Six double pages are missing from the
beginning of the manuscript. When compared with Levni’s copy, it is seen that
respectively these six paintings must have depicted the sultan’s visit to the Old
Palace to oversee the construction of na/uls, the configuration of the festival space
and the tents before the inauguration of the festival, and the sultan’s serially
conceived procession towards festival space.

As far as the missing single page paintings are concerned, two of these are
from the pictorial sequences that depicted the parade of the guilds. Except for the
parades of the sixth day, Ibrahim extended his guild parade paintings to three or four
double pages, creating an almost frieze-like composition. In these compositions, the
first page (verso page), was reserved for the sultan, his crown princes, his tent, his
retinues and the dignitaries. In the recto pages, the parade began that extended to
other pages. In Ibrahim’s copy, in the guild parade painting of the sixth and tenth
day, the verso page of the folios, which can also be referred to as the sultan’s page,

seem to be missing. To put it clearly, the verso pages of folio 121a and 18a are

1003 Similarly in TSM. A.3594 fol. 54a, 54b; 57a, 57b one sees that pages were pasted however the
verso pages narrate much later phases of the events, so they were mistakenly pasted together.
1004 TSM. A. 3594 fol. 34a-33b, 43a-42b, 49a-49b, 128a-128b.
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missing from Ibrahim’s copy. The last missing single page painting is from the first
day. The verso page of a double-page painting that originally depicted the
dignitaries’ greeting ceremony to the sultan seems to be missing (Fig. A84). As has
been mentioned before, normally on the verso page of this composition one should
have seen the marshal of the nobility standing in front of the sultan to display his
greetings.’® In Ibrahim’s copy instead of this, a painting that depicted the praying
of the sheiks at the tent of the sultan was mistakenly put in this place (Fig. A85).
Nevertheless, this painting belongs to the fourth day and the marshal of the nobility’s
greeting scene is missing.

In its present condition there are four single-page paintings in the
manuscript.’®® However, when the manuscript is examined carefully and the text is
considered, it appears that only one of them (Fig. A86) was originally designed as a
single-page painting. Indeed, this corresponds to the situation in the other illustrated
copy, which also bears a single-page painting for the same episode (Fig. A87). Other
single-page paintings of the manuscript have their pairs inside the text. They must
have been mistakenly put at wrong places either during the production process or
during the rebinding of the manuscript in the late nineteenth century.*®®’

As far as the subject matter of the paintings in this manuscript is concerned,

as has been mentioned above, it emerges that the two copies followed an almost

uniform pattern, except in four cases. The first of these exceptions is seen in the third

1005 Byring the third quarter of the seventeenth century the protocol for imperial ceremonies seem to
have acquired a prescribed format. This indeed, parallels to the bureaucratization of the office of chief
protocol officer (tesrifatcibast) in the Ottoman court by the same time. Accordingly, the marshal of
the nobility obtained the first ranking position during ceremonies of oath of allegiance that were held
in accessions, two religious holidays (bayram), and imperial festivals. For a discussion on the
diachronic analysis in Ottoman accession ceremonies see Erdogan, “Imperial Biat Ceremonies,” 113-
129; 150-163. For the chief protocol office see Caligkan, “Osmanli Devletinde Tesrifatgilik.” For the
marshal of the nobility see Uzungarsili, Osmanli Devleti Ilmiye Teskilat, 161-172; Pakalin, Osmanl:
Tarih Deyimleri ve Terimleri, vol. 1l, 647, 648; Saricik, Osmanli Imparatorlugunda Nakibii’l Esraflik.
109 TSM. A. 3594 fol. 26a, 47a, 121a, 218a.

1097 TSM. A. 3594 fol. 26a matches with 36b and fol. 218a with 13b. And, eventually the pairing
image of fol. 121a seems to be missing.
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day’s paintings. According to the textual narrative at this day, the professors of
Islamic law were given a banquet. While Ibrahim depicted this episode in one
double-page composition (Fig. A90), Levni did not. Interestingly, in Levni’s copy
two pages that should have textually narrated this banquet of professors of law were
also left empty. It is possible to surmise that originally in Levni’s copy the textual
narrative of this banquet might have been accompanied by a double-page painting
just like Ibrahim’s copy.

Another difference is seen on the fifth day, when as a part of the daytime
festivities, addicts (tiryakiyan) held a performance.’®® Levni depicted their show in a
double-page painting (Fig. A46), yet Ibrahim did not. During the nighttime of the
same day on the other hand, sumptuous firework shows were held across the Golden
Horn, in front of Tersane Palatial Complex. This time Ibrahim depicted this
nighttime firework display episode (Fig. A91) but Levni did not.

The third exception is seen on the eighth day. In Levni’s copy following the
textual narrative that recounted the some pashas’ and aghas’ gift presentation to the
sultan, one sees one double-page painting (Fig. A36). This painting does not exist in
Ibrahim’s copy; rather another subject, a banquet scene, was preferred. According to
the program of the festival, during that day a banquet was given to some of the
officials from the outer palace (birzn) including the steward of the doorkeepers,
aghas of doorkeepers, imperial physicians, imperial tasters, some scribes from the
accounting bureau of the imperial chancery and members of the miiteferrika corps.
Ibrahim depicted this banquet instead of the gift-giving episode of pashas and aghas
(Fig. A92). Indeed, this preference might not have been coincidental because as has

already been mentioned before, Ibrahim was a member of miiteferrika corps during

1098 seyyid Vehbi, Siarname, 547.
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the time of festival. Thus, the inclusion of this particular episode in his pictorial
narrative was highly possibly a self-reference to his participation in this banquet.
Moreover, Ibrahim’s omission of this gift giving might have also been related to that
fact that this copy was very possibly prepared for the grand vizier. To this end,
Ibrahim or the grand vizier might have preferred not to have this image in this
illustrated copy.

Eventually, the last exception to the uniformity of the pictorial program of the
illustrations is seen on the ninth day. For the nighttime festivities of the day, Levni
represented shows across the Golden Horn (Fig. A93). However, Ibrahim took
Okmeydani as the site for the nighttime festivities of that day (Fig. A94). When the
textual narrative is examined, it emerges that the nighttime shows of that day were
held at Okmeydani. Thus, Ibrahim took the actual site as the location of his
composition. However, for some reason, Levni seems to have changed the festival
space and deviated from the textual narrative in his composition.

As part as the stylistic aspects of Ibrahim’s paintings are concerned, it is seen
that, in his Okmeydan1 scenes, figures and material details were more focused,
compared to Levni’s paintings. For this reason, in Ibrahim’ compositions often one
sees fewer people and fewer material details as opposed to that of Levni, where one
encounters a crowd of people and objects filling the composition. This stylistic
difference is most strikingly evident in the guild parade images, which will be
discussed later. Apart from that, in Ibrahim’s paintings, colors seem to have been
relatively darker. Especially the lack of light blue paint that was used for the coloring
of sea and the lack of a bright red paint that is seen in details of some robes of the
dignitaries in Levni’s paintings take attention. For coloring the sea, rather than blue

paint, silver was used, which was the traditional method of coloring the sea in book
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paintings.'®®® Apart from that, most of the paintings (in Okmeydani) lack landscape
details that are often seen in the background of Levni’s paintings. In addition, in two
particular paintings by Ibrahim, certain parts seem to have been depicted but were
not painted (Fig. A9, A88). Moreover, some of his double-page paintings,
particularly those at Okmeydani, display coloring differences, which is especially
notable in the depiction of the sky. While on the recto pages of these examples, one
sees the depiction of a cloudy sky with color gradations from white to light blue; on
the verso pages one simply sees a grey like blue sky (Fig. A89, A58). This slight
coloring difference in paintings indicates that, just like the text pages, some paintings
might have been prepared separately and then brought together.

One may also note the issue of spatial and topical continuity between the
individual pages of Ibrahim’s double page paintings. While this question may be
addressed with regard to both Levni’s and Ibrahim’s paintings, especially in the
performance scenes of Ibrahim’s copy, the sultan’s and dignitaries’ page on the right
folio and the performance space on the left folio have been treated almost as self-
contained images. Hence in a number of the double-page paintings the two pages
appear to be somewhat loosely connected to each other; the textual narrative, and
repetitions in the compositional schemes of such images throughout the volume lead
the reader to locate the viewers and the performers on the separate pages in the same
festival space. This may perhaps be another indicator of the time pressure against
which Ibrahim (and possibly his team) had to work. All these imply that when
compared with Levni’s copy, the illustrated copy by Ibrahim might have been more

hastily made.

1099 Cagman, “18. Yiizyil Yenilesme Dénemi.”
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6.4 Conclusion

This chapter aimed at providing information related to the commissioning process
and codicological aspect of the illustrated manuscripts of the festival with a
particular attention to Ibrahim’s neglected copy. As has been mentioned elsewhere in
this study these festival images, especially those by Levni, were very significant for
the study of the festival. Nevertheless, although the court commissioned two
illustrated copies, one of the copies of the same festival book has never been studied.
This chapter aimed at filling this gap by illuminating the production process and the
codicological aspect of this illustrated copy that was painted by Ibrahim.

A detailed archival research brought to the fore novel information related to
the painter of this copy and his career path at the Ottoman court. While until now
only the name of this painter was known, the chapter outlined different career stages
of Ibrahim, who had been a courtier for more than two decades at the time he became
involved in the festival book project. Having obtained his title of privilege from his
father, Ibrahim seems to have had a long life at the palace during which time he
transferred from one unit to another and performed various duties. The archival
research on Ibrahim also brought to light information related to his involvement
process in the festival book project. It has emerged that two different calligraphers
and painter/designers, who seem to have been supervised by the same man,
simultaneously prepared two illustrated copies of the same festival book. Apart from
that, Ibrahim’s life at the imperial palace also provides us hints about the structure of
certain court units, such as the corps of the painter/designers and the career of
courtiers in the early eighteenth-century Ottoman palace. This topic needs further
research, but the case of Ibrahim indicates that there are available sources to

elaborate on this subject.
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A detailed examination of the codicology of the manuscripts, especially
Ibrahim’s neglected copy, provided information related to the repair and rebinding
processes. Contrary to the copy that was painted by Levni, this illustrated manuscript
seems to have been rebound at a later date, after which most of its pages were bound
out of sequence. The great disorder in page sequences implies that perhaps when this
rebinding was made the headband of the manuscript was already dissolved and the
pages were already scattered.

Finally, a comparison of the codicological aspects of the two manuscripts has
shown that these were almost uniform copies, including the same text and same
paintings on the same subjects (with only four exceptions). The difference in their
page numbers is related to a compositional difference between paintings of the two
painters, which will be discussed in the following chapter. Similarly, how these
paintings related to the text and how these painters represented the same event seem
were different. So far, the representational and narratological aspects of these
manuscripts have never been examined, so the next chapter aims at providing an in-

depth analysis of these aspects of the festival images by Ibrahim and Levni.
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CHAPTER 7

REPRESENTATIONAL STRATEGIES OF THE SURNAMES

This chapter is concerned with addressing the narratological and representational
aspects of the illustrated copies of Vehbi’s sirname that were commissioned by the
court for the representation of the 1720 festival. Often in the studies of narratives, the
pictorial narratives are subordinated to the text. As far as the 1720 festival paintings,
especially those by Levni are concerned, however, one sees the opposite. Due to the
frequent reproduction and wide circulation of Levni’s colorful and motion full
festival images, these paintings almost subordinated the textual narrative and they
largely defined our perception of the festival. Notwithstanding the primacy of these
images in conceptions of this event, until now neither are they examined in terms of
their narratology and representation nor compared with paintings of the other copy
that was illustrated by Ibrahim. This chapter aims at revisiting this issue by analyzing
representational strategies of the illustrated sizrnames with a particular attention to
Ibrahim’s neglected festival images.

The first section of this chapter intends to focus on narrative aspects of
Ibrahim and Levni’s festival paintings. At first place, through a comparative analysis
of a select number of paintings, the peculiar pictorial tools of these painters that
helped them to construct a pictorial narrative will be outlined. Then, the discussion
will continue with an examination of the serial aspect of the procession and parade
images of these paintings that are unique in the Ottoman pictorial tradition.

The second part of this chapter will start by analyzing the pictorial
vocabulary of the two painters. In this discussion, the pictorial vocabulary of

Ibrahim, whose paintings have been neglected so far, will be given a particular
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attention. In addition to that, through a comparison of some particular paintings, this
section also aims at outlining the divergences between two painters’ representation
of the same subject matter.

Finally, after providing an examination of diverse aspects of these paintings,
this chapter will address the conceptual framework through which the visual
vocabulary of these festival paintings is approached. These paintings had some
stylistic and compositional conversations with the contemporary visual idiom, yet at
the same time some of the images seem to have had connections with earlier book
paintings and with practices of aloum making. In this respect, this chapter will argue
that the visual vocabulary of these books might be perceived between tradition and

novelty.

7.1 Representing the pictorial narrative

Vehbi’s festival book provides us a narrative representation of the festival. After a
brief introductory section that related the preparations for the festival, the textual and
pictorial narrative continued in a chronological order starting with the first day of the
festival until the circumcision ritual of the crown princes, which officially ended the
festival. For almost each day’s narrative, just after the textual narrative of the events,
a number of paintings were placed, which pictorially represented those episodes that
were mentioned in the text. When the textual narrative was the most extensive and
detailed, such as the first, second or the sixth day of the festival, more paintings were
inserted. When the textual narrative was very cursory, such as the thirteenth and
fourteenth days, when some of the games were cancelled due to harsh weather
conditions, no paintings were placed at all. In the textual narrative of the first and the

last day, on the other hand, one sees detailed descriptions of the procession of the
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dignitaries that officially launched the festival and closed it. Serial images of
processions, peculiar to these illustrated manuscripts, followed these lengthy textual
narratives at the beginning and at the end of the manuscripts. These serial procession
images seem to have represented each official and courtier that participated in the
procession with almost identical material details that were mentioned in the text.
This close dialogue between the textual and pictorial narrative of the 1720 festival is
striking and continues throughout the manuscripts.

As far as the general structure of these illustrated sizrnames is concerned, it is
seen that both the textual and pictorial narrative focused on certain themes such as
processions and parades, banquets, and public performances that were enacted during
the festival. When compared with the illustrated sizrname on the 1582 festival, the
abundance of banquet images and depictions of public performances is especially
striking in the paintings of the illustrated sirnames of Vehbi.'®*° When narrating
these themes, the role and participation of the sultan and more notably his esteemed
grand vizier seem to have been highlighted both in textual and pictorial narrative.
Parallel to that, except for the scenes at the Golden Horn, where one sees a balanced
imagery of the sultan on the recto page and the grand vizier on the verso page, the
verso pages of the paintings were reserved for these top-ranking protagonists of the
festival and to their retinues. In paintings, the frequent depiction of the crown princes
near by the sultan is also worth mentioning. In both copies almost in each painting

1011

where one sees the sultan, three or two crown princes,” ~ accompanied him while

standing on his right or left. This imagery indeed stands in contrast with what one

1019 The majority of the extensive paintings of the 1582 festival book have not been published. For
these images see TSM. H. 1344,

101 As sizrnames mention, one of the crown princes, sehzade Bayezid, was an infant when the festival
was held. In this respect, except the last painting of both copies where one sees four princes in their
circumcision chambers, in the rest of the paintings he was not depicted. Thus, one often sees three of
the crown princes in the compositions. In some paintings however, just two or one of them was
depicted. See Vehbi, Sirname, 690; Hafiz Mehmed, 1720 Sehzadelerin Siinnet Diigiinii, 230.
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sees in the paintings of the 1582 siarname. Although the official narrative of the 1720
festival does not seem to have foregrounded the presence of the crown princes in the
public dimension of the festival, their frequent appearance in the pictorial narratives
implies that perhaps this iconography might be seen parallel to the increasing
visibility of the Ottoman dynasty in urban loci in the early eighteenth century.'%*?

As has been mentioned above, in paintings the verso pages were reserved for
the sultan and his distinguiashed officials. Indeed, the games, spectacles,
processions-parades and all other displays that were typically depicted on the recto
pages, always moved towards this direction, towards the right. As will be discussed
later in detail, since the sultan and the grand vizier were depicted on the verso pages,
then perhaps the painters might have represented the pictorial narrative of the festival
from the perspective of these highest-ranking protagonists, for whom these
illustrated festival books were prepared. Besides, the unusual directionality of these
paintings towards the right, opposite of the reading direction of the manuscript,
might have also signified the painters’ affinity with the European painting albums
and printed books.

Narratology, the study of narratives, is essential to the issue of representation.
One of the most outspoken theorists of the narrative, Hayden White, defines the
narrative as “a problem solution to general human concern of how to translate

knowing into telling.” **** While White was certainly concerned with textual

narratives, more recently Mieke Bal has offered a wider and more integrative

1012 This dynastic visibility comprised mostly female members of the dynasty (through their marriage
ceremonies and their architectural projects in the city). But, on the occasion of their circumcision
festival, which ritualistically marked the crown princes’s rite of passage and celebrated the
reproduction of the dynasty, crown princes also participated in this visibility. For the growing
visibility of Ottoman royal women in the urban space and in image-making policies of the dynasty see
Artan, ““ Architecture as Theatre of Life”’; idem, “Istanbul in the 18" Century” 302-305; Idem, “Arts
and Architecture,” 465-467.

1013 White, “The Value of Narrativity,” 5.
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conception of the narrative. Bal does not confine the study of narrative to texts,
rather she argues that narratology, the study of narratives, should be applied to
narrative texts, images, spectacles, events, and of all cultural artifacts that tell a
story.'®* Following this definition, narratology emerges as a “transcultural, trans

1915 and it enters into various fields such as

historical and trans medial phenomenon
film analysis, anthropology, gender studies, literary criticism, art history, history,
visual culture studies. The secondary studies pertaining to the narrative often
mention that, in art historiography the narratology is not popular given that the visual
representations tend to be evaluated only in relation to their textual or literary forms.
This perception is especially persistent in the iconographical analysis, which is
traditionally applied to the interpretation of western (particularly Italian) paintings.
Ervin Panofsky identifies the iconographical analysis in three stages.'®*® According
to Panofsky, the first level is the pre-iconographical description in which the
expressional qualities of an object or event are to be identified. The second level is
the iconographical analysis, which entails connecting the composition and content of
an artwork with specific themes or concepts, more particularly with a specific
literary or textual source. The third level is the iconological interpretation that aims
at deciphering the intrinsic meaning attached to the works of art. While, on one hand,
such an analysis dwells on the assumption of “automatic reading of the image,”1017
on the other hand, it evaluates art works only in the light of their related texts. Thus,

in iconographical analysis the viewer must read the image correctly in the sense that

he/she should have prior knowledge of the visual and textual traditions to recognize

1014 Bal, Narratology, 1.

1015 | 'have borrowed the term from Kemp, “Narrative,” 58.

1018 panofsky, “Iconography and Iconology,” 53-67. Also see Bialostocki, “Iconography,” 524-541;
Moxey, “Panofsky’s concept of ‘iconology’,” 265-74; Grabar, “The Iconography of Islamic
Architecture,” 69-87. Burke, “Iconography and Ideology,” 34-45; Damisch, “Semiotics and
Iconography,” 234-241.

1017 Bal, Reading Rembrandt, 177.
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those signs. This causal mode of reading the image acknowledges the hegemony of
the literary version of narrative over the visual while almost ignoring the peculiar
vocabulary of the latter. Nevertheless, as Irene Winter has put it, visual/pictorial
narrative and literary narrative have their own languages with their own
compositional and organizational techniques.'®*® Thus, rather than seeing them as
truly identical forms it is more suitable to consider their dialogue.***®

As far as the festival paintings of Levni and Ibrahim are concerned, a
significant question is how Levni and Ibrahim created the narrative of the festival in
book paintings. What sort of methods and tools were employed to overcome the
relatively limited medium of pictorial narrative as opposed to the advantages of the
textual narrative? For example, one of the most significant challenges in the pictorial

narratives is to depict the movement, %

the sequential images, emotions and ideas.
In the textual narrative, the movement of people or a particular emotive reaction can
be explained or exemplified in very detailed ways. Yet the frame of a picture or a
single/double page of a manuscript does not have such a space. Moreover, they also
lack the discursive and explanatory tools of literature.

As far as Vehbi’s text is concerned, when carefully analyzed, it is seen that
throughout the textual narrative, emotive reactions of the spectators such as their
amazement, fear and curiosity and abstract concepts such as generosity, benefaction,
forgiveness that were attributed to the sultan and grand vizier, were markedly
emphasized. Since these emotions or concepts were difficult to represent in book

paintings, the painters seem to have depicted the most dramatic moment of a

particular event instead. Thus, they shifted the attention from the emotions displayed

1018 \Winter, “When the Battle is Over,” 23; Bal, “Narratology,” 747.

1019 Mitchell, “Word and Image,” 47; Kemp, “Narrative,” 58; Bal, Narratology; Idem, “Narratology,”
727-753; Burke “Visual Narratives,”140-156; Belting, “The New Role of Narrative,” 151-68. Also
see Barthes, “Introduction to the Structural Analysis of Narratives.”

1920 Gottlieb, “Movement in Painting,” 22-33; Oztiirkmen, “Reading Dance Images.”
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or concepts that shaped the events to the most symbolic moment that heightened
these emotions or concepts. Then, this dislocation, that is the depiction of this most
dramatic act, moment or event stands for the whole narrative cycle.

Mieke Bal applies a rhetorical tool to elucidate this aspect of the pictorial
narratives. For interpreting the narrative aspect of some Rembrandt paintings she
uses the notion of synecdoche, which takes the detail stand for the whole.'%** Her
analysis of a pair of Rembrandt paintings on the rape and suicide of Lucretia is a case
in point.’%% Bal argues that although the theme of these paintings is the rape of
Lucretia and her accompanying suicide after the event, since the moment of rape
could not be represented visually, the painter used certain images within the painting
(such as the depiction of dagger, or of blood) to stand for the whole event. | argue
that, some particular paintings of the 1720 festival can also be interpreted through
synecdoche tool.

In the paintings of Levni and Ibrahim one encounters many such examples,
especially when they represented the public performances of wrestlers, acrobats,
jugglers, tightrope walkers, the enactment of some games such as canon fire
displays, mock battles and particular events related to their patrons. The silver ewer
game provides a good example to substantiate this point. As mentioned in Chapter 5,
this game was one of the indispensible spectacles of Ottoman imperial festivals.
Quite interestingly, in the official narrative of the 1720 festival, Vehbi focused on the
preparatory phase of this game rather than the actual game that took place in the last
day of public celebrations. The textual narrative describes at length how a slave

climbed up to the top of the pole and how he accomplished the task of hosting the

1021 Mieke Bal’s narratological analysis of Rembrandt paintings especially of the rape of Lucretia has
been taken as a reference. See Bal, Reading Rembrandt, 60-93; Idem, Looking In, 99-100.

1922 This story survives through the writings of Roman authors Pliny and Ovid. The story of the rape
of Lucretia allegorizes the political tyranny since her rapist was the son of the tyrant of Rome and this
rape initiated a revolution that led to the Roman Republic.
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silver ewer to the top. The grand vizier then, freed this slave and he was granted new
clothes and also an office at the imperial dockyard. The long narrative of this event
focuses explicitly on the mercy and benefaction of the grand vizier and the
astonishment of the freed slave and the spectators. % However, in the pictorial
representation of Ibrahim (Fig. A44) and Levni (Fig. A45), these abstract concepts
seem to have been displaced by the most dramatic moment of the event, which was
the moment when the slave reached to the top of the pole without any rope
fastenings. In pictorial representations, on recto page, one sees this slave at the top of
the pole with a silver ewer in his hand. Thus, here the image of the slave at the top of
the pole while hoisting the ewer stands for the whole narrative cycle.'%?

Another such example is from the fourth day’s performance of the Egyptian
acrobat Haci Sahin. The textual narrative indicates that on that day Haci Sahin,
enacted a marvelous performance, which astonished all the spectators. He was put in
an empty basket with his hands and his legs tied and then this basket was pitched to
the top of a long pole. Suddenly, at the top of the pole, Haci Sahin untied his ropes
and started to drink two cups of coffee from a pot that he had somehow hidden in the
basket. Vehbi says that, seeing these strange things (garibe-i ‘acayib), the people put
their fingers in their mouths as a sign of their astonishment. % In the pictorial
narrative of this performance, both painters depicted the most astonishing moment of
narrative cycle, the moment when Haci Sahin drank coffee at the top of the pole (Fig.
Al15, A116). Thus, once again, painters seem to have shifted the attention from the
emotive reactions to the most heightened moment that aroused these emotions. To do
this, they selected a minor detail from the narrative, which was the coffee drinking

image of the performer.

1023 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 564-566.
1024 Eor the introduction of this technique to the analysis of western painting see Bal, Looking In.
1025 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 534-535.
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Levni and Ibrahim also used other tools to construct their pictorial narrative.
For instance, objects, landscape details or figures were repetitively represented on
different pages of the manuscripts. These repetitive images, | argue, also served to
create the pictorial continuity between non-sequential paintings. The frequent
depiction of rulamcryan, often in the foreground of the pages, the Egyptian acrobats
Haci1 Sahin and Hac1 Mehmed, the long greasy pole and a particular tree at
Okmeydani are examples of these repetitive images. Additionally, in Ibrahim’s
paintings some figures among the audience with noticeable physical characteristics
seem to have been repetitively depicted as well. After the first appearance of a
particular figure or object in the festival paintings, in their next appearance the
beholder quickly recognizes these images. Thus, even if these figures or objects were
not directly related to the events of the day, their inclusion into the compositions
served to engender a visual connectivity between separate painting pages.

The image of the tall-greased pole, which was used during the silver ewer
game, is a case in point. As has been mentioned before, there were two specific
events related to this game. One took place on the sixth day of the festival when a
slave hoisted the silver ewer to the top of the pole. The second one was on the
fifteenth day of the festival, when the actual game was held. One might also add the
moment when the pole was brought to the festival space before the inaugurations of
the festival. Indeed, one can see this pole in Levni’s depiction of the festival space
during the phase of preparations (Fig. A117). Then, in the pictorial narratives of the
festival, one might normally expect to see this pole three times if one was to strictly
follow the textual narrative. However, in various paintings of both manuscripts this

pole was repetitively depicted. In Levni’s copy, one sees the pole in seven different
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paintings and in Ibrahim’s copy in twelve different paintings.'®® Interestingly, in
some paintings of the 1720 festival one also sees a man who was trying to climb up
to the top of the pole but possibly he did not accomplish this task because he was
depicted at the middle of the pole (Fig. A118, A33). In the textual narrative,
however, Vehbi does not mention anyone trying to climb up to the top of the pole
except on the sixth and fifteenth days. Then, perhaps this imagery of the climbing
men functioned as a reminder of the difficulty of this task. Moreover, it might also
have served to link these paintings to the upcoming events of the narrative, which
were the hoisting of the silver ewer to the top and the game of reaching the silver
ewer. This repetitive depiction of the pole might be interpreted as a tool of the
pictorial narrative that created a visual link and conceptual unity among different,
non-sequential book pages. Indeed, in paintings of the 1582 imperial festival, one
sees that the columns at the Hippodrome were also repetitively depicted. Then, may
be the image of the column/pole might have also been used as a place marker in
these narrative paintings.

All these questions related to the narratological aspects of Ottoman book
paintings in general have not yet been properly explored in the literature, except
contributions of a few studies.'®?’ Although, the narratological analysis of Ottoman
narrative book paintings through the introduction of literary tools proposes an
alternative conceptual framework to the subject, the implications of this analysis
need to be further elaborated. In this respect, it is worth mentioning here that this

chapter proposes only an introduction to this issue.

1026 TSM. A. 3593 fol. 11a, 42a, 54a, 60a, 67a, 74a, 132a; TSM. A. 3594 fol. 37a, 55a, 72a, 83a, 87a,
90a, 107a, 129a, 132a, 1504, 168a, 172a.

1027 Fetvaci, “Enriched Narratives, Empowered Images™; idem, Sarayin Imgeleri; Degirmenci, Iktidar
Oyunlarz; Ozden-Firat, Encounters with the Ottoman Miniature.
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7.1.1 Sequential images of the festival paintings

One of the major problems in a pictorial narrative is to represent sequential events
such as the successive phases of a single sportive, theatrical or ritualistic
performance and depicting the parades and processions. For the previous cases, both
Levni and Ibrahim seem to have come up with a solution to represent different
phases of a single performance or event in one double-page composition. The
performances of the two Egyptians, Hac1 Sahin and his apprentice Hact Mehmed
exemplify this point. According to the narratives of the festival, throughout the
course of the festival almost each day these performers enacted a series of
performances such as lifting a man above the head, carrying a number of big glasses
over the head, holding a giant jug above the shoulders or above the head. In the 1720
festival paintings, these successive stages of a single show seem to have been
depicted as if a number of men were performing different games at the same time.
For example, according to Vehbi, during the second day of the festival, Hac1 Sahin
and his apprentice made a series of performances. In the pictorial representation of
these events that were conceived in one double-page composition, one recognizes
those Egyptian performers with their relatively dark skin color (Fig. A119, A120).
While compositions of Levni and Ibrahim for this day’s performance are very
similar, when analyzed carefully it is seen that Levni’s painting represents more
stages from the shows of the Egyptians. In Levni’s painting, the Egyptians were
depicted four times in the same composition. On the verso page, these Egyptians are
seen on a camel and one member is seen on the ground holding his feet. On the recto
page, one Egyptian is seen on the shoulders of his fellow, who was also carrying a
large jug above his head. Just next to them, this time another Egyptian is seen in a

spinning movement, while two men were tied around his belly by their legs. All
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these stages made up a single show and they were a enacted by the same group of
Egyptians, but to overcome the constraints of the pictorial representation, the
painters depicted different men performing different shows at the same time.

When the pictorial representation of parades and processions are concerned,
as has been mentioned, these sirname paintings have a peculiar aspect in the
Ottoman book painting tradition. In two illustrated manuscripts of the Sirname-i
Vehbi, one sees serial images of processions (both by Levni and Ibrahim) and
parades (only by Ibrahim) that extended to a number of manuscript pages without
interruption by the text. Although images of parades and, more commonly,
processions are seen in the Ottoman narrative book paintings, in none of the known
examples do the images extend beyond a double-page composition. In this respect, as
has already been mentioned in this dissertation, the sequential aspect of these
paintings is unique in the Ottoman pictorial tradition and peculiar to these
eighteenth-century illustrated sizrnames.

To first turn to the serial paintings of processions: at the beginning and at the
end of the festival there were imperial processions that ritually inaugurated and
closed the festive complex. The highest-ranking military/bureaucratic and religious
dignitaries of the state, the inner and outer court members, and the corps of the
military establishment partook in these processions with their elaborate ceremonial
costumes in a hierarchical order. The textual narrative relates for several pages the
ordinance of these people, the details of their costumes, headgear, and horses. After
the textual narrative, multiple pages of paintings were placed sequentially, each
depicting a particular group and their accessories. To explain the sequential aspect of
these procession paintings Esin Atil has formerly asserted that these procession

paintings created a united movement as in a frieze that was later cut into single
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images (Fig. A82).29% To elucidate her point, Atil has noted that, “the last figures on
the left margin of verso pages reappears as the first on the right margin of the recto
page.” %% Indeed, in her book she provides unframed cropped reproductions of the
sultan’s arrival’s procession to the festival space that was made by Levni. However,
when these images are carefully examined, it emerges that this kind of visual
continuity is seen only once in the serial images of the opening procession. In one of
the paintings from the opening procession, at the left margin of the verso page one
sees the head of a black horse and the body of that horse appears on the recto page
(Fig. A121). Apart from this single example the missing parts are not complemented
in the following parts. %

Rather, the sequentiality seems to have been achieved with a different
method. Begiim Ozden Firat in her book has recently proposed that cinematic
concepts, the still and the out of field, might be applied to examine these sequential
images of the opening procession of the festival.'®®! In such an analysis, Firat follows
the perspective of the cinematographer Sergei M. Eisenstein, who highlighted the
affinities between cinema and painting in terms of the problems of representation in
both forms. More concretely, he argues that the former inherited the old problems of
the latter. When Firat applies this cinematographic conception to the procession
images she argues that each single painting from the sequential image of the
procession construe a shot from the whole, that is they “give us a still that
corresponds to an instance of the procession.”'**? Nevertheless, between these stills
there is not a visual continuity since missing segments were not complemented in the

subsequent page. This means that between single paintings one observes a spatial

1028 A1, Levni and the Surname, 56.

1929 1bid, 55, 56, 57; idem, “The Story of An Eighteenth Century,”184.

1030 Also formerly noticed by Kuban, “The Miniatures of Surname-i Vehbi,” 15-22.
1931 )zden-Firat, Encounters with the Ottoman Miniature, 84-121.

1932 |pid. 104.
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break that visually cannot be recuperated. The disassociation between images, as
Firat says, was instead completed imaginatively by the spectator.'%%

In addition to that, Firat draws attention to the viewing direction of these
paintings. Interestingly, the procession images move toward the right, but the
beholder has to look toward the left due to the orientation of the manuscript page. To
explain this specific aspect of the procession paintings, Firat suggests, “the viewpoint
reproduced in the series reenacts the position of a bystander who... cannot
comprehend the procession as a moment but rather must take it as an event in
fragments.”1034 Thus, Firat draws an analogy between the imagined bystander (or in
other words the spectator), who was watching the procession at the vicinity and the
position of the beholder when turning the pages of the manuscript. In both cases, as
Firat says, while the movement is towards the right direction the eye turns towards
the left to see the successive phases of the procession or its imagery. However in
this, Firat seems to have assumed that the imagined bystander was standing on the
right side of the procession because for the bystander standing on the opposite side of
the procession, the viewing direction would have been towards the left. Apart from
that, Firat confines this argument solely to the opening procession images, where the
sultan and his dignitaries are depicted as moving towards the festival space. Yet the
whole pictorial narrative of the festival was arranged towards the right, as opposite to
the viewing direction of the manuscript. Indeed, as has been mentioned before,
except for this opening procession, in all other paintings the festive games and also
parades move towards the sultan’s and the dignitaries’ page which was typically

depicted on the verso pages.

1033 ()zden-Firat, Encounters with the Ottoman Minaiture, 110.
1034 (zden-Firat, Encounters with the Ottoman Minaiture, 119.
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In the serial images of the closing procession on the other hand, this time one
sees the sultan’s page in the middle of the procession, again on the verso page where
he was depicted as watching the procession from the Arslanhane (literally the lion
house or the royal menegerie). Thus, with the exception of the opening procession to
which Firat bases her argument on, in all other paintings the direction was towards
the page where the sultan and dignitaries were represented, which implies that
perhaps our painters might have pictured the festival from the perspective of the
sultan and the dignitaries. Still however, one might ask why the painters have
organized their pictorial compositions towards the opposite of the reading direction.
This might have been related to the painters’ acquaintance with European painting
albums and books of engravings. Indeed, as will be discussed below in detail, some
stylistic and compositional features of these festival paintings also display
appropriations from the western pictorial vocabulary.

While Begiim Ozden Firat introduces a cinematographic model to the
analysis of these successive procession images, | propose that the serial aspect of
these painting may also be approached through a linguistic model, that is the
syntagmatic model introduced to the analysis of images by Norman Byrson. As he
put it, while individual words in the sentence exist as a sequence and together they
construe a unified or central meaning, the same process might be involved in
images.’® Bryson uses this model to elucidate the sequential window panels such as
those at the Centerburg Cathedral and the serial allegorical paintings made by
Charles Le Brun for the galleries of Versailles. As he argues, even if these images or
paintings do not visually complement each other, when put together they create a

unified meaning, just as the unified meaning of a sentence. | argue that the same

1035 Bryson, Word and Image, 20.
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process might be involved in the interpretation of the serial procession images of the
1720 festival paintings. If one assumes that each single image from the procession
was like an element of the syntax, when all images come together, they make up of a
unified meaning of a sentence, which is the procession. In this respect, their
sequentiality emerges from their unified meaning, not from their visual continuity.

An Austrian album of prints that depicted the meeting of the Ottoman and
Austrian delegations on the Habsburg-Ottoman border after the signing of the Peace
of Passarowitz (in June 1719) might have been a possible source of artistic
translation for these sequential procession images. % In the album, which is
commonly referred to as “the album of Conrad Weiss,” one sees 18 printed pages
representing the parade of the Austrian and Ottoman emissaries respectively. These
parade images extend to a number of pages, in each page; a section from the parade
was represented, which reminds one Levni and Ibrahim’s sequential procession
images in the 1720 festival book. This album was commissioned by Emperor Charles
VI or by a person close to him as a tool of political and diplomatic propaganda for
the princes of the Holy Roman Empire and their emissaries.’®’ Yet, it is also
possible to think that perhaps one copy was also sent to the Ottoman court after its
publication in 1720. If this was the case, then our painters might have consulted these
sequential images of processions while they were working on the 1720 festival
book’s illustrations.

As far as the guild parade paintings are concerned, on the other hand, this
type of sequentiality holds true only for the paintings by Ibrahim. Indeed, Ibrahim’s

serial guild parade paintings visually complement each other, creating a frieze-like

1038 T am thankful to Tiilay Artan for bringing this album into my attention. Today the album has two
extant copies, one at the Belgrade City Museum and the other one at the National Museum. The
engravings of the album were published by Jeremias Wolff in 1720. For the album and its images see
Milosevic, “The Festival Book for the Exchange of Austrian and Turkish Deputations.”

1997 Ibid. 248.
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composition. When examined carefully, it emerges that, to create serial imagery,
Ibrahim conceived a laterally composed serpentine movement. The serpentine
movement of figures begins at the bottom of the verso page. It starts from the bottom
right and moves in a reverse s-shaped movement to the upper left margin of the recto
page, and then continues in an s-shaped movement in the subsequent verso page and
moves as such. When one crops these paintings and put them together, it is seen that
the serpentine movement of figures that extend to a number of pages visually
complement each other (Fig. A122). In this case therefore, the sequential aspect was
achieved through visual continuity between a number of folios.

Contemporary to these guild parade images, the Flemish painter Van Mour
also used the serpentine movement in a number of his paintings that represented
processions of the sultan and the grand vizier.'*® This brings to mind the possibility
that Levni and Ibrahim were aware of the workshop of Van Mour and his paintings.
As Van Mour was producing his paintings exclusively for private collections of the
ambassadors then, perhaps rather than his paintings his engravings might have been
known to the Ottoman painters.

Indeed, books of engravings seem to have had a certain demand and
popularity in the imperial capital during the first decades of the eighteenth century, at
least among a certain segment of the elite. Yirmisekiz Celebi Mehmed Efendi, the
Ottoman envoy to France in 1721, for example, is known to have brought back with
him a collection of architectural books, plans, and views from various French
palaces.' There are other such illustrated books today in the collection of the

Topkap1 Palace Manuscript Library. One of these books of engravings designates

1038 Nefadova, A Journey into the World of Ottomans, 134, Fig. 135.

1039 For a list of illustrated European books and albums from the collection of the Topkap: Palace
Manuscript Library that contain single-page paintings and engravings see irepoglu, “Topkap1 Saray1
Miizesi,” 56-72; 174-197.
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some interesting pictorial parallels with the guild parades of Levni and Ibrahim. The
book is entitled Nouveau Theatre d’Italie au Description exacte de ses Villes, Palais,
Eglises (published in Amsterdam 1704)*** includes mostly views of main Italian
city centers, Naples, Sicily, Florence, Venice and Rome. There are four volumes of
the book. Venice and Florence comprised the first two volumes, Naples and Sicily
made up the third, and Rome is the fourth volume. The first and the second volumse,
and the third and fourth were bound together. The first and third volumes open with a
long Ottoman Turkish preface, written in a very good handwriting. The Ottoman
Turkish preface introduces the name of the book, its author, where and when it was
published, the content of the books, and why a translation summary was made. On
these opening pages, the translator identifies himself as poor Ibrahim, the
geographer, from the miiteferrika corps of the imperial palace and notes a date,
which is 1145 (1733).2%*! Orlin Sabev in his study on Ibrahim Miiteferrika, who
opened the first printing house in the Ottoman lands that worked Arabic letters,
mentions that Miiteferrika had signed the colophons of his prints with very similar
identifications. Indeed, in a depiction of celestial bodies and spheres of Ptolemy’s
system, attached to the printed version of Katib Celebi’s Mirror of the World (1732),

1042 \which

he identified himself exactly in the same manner, as the geographer,
substantiates the claim that the translator of aforementioned book of engravings must

have been Ibrahim Miiteferrika. As Ibrahim Miiteferrika states in his preface, the

translation was necessary to prevent any mistakes when these images were consulted.

10% The book has 4 vols. TSM. H. 2742 (vol. 1-2); H.2751 (vol. 3-4).

1081 At the preface of TSM. H. 2751, the identification reads: “Min tercim el- hakir Ibrahim el cografi
min miiteferrikagan-1 dergah-1 ‘ali sene 1145.” In TSM. H. 2427 the identification is slightly shorther:
“min tercim el-hakir el-fakir Ibrahim an miiteferrikagan-1 dergah-1 “ali sene 1145.”

1042 Sabev, “Portrait and Self Portrait,” 112, 113.
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1043 At the bottom of each illustration, an Ottoman Turkish caption was added,
denoting the overall iconographical content of the image. This concern towards the
reader/beholder further indicates that these books were consulted at the imperial
palace.

One of the images in the fourth volume of the book, on the part that was
dedicated to Rome, includes a double-page engraving of an ecclesiastical procession
in Rome. The Ottoman Turkish caption identifies the image as “the painting of the
procession from the [new] city of Rome that takes place when a newly appointed
Pope was brought to the Lateran Palace.” *** What strikes the the eye is the
composition of this procession (Fig. A123). The vertical frame is divided into five
equal horizontal rows; in each row one sees a segment of the procession.
Interestingly, however, these rows make up a continuous serpentine movement that
begins in the foreground of the page and moves to the top. This movement begins at
the bottom of the page, at the left margin of the first row. One sees the backs of some
figures as they were walking up to the second row from this margin. The movement,
then, continues in the right margin of the second row, where one again some figures
are depicted as walking upwards, and the movement continues in this way until the
fifth row. Thus, looking from the bottom to top, one sees the procession in a
serpentine movement.

I think this composition might draw some conceptual parallels, particularly
with Ibrahim’s interpretation of the serpentine movement in guild parades. While in
that particular example, the movement was vertically arranged from the bottom up,

in Ibrahim’s paintings it was conceived laterally from right to left due to the spatial

1043 TSM. H. 2751, vol. 4: «...gaflet olunmamak i¢iin bu mahalde serh verildi.” The opening page has
no pagination.

104 TSM. H. 2751, vol. 4. Plate LXX: “Roma-y1 cedid sehrinde yeni Papa nasb olundukda papalara
mahsiis Lateran nam saraya Papa-y1 cedidi gotiirdiikleri alaylarmii resmidir.”
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requirements of a manuscript page (Fig. A122). In other words, Ibrahim seems to
have come up with a lateral interpretation of the serpentine movement in his guild
parade depictions. As figures in rows of the engraving complement each other, the
same happened to the serpentine movement of the parade in Ibrahim’s images. To
achieve the serpentine movement, Ibrahim’s parade was conceived in a reverse S-
shaped movement on the recto pages and S-shaped movement on verso pages.
Thanks to this solution, when the pages are brought together, it is seen that the
movement of figures complement each other perfectly. Indeed, just like the figures in
the engraving that were depicted as turning their backs, when moving to an upper
row, in Ibrahim’s serial guild parades, those figures on verso pages were also
depicted as turning their backs, as if they were walking up a hill (Fig. A124). This
further detail also suggests that Ibrahim might have appropriated this pictorial tool
from that particular engraving or a similar one unknown to us today.

Although the Ottoman addition of the preface to the volumes is dated 1733,
this book might well have been at the imperial palace even before that year since it
was published in 1704. This is to say that, when the illustrated manuscripts for the
1720 festival were being prepared, this book might have been available for the
perusal of our painters.®*® The conceptual and visual affinity between the pictorial
representation of Ibrahim’s serpentine guild parades and the aforementioned Dutch
engraving also reminds us that such engravings, etchings and drawings were a part of
the pictorial-visual vocabulary of at least some painters, designers, architects
working in Ottoman lands in the eighteenth century. Indeed, these examples also
designate that Ottoman painters/designers were coming up with creative translations

of these models. This certainly calls into question the assumptions of the Tulip Age

1045 Ulug, “The Perusal of the Topkap1 Albums,” 235-276; Riistem, “The Afterlife of a Royal Gift,”
245-339.
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paradigm that perceives the pictorial arts of the period through the lenses of a notion
of “western influence,” which still persists in art historiography of the Ottoman

world.

7.2 Individual approaches of painters in their representation of the festival
As has been mentioned before, the subject matter of the paintings that were depicted
by Ibrahim and Levni is identical except four cases. However, contrary to the general
assumptions, even if they represented the same event, the way they represented it
differed drastically. This brings us back to the issue of artistic representation, to the
inevitable question of how to evaluate and approach an artwork or more specifically
how to approach a painting.***® Norman Bryson at the beginning of his book Vision
and Painting, gives a quotation from the Roman author Pliny about a competition
between two painters on lifelike representation. According to the Plinian tale, in this
competition, one painter made a picture of grapes so mimetic that birds began to fly
down to ear from it; the other painter made a picture of a curtain that was so lifelike
that the first painter requested that the curtain should be drawn back so that he could
see the picture. Having deceived his colleague, the latter painter won the
competition.’**” As Bryson says, this tale epitomizes the assumptions of the theory of
the realism, which regards that “the goal of the painter is to produce a replica of the
nature and the reality.”1048

The theory of realism acknowledges ‘““a universal visual experience” for the
artist/painter when representing the physical world. Beginning with the Renaissance,

in the western pictorial tradition, paintings were often conceived in this framework,

104 Marin, On Representation, 252-268; Summers, “Representation,” 3-16; Krieger, “The
Ambiguities of Representation,” 184; Bryson, “Introduction,” 2.
1047 Bryson, Vision and Painting, 1. For the application of this conception to the study of paintings see
l('(i%mrich, Art and Illusion. For its critic see Bal and Bryson, “Semiotics and Art History,” 195;

Ibid.
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which was conceptualized by Vasari into an evolutionary categorization of western
styles in which the realist art of the antiquity and Renaissance symbolized the
pinnacle.’®* Starting only with the early twentieth-century cultural and artistic
movements such as cubism, abstraction, expressionism and surrealism began to
criticize and reject this notion of causality in the representation and reception
processes. 0

The new approaches towards literature and history writing that embraced the
subjectivity of sources were extremely significant for changes in art
historiography.'®* Indeed, the most significant challenges came from literary
historians, who started to introduce methodological tools of literary history to art
history.'®? According to new historical, art historical and literary discussions,
sources such as texts, poetry, paintings, and monuments came to be conceived as
“representations” not as reflections of objective reality. In the words of Mieke Bal
and Norman Bryson, representing something refers to a complex process of the
construction of social reality.'°>® This perception brings forth a challenge to the
directionality of the knowledge in the production and reception processes. In
addition, it takes into consideration multiple factors such as the personal preferences,
social ties and the networks of the author/beholder, as well as their social, economic
or cultural backgrounds when evaluating the sources. Acknowledging this self-
referential and multi dimensional aspect of representations leads to a completely

different way of approaching textual, pictorial or visual sources.

10% Belting, “Art Historiography as Tradition,” 126.

1050 Schapiro, “Style,” 143.

1051 §ee White, “The Value of Narrativity,” 5-27; Idem, “The Historical Text as Literary Artifact,”
221-236; Idem, The Content of The Form; Bonnell and Hunt, Beyond the Cultural Turn; Hunt ed. The
New Cultural History; Paul, “Representations Are Social Facts” 234-261; Burke, Eye witnessing;
idem, Varieties of Cultural History; Darnton, “A Bourgeois Puts His World,” 107-144.

1052 For example see Bryson, Vision and Painting; idem, Word and Image; Baxandal, Patterns of
Intention; Mirzoeff ed. The Visual Culture Reader; Mitchell, Picture Theory; Fortini Brown, Venetian
Narrative Painting; Bal, Looking In; idem, Narratology; idem, “Reading "Rembrandt.”

1053 Bal and Bryson, “Semiotics and Art History,”195.
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The festival paintings of the 1720 festival have never been evaluated from
this revisionist approach. Without exception, these paintings have been regarded
merely as illustrations reflecting the objective reality of the festival. This perception
is related to the traditional art historiographical assessment of Ottoman book
paintings, more specifically referring to illustrated history books that were produced
at the Ottoman court. Accordingly, these illustrated histories of the House of Osman
have been regarded as realist depictions of contemporary events while ignoring their
intricate production and commissioning processes.’®>* While this perception has been

revised in Ottoman art historiography in the last two decades,'*

the paintings of the
1720 festival have not yet been examined from this revisionist perspective.
Moreover, the two illustrated copies have never been comparatively analyzed. Such
an analysis is necessary, as it brings to the fore the individuality of these painters’

distinct pictorial vocabularied, which also helps to challenge the claim that these

paintings reflected the objective reality of the festival.

7.2.1 Focal points in paintings of Levni and Ibrahim

Traditionally, festival paintings of Ibrahim have been neglected in Ottoman art
historiography. This is partly related to the assumption that festival paintings of
Ibrahim were based on Levni’s images in terms of their iconography and
composition. Indeed, his paintings are regarded inferior in stylistic quality when

compared with those of Levni. 1 This section aims at challenging this assumption

1954 Emine Fetvaci rightfully discusses that in the traditional art historiography of Ottoman book
painting only those illustrated manuscripts that were produced at the court and that adhered to
“Ottoman court style” were analyzed. Yet, in the last two decades scholars began to examine
illustrated manuscripts that display diverse styles. See Fetvaci, Sarayin Imgeleri, 33, 34.

1055 Eor a comprehensive list of revisionist studies on Ottoman book painting see Fetvaci, Sarayin
Imgeleri, 34, n. 45-46.

1% Tbrahim’s festival images were traditionally attributed to the “school of Levni.” See Atil,
“Surname-i Vehbi,” 370-371;idem, Levni and the Surname, 36; Atasoy and Cagman, Turkish
Miniature Painting, 75; Mahir, Osmanli Minyatiir Sanati, 78.
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through a comparative analysis of some particular paintings of Ibrahim and Levni,
which shows that two painters had diversified focal points while representing the
same subject. Moreover, it intends to bring to the fore distict features of Ibrahim’s
pictorial vocabulary.

The individuality of painters, that is, the self-reflexive aspect of their pictorial
representation is revealed through their differentiated focal points. As Mieke Bal puts
it, focalization in narratives “is already an interpretation, a subjectivized content,”*%’
which means that what one sees has already been interpreted. This is to say that the
focal points of these paintings articulate about the painters’ point of view.

Some examples will illustrate this point. During the third day of the festival,
nighttime festivities were held on the Golden Horn, in front of the Tersane Palatial
Complex. According to the textual narrative, the sultan watched the performances
from his imperial tent, which was pitched in front of the main gate of the Tersane
Palace. The grand vizier, on the other hand, watched the shows from a galleon
named Kapudane Kalyonu, which was anchored in front of the deck of the palace.'%®
Following the textual narrative, one sees a double-page composition in both copies
(Fig. A95, A96). In these paintings, one sees that the shutters of the seaside kiosk of
the palace were closed, indicating that the sultan was not present in the building.
While Ibrahim depicted only the grand vizier sitting on the galleon,*®® Levni seems
to have depicted the sultan in his tent, which was pitched on the deck of the palace.

This significant difference between the focal points of two painters might well be

related to the fact that Levni’s copy was prepared for the sultan and Ibrahim’s for the

1057 Bal, Narratology, 163; also see idem, Looking in, 41-64.

1058 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 524.

1059 Cagman, “18. Yiizyil Yenilesme Dénemi,” note 10. Cagman rightfully draws attention to
Ibrahim’s depiction of only the grand vizier in his composition. For Levni’s depiction of the same
episode she mistakenly identifies another painting (TSM A. 3593 fol. 93a-92b), which however
belongs to the seventh day.
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grand vizier.®® Yet there is another possibility. When Levni’s painting is examined
carefully, it emerges that the iconography of the sultan is quite strange. He lacks the
symbols that help one to identify this figure definitely as the sultan: such as his
aigrette and his dagger. Missing also are the presence of the officials of the imperial
chamber, the black aghas, and the crown princes. Rather, this depiction stands very
close to the iconography of the grand vizier throughout the pictorial narrative. This
urges one speculate that in this composition Levni might have depicted the grand
vizier, who was very possibly actual patron of this sizrname project. The textual
narrative directs us to believe that the figure sitting on the tent should have been the
sultan. But as Levni often made deviations from the textual narrative, he might well
have depicted the grand vizier instead, thereby assigning the position of the sultan to
the grand vizier, which is worth paying attention.

Another example is a painting illustrating an event from the sixth day.
According to the textual narrative, on the sixth day, a tightrope walker made a

dangerous show called a falcon’s fly (sahin u¢urmasi)*®*

while holding two swords
in his hand. Dancers and musicians enacted performances on that day, and there was
also a cannon fire display from a portable castle maquette. The pictorial
representation of this daytime performance is quite different in Levni and Ibrahim.
Ibrahim seems to have represented the performance of dancers, musicians and the
tightrope walker holding swords in his hand (Fig. A97), yet he omitted or preferred
not to include the canon fire display in this composition. Levni, on the other hand,

represented all these shows (Fig. A39). Additionally, he depicted a man wearing a

dress made of fireworks, a detail not mentioned in the textual narrative. Once again,

1060 piliz Cagman makes this point in her unpublished essay on the eighteenth-century Ottoman
painting tradition. Cagman, “18. Yiizy1l Yenilesme Donemi,” n.10.
®ANd, 40 Giin 40 Gece, 144-147.
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he made a slight deviation from the text, as he depicted the tightrope walker with a
long stick in his hand instead of swords, as the text mentions.

In the afternoon of the seventh day, various performances were again held at
Okmeydani, including the janissaries’ scramble for food, the performance of
tightrope walkers, mock battle games enacted by a spinning castle carried by an
elephant and by big galleon that was carried to the festival ground, and the
performance of dancers and musicians.'%? Pictorial representations of these
performances are quite different in the two illustrated copies. Ibrahim’s composition
focuses solely on the recto page, where the background was given to the scramble for
food and the foreground was reserved for the performance of tightrope walkers, and
the mock battle performance by including a spinning castle that was carried by an
elephant (Fig. A22). Levni, on the other hand, extended this composition to two
pages. He depicted the performance of dancers and musicians on the verso page, and
the mock battle game of a spinning castle and a galleon on the recto page.
Interestingly, he omitted the ritual scramble for food in this composition. Indeed, as a
minor yet important detail in Levni’s painting, the castle is depicted as an
independent structure, without an elephant (Fig. A98). As an overall visual effect, it
is not possible to identify exactly the focus point of his composition, rather Levni
seems to have had multiple focal points in this composition.

A further example is from the eighth day. According to the text, during the
nighttime performances across the Golden Horn, a number of floating rafts which
were full of musicians and performers passed in front of the Tersane Palatial
Complex. The text related that in one of these floating rafts a spinning castle

maquette enacted a performance of a sea battle game, in another raft dancers and a

1052 seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 583-586.
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band of musicians performed, and in different one firework in the form of a flower
garden were displayed.*® In their pictorial compositions, both Levni and Ibrahim
depicted two floating rafts. While both depicted the castle performance on the recto
page, for the second floating raft they had different preferences. Levni depicted the
performance of a band of musicians and dancers (Fig. A99), yet Ibrahim chose to
depict the fireworks designed as a flower garden (Fig. A100). The paintings present

two painters’ different choices for their pictorial narratives of the same event.

7.2.1.1 Compositional and stylistic aspects of the paintings of Ibrahim

Ibrahim’s festival paintings differ from those of Levni with some of their
compositional and stylistic aspects. For example, his paintings are particular in terms
of the attention that he paid to represent different social groups in the audience.
Ibrahim carefully differentiated some people from the others with marked dress
codes.*® This holds true especially for three categories that indicated economic or
social standing, life phase characterization and possible ethnic origin. For the first
category, some figures were distinguished from the others through their ragged
clothing. This holds especially true for an old man who wore markedly patchy
clothes and an old woman who held a stick in her hand; both were positioned at the
foreground of a number of paintings (Fig. A97, A102, A113). These figural
representations are indeed reminiscent of some figures of the seventeenth century
painter Ahmed Naksi, who depicted the court commissioned Seiname-i Nadiri

(TSM. H. 1124) and Divan-: Nadiri (TSM. H. 889) copies, which are preserved at

1063 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 609-610.

1084 Dress codes (referring to the color, material, fashion of a costume) articulated about social and
hierarchal status of an individual in early modern societies. Faroghi and Neumann eds. Ottoman
Costumes; Faroghi, “Introduction or Why and How”, 22-25; Schick, “The Place of Dress,” 93-102;
Wilson, “Souvenirs and Stereotypes,” 35-36; also see Braudel, Capitalism and Material Life, 226.
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the Imperial Treasury.’®® Ahmed Naksi had a peculiar pictorial vocabulary with
elaborate depictions of the architecture that is seen in the background of his
compositions and with his interesting figures that he often placed in the foreground.
These figures are noticeable with their particular physical characteristics and their
ragged dressing. The visual similarity between Ibrahim’s elderly figures and some of
Naksi’s figures raise the possibility that, as a courtier, Ibrahim might have consulted
those illustrated books, which were available at the imperial treasury.

Ibrahim’s other figures, on the other hand, are depicted in garments that
signify their well-to-do economic or social status. For instance, in one painting, two
figures at the left margin of the recto page wore fur-lined garments, which clearly
communicate their relatively higher social/economic status among the socially
undifferentiated members of the audience (Fig. A58).2%%° In all his paintings, Ibrahim
depicted some figures among the audience with recognizable headgear which seem
to be made of leather (and sometimes leather knitted) and often lined with fur (Fig.
A51, A94).1%7 As dress codes were visual markers of social identity in pre-modern
societies, | suggest that this headgear might indicate a different ethnic origin of those
people, possibly of Tatar or Caucasian origin.**®

As a third category, Ibrahim seems to have been keen to differente men and
women through their life phase characterizations. For example, he differentiated men
among the audience as youngsters (without a beard), middle aged (with a beard or

mustache), old (with white hair and beard) and those with a child.**®® The same kind

1065 Bor Ahmed Naksi see Atil, “Ahmed Naksi,” 103-121; Degirmenci, /ktidar Oyunlart; Idem, “Siirin
Resmi,” 314-338.

1068 Pz can, “Furs and Skins,” 63-80.

197 TSM. A. 3594 fol. 60a, 69a, 87a, 123a, 125a, 154a, 168a.

1068 Resat Ekrem Kogu in his book on Turkish costumes indicates that such headgears were
traditionally worn by ethnic groups such as Tatar, Circassian, Bulgarian and Iranian. See Kogu, Tiirk
Giyim Kusam ve Siislenme SozIiigii. Also see Tezcan, “Ethnicity, Race, Religion,” 159-170.

1059 For example see TSM. A. 3594 fol. 60a, 69a, 83a, 90a, 138b.
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of differentiation holds for women; Ibrahim differentiated the old and young women
through their clothing. While old woman were depicted as unveiled and thus their
face is visible to the beholders, young women (with or without a child) were
typically depicted as veiled.*"

Apart from these, one should also mention that some of Ibrahim’s figures
have very distinct physical characteristics that separate them visually from the rest.
These figures were represented in a number of paintings. Some examples of these
figures are mustached men with a big earring (Fig. A104, A105), bearded men with a
big earring (Fig. A106), a man with a hooked nose (Fig. A106), and an old woman
with a hooked nose (Fig. A107). The marked physical characteristics of these figures
might indicate Ibrahim’s familiarity with the modeling technique of the western
painting tradition. In his depiction of fruits and vegetables, one also observes an
acquaintance with the perspectival point of view, which once again brings to mind
that Ibrahim might have been familiar with western painting (Fig. A108, A109).

Ibrahim’s festival paintings are also particular with the representation of
some monuments.’®”* The architectural representation of the Tersane Palatial
complex (within the Tersane imperial gardens across from the Golden Horn) with

many differentiated buildings is a case in point.'%"?

Ibrahim’s representations focus
particularly on the Pearl Kiosk (Incili Ksk), which had a baldachin lead roof and

latticed windows and had portable shutters on the sea front. During the course of the

979 TSM. A. 3594 fol. 86b, 89b, 93b, 122a, 124b, 128b.

1071 This aspect of Ibrahim’s pictorial language has already been noticed in some earlier studies such
as Renda, Batililasma Doneminde Tiirk Resim Sanati; idem, “Tiirk Resminde Batililasma,”17-48;
Bagci et. al. Ottoman Painting, 229; Cagman, “18. Yiizy1l Yenilesme Donemi.”

1972 Since the time of sultan Ahmed | (r.1603-1617) the existence of a kiosk at the Tersane imperial
garden (at Haskoy) is documented. Yet, additional constructions were made during reigns of Ibrahim
and Mehmed 1V respectively. In March 1678 (Muharrem 1088) a fire broke out at the harem part of
the palace, yet a reconstruction was immediately carried out during a year’s time. Silahdar Findiklili
Mehmed Agha in his chronicle relates that in February 1679 (Muharrem 1090) for celebrating the
return of Mehmed IV from the Polish campaign, the guilds of the city paraded in front of the palace
with their workshops that were put on floating rafts. The sultan watched the parade from the kiosk of
the palace. For this information see Pakalin, Osmanl: Tarih Deyimleri ve Terimleri, v. 111, 467-470.
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festival, the sultan stayed at this palace with his family, and he watched many
nighttime and daytime performances from the balcony of this kiosk. In Ibrahim’s
Golden Horn paintings, one observes that the complex was surrounded by light sea
walls. In the foreground, one sees the deck of the palace, a bathhouse, and a two-

storied building, which can be identified as harem apartments,**”

two mosques,
other kiosks and service buildings of the complex (Fig. A95). Indeed, another
painting by Ibrahim where he once again depicted the palatial complex provides
additional information (Fig. A110). On the verso page, one sees one of the gates of
the palace complex that was brick-roofed and opens to the deck of the palace.'*"*
Moreover, in the painting, one also sees a tree with a mirror to which ropes were
tied. Although it is not certain where the name ayimels kavak (literally means the
poplar tree with a mirror) came from, the depiction of this tiny detail is worth

mentioning.'%"

Levni’s depiction of the palace complex hardly provides such
architectural details related to the complex; his compositions seem to have focused
on the seaside kiosk and merely included a few undifferentiated monuments behind
the sea walls of the complex (Fig. A93). One of Ibrahim’s depictions of the Tersane

Palatial complex is in fact strikingly similar to another painting in Mecmi ‘a-1 Es ‘ar

(an anthology of poems)'®"® by a poet named Gaznevi (IUK T. 5461 fol. 25b)."9" In

198 An archival document dated 1908 (1220) gives detailed information regarding the buildings in the
complex and of their architectural and structural details. In this document, harem apartments are
identified as a two-storied building in front of which there was a lead roofed kiosk. This information
matches to the depiction of Ibrahim. The document is cited in Pakalin, Osmanli Tarih Deyimleri ve
Terimleri, v. 111, 468-469.

1074 The aforementioned archival document mentions that on the side of the harem apartments there
was a kiosk and after this kiosk there was a big gate, which was brick roofed. This gate could have
been the gate depicted by Ibrahim. See Pakalin, Osmanii Tarih Deyimleri ve Terimleri, v. 111, 468.
197 There are a number of possibilities for the name of the place that had been offered by European
travelers or observers to the city. The explanation that is related to the poplar tree near the palace
gardens came from the late eighteenth century, from famous architect and painter Ignace Melling.
Melling wrote that the name of the place came from a kind of poplar tree, which created a kind of
mirror effect when sunshine reflected upon to its leaves. See Eyice, “Aynalikavak Saray1”, 264.

197 This mecmii‘a (IUK T. 5461) was in the manuscript collection of Y1ldiz Palace Library and then
was transferred to Istanbul University Library between years 1924-25. I am thankful to Dr. Lale Ulug
who has kindly drawn my attention to the mecmii ‘a and to the visual similarity between two paintings.
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this mecmi ‘a, the author Gaznevi said he completed this anthology of poems in 1685
(1097) as a gift for Sultan Mehmed IV (r.1648-1687), and he added that he was the
author and calligrapher of the poetry and that he also made all paintings himself.**"®
However, the stylistic quality of this architectural depiction is in stark contrast to the
rest of the images of in the manuscript, which raises the possibility that it might have
been added later at the Imperial Palace. °”° Or alternatively, the addition might have
happened much later, when the manuscript left the palace and passed to private
ownership, given that there are two registers of ownership in the beginning section
that date to the late nineteenth century.*®®® Although now it is not possible to
determine how this mecmi ‘a left the waqgf library, passed to private ownership and
then entered the Y1ldiz Palace collection, for the concerns of this study it is still
important to take into consideration that one of its paintings is directly related to

Ibrahim’s depiction of the Tersane Palatial Complex. This example further

designates the circulation of such visual models among painter/designers.

See Ulug ed. Yildiz Sarayindan Istanbul Universitesine /From the Yildiz Palace to the Istanbul
University, 20-27; 82; Derman, “Benzeri Olmayan Bir Sanat Albtimii,” 17-20. My thanks to Zeynep
Atbas of the Topkap1 Manuscript Library for bringing this article into my attention.

077 Miistakimzade Sadeddin Efendi in his Tuhfe-i Hattatin identifies a certain Mustafa-y1 Gaznevi (d.
1699) who was a calligrapher from Kastamonu, and he adds that this calligrapher was teaching at a
primary school, which was named Gaznevi Mahmud Efendi at Uzungarsi, Istanbul from where this
pseudonym Gaznevi came from. Ugur Derman suggests that this Gaznevi might have been the author
of Mecmua-i Esar. Derman, “Benzeri Olmayan Bir Sanat Albtiimii,” 20, n.3; Miistakimzade, Tuhfe-i
Hattatin. Also see Ugurlu, “Gaznevi Mahmud: A Neglected Ottoman Clerk,” 11-17. | am thankful to
Tiilay Artan for bringing this thesis into my attention.

1978 Gaznevi, Mecmii ‘a-1 Es ‘ar, TUK T. 5461, fol. 2a. The calligraphic works of this mecmii ‘a has
recently been examined in a MA thesis. See Ugurlu, “Gaznevi Mahmud: A Neglected Ottoman
Clerk.”

1978 For the additions of paintings at the imperial palace to the fifteenth century illustrated manuscripts
see Tanindi, “Additions to Illustrated Manuscripts,”’147-161; idem, “Manuscript Production,” 67-98.
1080 At the beginning of the manuscript one sees a seal, which is attributed to Abdiilhamid II and one
also reads two records of ownership. In the former one reads that this was fine gift to the dearest, poor
Ziver and it dates 1245/1828. The latter one, on the other hand, indicates that ownership passed from
the aforementioned Ziver to his son, Yusuf Bahaiiddin, and it dates 1282/1865. On the basis of these
records Ugur Derman identifies this Ziver as Ziver Pasha (1793-1862), who was one of the viziers to
sultan Mahmud 11. And he proposes that this book might have been a gift of Mahmud 11 to Ziver
Pasha nevertheless he does not provide any clue to substantiate his point. In any case how did the
mecmii ‘a pass to private ownership and then how it came to Yildiz Palace collection is unclear. See
Derman, “Benzeri Olmayan Bir Sanat Albiimii,” 17-20; Ugurlu, “Gaznevi Mahmud: A Neglected
Ottoman Clerk,” 23, 24.
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Another interesting detail about the architectural depictions is the
representation of the workshop of the imperial painter/designers (nakkashane-i

1081 that was near to Arslanhane or the royal menegerie.'%®? This was the site

hassa)
where the sultan watched the circumcision procession of the court officials, high-
ranking dignitaries and his sons that took place at the closing of the public
celebrations of the 1720 festival. In the 1720 festival paintings, this building was
depicted as a two-storied building, with the first floor of stone masonry and the
second floor brick-roofed (Fig. A111, A112). Filiz Cagman has mentioned in her
study that also in Matrak¢1 Nasuh’s, Beyan-1 Menazil-i Sefer-i ‘Irakeyn (The

Description of the Halting Stages of Camping in Two Irags)'%®

this royal workshop
also was depicted just next to the Arslanhane building. As Cagman argues, while the
general features of the building was same both in Levni and Ibrahim, the two
painters seem to have represented some architectural details of the building quite
differently.’®* As a common point, both Levni and Ibrahim depicted the first floor of
the building as work of stone masonry, and the recently built kiosk on the second

floor as a brick roofed building with a number of windows. However, Cagman says

that Ibrahim’s painting provides additional information, as it depicts a wide arch onn

1081 For the ongoing discussions on the actual place the workshop of imperial designer/painters see
Cagman, “Saray Nakkashanesinin Yeri,” 35-46.

1082 former church located on the southern side of Hagia Sophia that was used after the conquest of
the city to accommodate lions and other kinds of wild animals. Visual documentation from the early
sixteenth century (Matrak¢1 Nasth, Beyan-1 Menazil-i Sefer-i ‘Irakeyn) and eighteenth century (a
painting by Swedish painter Cornelius Loos and an engraving by Gugois Inciciyan) identifies the
location of the building as between the sea and Hagia Sophia and they depict it as being covered by
one full and two half domes. Archival documents indicate that at least from the early sixteenth century
onwards the upper floor of the building was used as the workshop of urban painter/designers. Famous
seventeenth century traveler Evliya Celebi and eighteenth-century geographer Gugois Inciciyan (d.
1833) also identifies the building as such. Inciciyan also mentions that the upper floor of the building
was damaged from a fire in 1802 yet it was totally demolished only in 1804. In 1848 Gaspare Fossati
built Dar il Fiinun in the site of the building, which was then used as the Palace of Justice. In 1933
the building burned down in a fire. Information cited from Eyice, “Arslanhane ve Cevresinin
Arkeolojisi,” 23-33. For the archeology of building see Mango, The Brazen House;

1983 Matraker Nasuh, Beyan-1 Mendzil-i Sefer-i ‘Irakeyn (IUK T. 5694, fol. 8b). Facsimile published
by Yurdaydin, Beyan-1 Menazil.

1084 Cagman, Saray Nakkaghanesinin Yeri,” 43, 44.
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the first floor of the kiosk that very probably opened to the courtyard,; it also depicts
the kiosk as a wooden baldachin. Moreover, according to the observation of Cagman,
a transparent gelatin-like substance was pasted over the painting of window frames,
possibly to highlight the fact that the building had many windows.**®® These features,

however, are not seen in Levni’s paintings.

7.2.2 The painters’ dialogue with the textual narrative

Traditionally, the festival paintings of Levni have been perceived independent of the
textual narrative. The pioneer of this point of view, Esin Atil, in her famous book on
Levni’s festival paintings, argues that these paintings were made to be interpreted
independent of the text and thus they do not explain or relate to the textual

narrative.%’

Levni’s divergences from the textual narrative are also perceived as an
indicator of the independence of his imagery. Moreover, this aspect of Levni’s
paintings has been perceived as a sign of deviation from the traditional rules of
Ottoman book painting.'%¢®

In the past two decades, studies on Ottoman book painting have shown that,
already in the late sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, narrative paintings and album

paintings were related to their accompanying texts in indirect ways.**®® As author of

these works discussed, sometimes images made references to some abstract concepts

195 Cagman, Saray Nakkashanesinin Yeri,” 43.

1086 As has been mentioned before, Esin Atil has examined the stylistic and compositional aspects of
Levni’s festival paintings in her dissertation and her book. For this reason, here | preferred to outline
the stylistic aspects of Ibrahim’s neglected paintings.

1087 At11, Levni and the Surname, 62.

1088 A1, Levni and the Surname.

1089 Necipoglu, “““The Word and Image,” 22-61; Fetvaci, “The Album of Ahmed I,” 127-138; idem,
“Enriched Narratives,” 243-66; idem, “Love in the Album of Ahmed 1,” 37-51; idem, “The
Production of Sehname-i Selim Han,” 263-315; Tanind1, “Transformation of Words into Image,” 131-
145; Degirmenci, “An illustrated Mecmua,” 186-218; idem, fktidar Oyunlari; idem, “Siirin Resmi”
314-338; Rothman, “Visualizing a Space of Encounter,” 39-80. For a similar approach in the
seventeenth century Safavid book painting see Babaie, “The Image of Sound,” 143-163; also see
Farhad, “Safavid Single Page Painting.”

387



that were mentioned in the text; they also included certain self-referential details
related to the objectives of patrons, agents, and authors. In addition they deviated
from the text in other ways.’*® To this end, in the interpretation of the images these
studies argue for a critical consideration of related texts rather than their total
rejection.

Following this line of inquiry, there is a need to evaluate how the festival
paintings of Levni and Ibrahim are related to the textual narrative. This consideration
is especially important with regard to the neglected illustrated manuscript of the
festival that was illustrated by Ibrahim. As a broad observation, a detailed
comparison between two illustrated copies in terms of their text-image relationship
shows that Levni’s images included various details not mentioned in the text.
Moreover very often he made divergences from the textual narrative. Ibrahim’s
paintings on the contrary had a much more intimate relationship with the text. This
difference between two painters’ pictorial vocabulary further indicates the individual
approach of these painters in constructing their pictorial narratives of the festival.

To begin with, a detailed analysis of Ibrahim’s illustrated copy shows that
his paintings carefully followed the details of the textual narrative. This holds
especially for the ordinance of guilds during their parades, the order and number of
performers or attendants, and for the material/visual details. The guild parades are
worth noting. Starting with the sixth day of the festival, guild parades were enacted
as a part of the festival’s program. As has been mentioned before, Levni squeezed
many guilds into a single double-page composition, but Ibrahim extended the
number of parades in a serial manner. This compositional difference also brought

about a difference in the number of guilds that were depicted by each painter. While

19%9 On that point especially see the seminal study of Emine Fetvaci on the complex production
process of Seaname-i Selim Han. Fetvaci, “The Production of Sehname-i Selim Han.”
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each guild that was mentioned in the text was carefully depicted in Ibrahim’s serial
parade paintings, Levni omitted many of these guilds in his compositions, possibly
due to his limited space in a double-page composition. Accordingly, the guild of
carpenters, mirror makers, wool/cotton fluffers, makers of iron tip for a boots/shoes,
fur makers, paper makers, goat-hair cloth weavers, and cooks are not seen in Levni’s
paintings.

Ibrahim often adhered even to numbers that VVehbi mentioned in the textual
narrative such as the number of performers or the number of servicemen at the
festival space. For instance, at the end of the festival, there was a circumcision
procession. During this procession, sugar gardens, small and giant-scale na/:/s and
sugared figures were displayed. According to the textual narrative, 40 men from the
Imperial Dockyard carried 40 sugar figures in the shape of different animals, fruits
and objects. In his serial pictorial representation of this procession, Ibrahim seems to
have adhered to this number, as he depicted exactly 40 men holding 40 sugared
figures (Fig. A9). Levni, however, depicted only 11 men who carried just one
sugared figure at their hands (Fig. A10).

Sometimes Ibrahim’s paintings made references to minor visual details that
were mentioned in the textual narrative. One such example is from the parade of the
makers of iron tips for boot. Vehbi noted that as a part of their performance, some
members of the guild cut parts of their bodies in a horseshoe shape and others
stabbed knives into their wrists.’** Ibrahim’s related painting captured even these
tiny details. At the upper margin of the page, one sees the parade of this guild with
their members and portable workshop. Strikingly, in the arms of some guild

members, horseshoe shaped tattoos and stabbed knives are also seen (Fig. A68).

109 Seyyid Vehbi, Siarname, 612.
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Ibrahim could not have depicted the actual moment of stabbing knives into their
bodies rather he depicted the bleeding of their arms. I argue that this image of
bleeding stood for the act of stabbing, so he indirectly referred to the textual
narrative, %%

Apart from that, when the text is carefully examined in relation to the
images, one sees that in some paintings, Ibrahim made particular pictorial reference
to short verses in the text. This reminds one of the illustrated examples of divans
(collected poems), such as the illustrated copy of Divan-: Nadirz (collected poems of
Nadiri) (TSM. H. 889).1%%® One such reference to the verses in the text is from the
tenth day of the festival, from the depiction of the parade of mirror makers. As
mentioned in Chapter 5, after the narration of the parade of members of this guild,
the text continues with a short a chant (zemzeme), which reads, “Look at the mirror, o
beloved one! See who you are, you are unmatched [in beauty] who strikes hundred

1094 In Ibrahim’s representation of the mirror-makers

Josephs with admiration.
parade (Fig. A62), one sees a young member of the guild holding a mirror in his
hand and he looking at the mirror in which his face was reflected. Without any
doubt, this particular detail of the pictorial composition articulates a reference to the
textual narrative.

Another such example is seen in the narrative of the eleventh day. As the

textual narrative mentions, the first to parade was the guild of silver and gold thread

makers, who paraded with a workshop covered with latticed windows that was

1092 Mieke Bal transfers the rhetorical tools, especially the synecdoche, which takes the detail stand for
the whole event, for the interpretation of some western paintings. | argue that this tool might also be
applied to the interpretation of the festival paintings. See Bal, Looking In, 100; Reading Rembrand,
70-74.

1098 The author of the text is the court poet Ganizade Nadiri. For analysis of the illustrated copy of
Divan-1 Nadiri see Degirmenci, Iktidar Oyunlar;,153-171; idem, “Siirin Resmi,” 314-338. For an
earlier analysis of the iconographical details of paintings of Divan-1 Nadiri see Tanindi,
“Transformation of Words into Image,” 131-145.

109% Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 634: “Mir ‘ata kil bir kez nazar, gor kendiifii cana nesin, yiiz Yasuf’1
hayran ider bir misli yok cananesin.”
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embroidered with gilded silver and gold threads. Then, the text continues with a
couplet which eulogizes the merits of a young member from the guild which reads:
“You have drawn off the darkness of the heart from the wire-drawer’s plate like a
thread, hundred congratulations to your master o young gold/silver thread

199 Tprahim’s depiction of this episode is quite interesting. In the pictorial

maker.
composition, one sees this guild’s workshop in the foreground of the verso page (Fig.
A24). The workshop is latticed with gilded silver and gold threads and inside there is
a young boy displaying his craft. The young thread maker is depicted in a position as
if he was pulling goldthreads from two small dishes. | argue that this depiction
should be interpreted as a concretized interpretation of the abstract concept of
drawing off the darkness of the heart from the wire-drawer’s plate as mentioned in
Vehbi’s couplet.

These examples raise the possibility that Ibrahim might have read the textual
narrative in advance. As far as the convention of book painting at the ottoman court
is concerned, this is not unusual. Emine Fetvaci, for example, mentions, one
illustrated and unfinished copy of the text of Ferruh and Huma, where the draft copy
is full of notes that specifically address the painters. One of these notes strikingly
orders the painter to depict the episode of the meeting of Huma and Ferruh and it
adds that the text should be read and later illustrated accordingly.'%%

This kind of dialogue with the verses of the text does not feature in Levni’s
paintings. As has been mentioned before, in many paintings Levni created his own

version by changing the sequences of events, the order of performers or functionaries

or the material details. One example is from the sixth night of the festival when the

109 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 650: “Haddeden tel gibi ¢ektifi kendifie tar-1 dili, ey ciivan sim-kes sad
aferin tistadina.”

10% Cited in Fetvaci, Sarayin Imgeleri, 117, n. 56. For the original reference see TSM. R. 1484 fol.
58a: “Ferruh ile Hiima bulugsdugudur, Kissas1 okunup tasviri miinasip ola.”

391



performances were at the Golden Horn. Typically, a number of floating rafts passed
along the Golden Horn displaying different performances. As far as the paintings are
concerned, both copies represented four floating rafts on a double-page composition
(Fig. A47, A48). Yet, when the paintings are examined in detail in relation to the
text, it emerges that Levni ascribed material details of one raft to another. For
instance, according to the text, giant puppets and Aries were on the same floating
raft, but Levni separated them and depicted them as if they were passing on different
rafts. Thus, he created his own version of the episode. Ibrahim,, on the other hand,
followed the textual narrative in his composition.

Levni’s diversions from the textual narrative are particularly striking in his
representations of guild parades. Sometimes in his paintings he puts the first
parading guild at the end of the parade, and sometimes he depicts particular material
objects that belonged to one of the guilds as if they belonged to another guild. For
instance, during the eight-day guild parade, according to the text, the guild of tent
makers came at the beginning of the parade. The text relates that, as their customary
gifts to the sultan, tent-makers prepared a tent in which a young member of the guild
was sitting, and they paraded with a number of players who wore terrifying masks. In
Ibrahim’s composition, one sees the exact representation of these details (Fig. A113),
but Levni seems to have conceived it quite differently. In Levni’s composition, at the
foreground of the page one sees a walking figure, and above his head a tent-like
structure was being held (Fig. A114). This must have been Levni’s own
interpretation of the tent-makers’ tent.

Another example is from the ninth day, whose textual narrative mentions that
this day’s guild parade started with the parade of the carpenters. As their customary

gift to the sultan, the carpenters constructed an elaborately designed kiosk (kasr) that
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was covered by red silk textiles. As the textual narrative mentions, oxen were pulling
this portable kiosk.®®" As the sultan was very pleased with the form and style of this
kiosk, it was carried to the tent of the sultan after the parade.’*® In Ibrahim’s
painting of this day, at the bottom right margin of the recto page one sees an
elaborately designed two-storied kiosk, possibly wooden (Fig. A42). The upper story
of the structure seems to have been surrounded by windows, and the wooden pillars
supported the lower story. In the painting of Levni, however, neither the kiosk of the
carpenters nor the members of this guild are seen. In his composition, one sees a
workshop carried by oxen, but this workshop belongs to the goldsmiths, not to
carpenters (Fig. A66).2%% Indeed, the first parading guild in his composition seems to
have been the coppersmiths, who paraded in eighth rows. Thus, Levni not only
changed the order of the guilds but also omitted carpenters from his pictorial

representation of the parades of the day.

7.3 Vehbi’s Surname in the Ottoman book painting tradition

An equally significant issue related to the 1720 festival paintings is the interpretation
of their stylistic and compositional aspects. As mentioned in the Introduction, in the
traditional art historiographical literature Levni’s festival paintings have long been
approached from the framework of the so-called Tulip Age. While the Tulip Age has
been perceived as a period of an instantaneous opening to the western world that was
marked by an abrupt and intensified process of appropriating novel western forms
and concepts in various fields, the festival paintings that were made during this

particular span of time have been considered as an outcome of this assumed novel

1097 Seyyid Vehbi, Sirname, 616.

10% Ibid: “matba 1-i tarh u iislib1 pesendide-i tab‘-1 hiimayiin olmagn...”

1099 This contradiction between Levni’s painting and the textual narrative has also been noticed by
Mertol Tulum, see Tulum, ed. Sirname, 737.
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inclination towards the west. One of the most problematic aspects of the so-called
Tulip Age paradigm is that it detaches the artistic and cultural trends of this
particular twelve-year period from the preceding and following periods. It recognizes
the Ottoman Empire and the Western Europe as distinctively separated cultural and
artistic domains, while almost ignoring centuries-old mutual dialogues and the cross-
cultural interconnectivity. ™%

This perception is also problematic in the sense that it does not answer the
question why the Ottoman court or patron/s of these illustrated books preferred a
traditional cultural form, the illustrated historical narrative suitable for the
representation of the festival. Indeed, it also ignores possible visual dialogues of
some of these paintings with certain painting albums and other illustrated books that
were produced in the seventeenth century. As has been discussed before, some
paintings of Ibrahim display certain visual affinities with images of Ahmed Naksi
and with a particular image that was inserted into an album. Besides, in some of his
paintings one also sees visual references to the verses in the text, something that is
also seen in illustrated anthologies. In addition, some figures in Levni’s paintings,
such as the image of the giant two-faced puppet have a striking similarity to figures
that one sees in paintings of the Taeschner album (from the second half of the
seventeenth century).'* These examples indicate the connections of these festival
paintings with the Ottoman book painting and aloum painting tradition. As has been

mentioned before, since the cultural predilections of the Ottoman court in this period

1% on cross-cultural analysis of arts of the east and the west see Campbell and Chong, Bellini and the
East; Jardine and Brotton. Global Interests; Contadini ed. The Renaissance and the Ottoman World;
Carboni ed. Venice and the Islamic World; Roodernburg et al. Cultural Exchange; Arcangeli and
Wolf eds. Islamic Artifacts in the Mediterranean World; Rosamond, Bazaar to Piazza.

1101 See Taeschner, Verdffentlicht von Franz Taeschner. For the discussion on the content and style of
these albums see And, “17. Yiizyil Tirk Cars1 Ressamlar1,”153-162; Rothman, “Visualizing a Space
of Encounter,” 39-80.

394



were marked by a blend of tradition and novelty,** I think the paintings of the 1720
imperial festival almost perfectly epitomized and represented this two-folded cultural
tendency.

In the 1720 festival paintings, one clearly observes the painters’ appropriation
of western pictorial tools such as modeling in figural representations, color
gradations to stimulate naturalistic appearances of some objects and landscape, novel
spatial arrangements and the perspectival rendition of architecture and objects. As
has been discussed above, the unusual directionality of the paintings where
movement is depicted in the opposite of the reading direction of the manuscript
might have also been appropriated from western albums and books of engravings
that were available to painters at the imperial palace. Can one assume, following the
premises of the westernization paradigm, that these tools were entirely unknown in
the Ottoman world prior to the eighteenth century?

In the last three decades, studies on Ottoman book painting and Ottoman
visual culture have shown that Ottoman painters were acquainted with the western
pictorial tradition as early as the late fifteenth century.''%® Indeed, as far as Ottoman
court patronage is concerned, during the reign of Mehmed I1, who is known for his

patronage of the western style arts and during the early reign of Siileyman I, and also

192 (Jnyer Riistem in his recent study on the eighteenth-century Ottoman architecture stresses the
combination of the traditional and novel artistic forms in significant projects of the reign of Ahmed 111
such as the stylistic features of his library at Topkap1 Palace, his fountain just across the gate of the
imperial palace and also at Sadabad project. See Riistem, “Architecture for a New Age,” 42-65. Tiilay
Artan, on the other hand, approaches the ceremonial and ritualistic revivals of the period from a
similar perspective. Artan, “Royal Weddings and the Grand Vizierate.”

193 For Mehmed II’s patronage of the western arts see Rogers, “Mehmed the Conquerer,” 80-97;
Campbell, “Italian Images of Mehmed the Conquerer,” 66-79; Necipoglu, “From Byzantine
Constantinople,” 272-277; idem, “Visual Cosmopolitanism,”1-82; Raby, “A Sultan of Paradox,”3-8;
Idem, “From Europe to Istanbul”, 136-163; Idem, “Mehmed the Conquerer’s Greek Scriptorium,” 15-
64. For the European style architectural depictions that were later added to the illustrated books that
were brought from the Timurid lands see Tanindi, “Additions to Illustrated Manuscripts,” 147-161.
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during later periods dialogue with the western artistic forms continued.**** As these
studies have rightly shown, in different periods the artistic contact and translation
both from the east and the west occurred in many ways via the transfer of artists,
books, paintings, engravings and images or via training in the royal ateliers. These
contacts were persistent in varying degrees throughout the early modern centuries.
In the eighteenth century, however the growing mercantile and diplomatic
relations brought about new patterns of mobility and global interconnectivity. In this
more cosmopolitan world, “the utilization of transcultural idioms and motifs became

more important in self fashioning and self representations™'%

of rulers, princes,
urban and provincial notables. In this respect, artistic and cultural citations from the
east and west in the medium of architecture, decoration, music, painting or literature
articulated this recognition of a cosmopolitan cultural vocabulary. Parallel to that, in
the eighteenth century, Ottoman, Mughal, Safavid, Russian and Japanese painters,
authors, intellectuals were all appropriating the arts of Western Europewhile their
European colleagues were equally enthusiastic about the “consumption of these
others” through representation in paintings, cross-cultural dressing, opera and
theatrical plays, literature.® Until recent decades, artistic and literary products that
have borrowed their subject matter from Turkish, Chinese manners have largely been
conceived as stereotype or fantasy, but the recent art historical literature assesses the

profound impact of these cultures on Western European art and culture. Parallel to

this novel approach, the diffusion of cultural forms such as turquerie, chinoiserie,

194 Necipoglu, “Siileyman the Magnificent,” 401-427; Idem, “Word and Image,” 37-41; Fetvac,
“From Print to Trace,” 243-268; Degirmenci, “Siirin Resmi,” 314-338; Rothman, “Visualizing a
Space of Encounter,” 39-80.

105 Averoglu and Flood, “Introduction: Globalizing Cultures,” 14.

1106 gee Aveioglu and Flood, “Introduction: Globalizing Cultures,” 7-38 and also articles in Ars
Orientalis, 39: Globolizing Cultures. For the cross cultural theory on art also see Flood, Objects of
Translation; Canepa, “Theorizing Cross-Cultural Interaction,” 7-29; Sheriff, “Cultural Contact and
The Making of European Art,” 1-16. Also see Babaie, “Frontiers of Visual Taboo,” 131-156; idem,
“Shah Abbas II, the Conquest of Qandahar,”125-142; Landau, “Visibly Foreign, Visibly Female,” 99-
130.

396



egyptomanie in Europe in the eighteenth century have recently been assessed from a
transcultural perspective, emphasizing the multi-directionality of cultural flows.**”

In the eighteenth century, some Ottoman painters were evidently inclined
towards appropriating tools of the western pictorial vocabulary and applying them to
book painting, while, at the same time, numerous European painters were coming to
the Ottoman capital to produce tableaus of Ottoman ambassadorial ceremonials and
daily life scenes.*'® It would not be wrong to assume that these European painters
looked at vernacular visual models or that they had a familiarity with the Ottoman
book painting tradition. Such a possible visual dialogue, for example, between the
images of Levni and the Flemish painter Jean Baptiste Van Mour (d. 1737)*'* and
the Genevan painter Jean Etienne Liotard (d.1789) have already been proposed.1110
In fact, these painters’ Ottoman images such as those by Van Mour were widely
diffused in Europe thanks to the engravings that were produced after his

paintings.**!

Van Mour’s Ottoman images (that were produced during the first
decade of the century) served as visual models for English, Dutch and German
engravers as well as to French and Italian artists throughout the eighteent century and
nineteenth centuries. As Seth Gopin argues, paintings by Van Mour were among the

primary sources of European turquerie in the eighteenth century.***? The reception

and dissemination of these images in the European peninsula were wide and

197 gheriff, Cultural Contact; Avcioglu, Turquerie' and the Politics.

1% Boppe, Les peintres du Bosphore; Yiicel-Celbis, trans. XVIII yiizyil Bogazi¢i ressamlari. Also see
Renda, “Sultans, Ambassadors, Painters,” 10-17.

199 Eor Van Mour and Levni comparison see Irepoglu, “Van Mour ve Levni,” 73-102; for the pictorial
oeuvre of Van Mour and for his life see Nicolaas, et al. The Ambassador, The Sultan and the Artist;
Nefedova-Gruntova, A Journey into the World of the Ottomans.

110 Bor Levni and Liotard comparison see Smentek, “Looking East,” 93; also see Sheriff, “The
Dislocations of Jean-Etienne Liotard,” 97-122.

11 One hundred paintings by Van Mour were engraved through the efforts of the French ambassador
to Constantinople, Charles de Ferriol (1652-1722). This work is commonly known as Recueil Ferriol
was first published in 1712 in Paris though there are no copies of this very first edition. In 1714 and
1715 there were two subsequent editions. Gopin, “The Influence of Jean Baptiste Van Mour,” 153-
162.

112 Gopin, “The Influence of Jean Baptiste Van Mour,” 153-161. For the turquerie see Avcioglu,
Turquerie' and The Politics of Representation.
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complicated. For example, in the 1748 carnival of Rome, the students of the French
Academy utilized Ottoman images from VVan Mour engravings for preparing their
Turkish costumes and accessories for their performance of “the sultan’s Mecca
caravan.”***3 Thus, the images of VVan Mour became almost a site of reconciliation
with “the other.”**** This example signifies the multi-directionality of the artistic and
cultural flows in the period. A recent study on eighteenth-century Ottoman mosque
architecture, for example, discusses how reigning sultans found a transculturally-
diffused architectural from, baroque, suitable for their new mosques, which the
author argues spoke to an international audience.'** Indeed, this legibility seems to
have been two folded, since Ottoman viewers also welcomed these novel forms in
architecture without perceiving them as alien. In fact, these forms were labeled as
fresh, original and new by the local beholders.***® This perception views both parties
as a part of an internationally shared visual repertoire.

Following this line of thought, | propose that the stylistic and compositional
novelties of the 1720 festival paintings, such as their serial images, the use of
perspectival renditions as one sees in the depiction of some objects, architecture and
the landscape, and new spatial configurations might also be approached from such a
transcultural framework. This perception is significant as it stresses the continuity of
the cultural and artistic flows between the Ottoman Empire and the Western Europe
for centuries. Perhaps more significantly, it acknowledges the multidirectional aspect
of such flows, implying that Ottoman painters’ artistic dialogue with western

pictorial arts can be interpreted within a broader framework of cultural

113 Hitzel, “Padisahin Maskeli Mekke Alay1,” 309-330.

1% Mary D. Sheriff in her study on Jean Etienne Liotard’s Turkish images makes a similar argument.
For her, Liotard’s self identification in his portrait as the Turkish painter communicated about his
disclocation from the European culture. Sheriff, The Dislocations of Jean-Etienne Liotard.”

115 Riistem, “Architecture for a New Age,”

1116 Hamadeh, “ Ottoman Expressions of Early Modernity,” 31-51; Riistem, “Architecture for a New
Age,” 217-252.
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appropriation'*! rather than that of “influence,” which ascribes passivism to the
appropriating culture and thus creates a hierarchical relationship between the giver
and receiver. Foregrounding appropriation, we may be more attentive to processes of
creative interpretation and vernecularization.'*'®

To return to the question I raised at the beginning of this section, I suggest
situating the 1720 festival paintings within the Ottoman book painting tradition and
also in part within the cosmopolitan visual idiom that characterizes other aspects of
the cultural production of this period. As far as the stylistic and compositional
aspects of these colorful festival images are concerned, while some of them
displayed the painters’ appropriation of the tools of western painting, others featured
visual affinities with Ottoman album paintings or earlier illustrated histories. Indeed,
the traditional representational conventions of book painting were the main frame of
reference for the painters of these images. In the last decades of the century, the
Ottoman court would begin to commission gouache and oil painting on canvas,
during the time when the 1720 festival paintings were commissioned painting was
still conceived within the context of manuscript production, yet, it was softly blended

with novel aspects. I think the interest of these lively festival images lies in their

particular combination of tradition and novelty.

7.4 Conclusion

This chapter aimed at addressing the issue of the representation of the festival in
illustrated manuscripts. As the 1720 festival paintings have never been analyzed
through their narratological strucure, the chapter began by addressing the narrative

aspect of these extensive festival paintings. A section of the present chapter aimed at

117 Nelson, “Appropriation,” 160-173.
1118 Bhabba, “Vernecular Cosmopolitanism,” 38-52.
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analyzing how painters of the 1720 festival books constructed a pictorial narrative in
the material constraints of a manuscript page. Levni and Ibrahim seem to have come
up with a number of solutions to overcome the problem of representing the narrative
through imagery. Repetitions of certain images in separate pages that created a visual
continuity, the representation of the most dramatic moments of an event rather than
the emotions of individuals, and the depiction of successive stages of a certain show
or event in the same page, were some of these tools. Although these tools of the
pictorial narrative were also used in other pictorial traditions, their analysis in
particular context of the 1720 festival paintings offer new insights for studies on
Ottoman narrative book painting.

In addition, in these paintings a peculiar pictorial tool was utilized, which was
to depict events such as processions serially, without the interruption of the text.
While this serial aspect of the procession images of the festival paintings has
formerly been interpreted through cinematographic models, the present chapter
suggested that they might also be evaluated through the adaptation of literary tools,
such as the syntagmatic model. Except a few studies, Ottoman narrative book
paintings have not been examined from this conceptual framework. Yet, an analysis
through literary tools brought out new findings related to the representational
practices in Ottoman book painting tradition. This study argues that the introduction
of the literary tools to the analysis of book painting would have larger implications
for the study of Ottoman pictorial tradition. Yet it is worth highlighting that book
paintings had a closer dialogue with the textual narrative than the aforementioned
paintings analyzed by Mieke Bal or Norman Bryson thus, their text-image

relationship need to be a more attentively examined.
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In addition to that, the serial guild parade images of Ibrahim, which have
never been a topic of inquiry, are also discussed. These guild parade images that
were conceived in a continuous serpentine movement extended to a number of pages.
The visual continuity between different pages indicates that they created a frieze-like
composition. | have also suggested that these serial images of Ibrahim’s guild
parades might have been products of a dialogue with a certain a Dutch engraving. In
addition, serial procession images of both Ibrahim and Levni might have also been
an outcome of a similar kind of an artistic conversation with an Austrian printed
book. These examples bring to mind possible conversations of Levni and Ibrahim’s
images with contemporary European painting alboums or books of engravings.

The chapter has also explored the individual approaches of Levni and
Ibrahim in their representation of the festival. While Levni’s scenes, which were full
of motion, and his lively colorful images have traditionally been praised in the
scholarship; those of Ibrahim have been found less refined and inferior in quality.
Leaving such value-charged judgments aside, | have argued that each one of these
painters had a distinctive pictorial vocabulary. The examination of the focal points of
the paintings of Levni and Ibrahim, and especially Ibrahim’s tylistic and
compositional choices provided a relevant context for discussing divergences
between the painters’ approaches to pictorial narrative. While in most of the scenes
the two painters depicted exactly the same event, how they represented it was quite
different. This finding challenges the prevailing assumption that these paintings
reflected the objective reality of the festival.

Since a textual narrative accompanies these book paintings, the chapter also
aimed at understanding how the images of Levni and Ibrahim conversed with the

textual narrative. With the exception of a few number of illustrated narratives and
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genealogies, the illustrated books of the 1720 festival are particular in Ottoman book
painting tradition in terms of the close dialogue between the textual and pictorial
narrative. Almost each day’s textual narrative was followed by a number of double-
page paintings that depicted events and performances of the day. A detailed analysis
of details of these paintings and the textual narrative however showed that, how the
text and image conversed was different in Levni and Ibrahim’s paintings. While
Ibrahim’s images had a closer relationship with the textual narrative, Levni had a
more independent approach, as his divergences from the text were very explicit. The
discussion of these aspects of the 1720 festival paintings and the comparison of the
two illustrated copies also revealed that paintings of one copy did not actually mirror
the other. We have two individual projects based on the same textual narrative
realized by two painters, each of whom must have been accompanied by a number of
other painters.

Finally, the present chapter turned to the conceptual framework through
which these paintings might be approached. Traditionally, stylistic and
compositional aspects of these festival paintings have been perceived within the
framework of westernization in Ottoman pictorial arts. One of the most significant
obstacles related to this perception was that it regarded Ottoman cultural and artistic
idiom prior to the early eighteenth century as isolated from the rest of the world. For
the eighteenth century, on the other hand, this perception underestimated Ottoman
painters and designers’ creativity in their artistic translations, while ascribing a
passive role to the appropriating culture in the process of artistic translation. Rather
than seeing them as forerunners of the western style in the Ottoman pictorial
tradition, this chapter contended that the novel stylistic and compositional aspects of

the 1720 festival paintings might be perceived from a transcultural perspective. The
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visual or conceptual connections of these paintings with Ottoman painting albums
and illustrated manuscripts were also mentioned. This study argued that the visual
vocabulary of the 1720 festival paintings should be perceived from such a two-folded

conceptual framework.
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CHAPTER 8

CONCLUSION

At the end of his official narrative of the 1720 imperial circumcision festival Seyyid
Vehbi stated that since the public festival ended, now the time has come to oversee
his draft notes and prepare revised versions of his text. As he was handing over these
revised pages to the calligraphers, they began to prepare court commissioned copies
of Vehbi’s festival narrative. Simultaneous to this process, painter/designers who
were assigned to the project began to represent the festival in imagery. In the
aftermath of the event, a number of other officials were also preoccupied with the
festival. The clerks from the financial bureau were busied with preparing complete
registers recording each single detail related to the financial and material aspect of
the event. In addition, they had to take care of some delayed payments, which would
be compensated with some regular incomes of the treasury of the coming year. The
superintendent of the festival and his subsidiaries on the other hand were concerned
with delivering borrowed utensils or materials to their owners and handing over the
purchased objects to their right places at the imperial palace. And, the staff of the
imperial treasury were classifying and counting the gifts presented to the sultan and
to his family, which were then redistributed among the members of the imperial
family. So, even if the circumcision festival of the sultan lasted for three weeks, it
continued to busy various people at the imperial palace for months in its aftermath.
This study focused on one of the best-known festivals in Ottoman
historiography, the circumcision festival of Sultan Ahmed I11’s four sons held in
Istanbul in the first days of the autumn of the year 1720. Through an examination of

its diverse aspects and rites, it illustrated how this grand scale festival was planned,
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organized, staged and represented. This consideration brought the unknown social,
material, financial and representational dimensions of such a court commissioned
event into light. At the same time, it illustrated how the growing body of Ottoman
bureaucracy worked, divided labor and conveyed information in the early eighteenth
century.

To understand the ideological motives behind the Ottoman court’s
commissioning of such a grand scale festival at this particular period at a time when
a number of smaller scale festivals has also been held, this study aimed at finding an
answer to the question of why there was a need for such an effort. By organizing a
public circumcision festival in the imperial city to which thousands of people could
relate personally and participate in, the court and the dignitaries might have aimed at
highlighting the wealth, generosity and enduring power of the sultan and the state.
This mass distribution of the sultan’s benefaction in forms of food, gifts, and display
might also have intended to stress the significant position of the sultan and the
Ottoman court in the overall patronage-clientage system.

Although the imperial festival was centered on the notion of the benefaction
of the sultan, a thorough analysis of various rites of the festival showed that this
benefaction was hierarchically arranged according to one’s social position or rank.
An in-depth examination of the food-related rites and gifting rites of the festival
clearly indicated how all beneficiaries, including the including the top ranking
dignitaries, court officials, functionaries, invited guests, performers, and residents of
the city, were differentiated through the type and amount of the food, gifts or
donation they received. Thus, although in the sultan’s festival there was an unusual
material abundance, participants did not share it on an even basis. Social rank and

position determined not only what, where and how much one could eat but also the
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amount, cost, and type of other gifts he/she could receive. The attention of the clerks
to recor each minor detail related to the social differentiation of the beneficiaries
through the distribution of benefaction further implies the great importance that was
given at the Ottoman court to constantly define established hierarchies. This was
very possibly related to the lack of formal rules of protocol governing hierarchical
differences, especially among titleholders, as one would observe in a polity that
incorporates a hereditary aristocracy.

As the archival sources on the preparations of the festival brought to the fore,
for the organization of the festival, and for preperations, the court had to rely on the
material and human resources of the imperial capital city and some other cities
across the empire. This occurred in the form of borrowing utensils, kitchenware and
tableware items from guildsmen, court officials and residents of the city, providing
temporary employment to craftsmen, workmen and performers, and provisioning
foodstuffs and other necessary items through purchase. The details of these processes
indicated that without the assets or labor of these voluntary and obligatory
contributors, completing the preparations of the festival and staging it would not
have been possible.

Discussing the services, duties, and grants of these contributors and of the
beneficieries illustrated in striking detail the social dimension of this court
commissioned festival. Detailed archival sources showed that urban dwellers of the
imperial city, both Muslim and non-Muslim, participated in the festival with their
workforce and material belongings. In addition, they also benefited from the
banquets and public displays. As far as Muslim residents of the imperial capital city
are concerned, there was an additional motive to participate in the festival, which

was to circumcise their sons and thus to receive extra grants. Over 4,000 boys living
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in different parts of the imperial city and also their families benefited from the
sultan’s circumcision festival on a personal level. These boys, whose names and
neighbourhoods were attentively recorded by the clerks of the festival, were the most
obvious beneficieries of the festival of the 1720 and this study brought their
identities, grants and involvement process into light. Particularly the involvement
processes of these circumcised boys from the capital city into the sultan’s festival
and of performers from among Ottoman subjects showed that sometimes the chief
officials of the festival modified certain procedures according to the needs of the
time and according to the requests of these participants. Thus, although this was an
imperial festival organized by the court, with regard to some of its aspects court
officials permitted spontaneity, albeit to a certain degree.

Even though the sultan was the host of the event, in practice, certain high-
ranking dignitaries, especially the grand vizier, also participated in the distribution of
benefaction. The official narrative of the festival recurrently emphasizes the
generosity and benefaction of the grand vizier Damad Ibrahim Pasha, who was
acting as the sultan’s deputy when the latter was not present at the festival space.
Indeed, it is probable that the grand vizier might have been responsible for
convincing the sultan to commission this grand-scale circumcision festival, and he
might have been the actual patron of the illustrated festival books that embodied its
textual and pictorial representation.

Conceived and commissioned jointly with the festival, the illustrated festival
books were integral parts of the festival’s planning and preperation from the very
beginning. Thus, the commissioning process of these manuscripts, their
codicological and representational aspects are analyzed just like the rites of the

festival and organizational phases. A comparative analysis of the illustrated books
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with archival sources showed us which certain events and themes were given
particular significance in the official narratives of the festival. While these narratives
underrepresented the preparatory phase and material dimension of the festival, they
also neglected the involvement of the ordinary people as contributors and
beneficieries of the festival. This selectivity was certainly related to the agenda of the
patron/s and author/s and it reminds us the ideological dimension behind the court’s
patronage of these kind of illustrated narrative books. If the festival was a
multilayered representation of royal benefaction and patronage, and of sultanic and
vizierial power, these festival books were constitutive of these acts of representation.

A comparative analysis of Ibrahim’s festival paintings with Levni’s famous
images of the 1720 festival showed that even if the subject matter of the paintings
were the same, how the two painters represented these themes was quite different.
This finding has refuted the perception that Ibrahim’s paintings mostly copied those
of Levni and has at the same time problematized the notion that these festival
paintings documented the physical reality of the festival. So, although these festival
images have largely shaped our perception of the 1720 festival, they actually
represented a refined and higly subjective portrayal of the event.

From a broader perspective, the findings of this study have challenged some
well-established assumptions related to the conceptualization of the 1720 festival that
was mostly based on an uncritical assessment of its pictorial representations by
Levni. First of all, although this festival has traditionally been studied within the
conceptual framework of the so-called Tulip Age and thus has been regarded as
unique, reflecting entirely novel and westernized cultural predilections of the court, |
have argued that it was based largely on tradition. In the morphology of the event, in

its organization, and also in its representation, the 1720 festival was modeled on
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traditional practices. As the archival evidence indicates, the circumcision festival of
1675 was taken as the model for the scheduling of the festival. For the illustrated
books of the festival, on the other hand, the structure of the official narrative of the
festival signifies that the 1582 festival’s festival book set the precedent. Indeed, the
court’s revitalization of the commissioning of illustrated history books as a tool of
image making further designates the enduring significance of traditional practices in
this period. As the tradition linked the present with the past, it also served to
highlight continuity. And, during this particular period, when the Ottoman court was
trying to uphold its public image this obvious stress on the continuity with the past
was very meaningful.

Alongside tradition, one also observes novelties in this festival. The extensive
and strikingly detailed archival records on the planning and organization of the
festival that were kept by different bureaucratic units are unmatched in variety and
amount. Although there was an established tradition of keeping expense registers and
some other records mostly related to the finances of the imperial festivals, this time
the Ottoman bureaucracy seems to have kept more extensive records including each
minor detail related to the planning, provisioning, preperation and organization
phases. Indeed, different bureaucratic offices seem to have simultaneously kept the
same type of documents and they seem to have systematically revised their draft
registers to prepare edited versions of the records. This keen concern for
documentation, surveillance and record keeping points to the growingly
bureaucratized Ottoman state structure in the early eighteenth century. And, from the
particular example of the 1720 festival this study showed how this vast bureaucracy

actually worked.
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Some minor changes were also introduced to the festival’s program. For
example, different from all previous festivals, in the treatment of the invited envoys
European standards seem to have been followed. This novelty was conversant with
the diplomatic etiquette of the eighteenth century. Besides, in the pictorial
representation of the event, one sees the painters’ translation of some tools of the
western painting. Obviously, none of these were coincidental. Rather, they denoted
the Ottoman court’s eagerness to appropriate the transculturally shared rules of
protocol and artistic taste in the early eighteenth century. Yet, it should be
emphasized that these transcultural norms did not structure the whole event, nor did
they shape the entire structure of the festival books. Rather a number of
contemporary European conventions were selectively utilized with regard to the
organization and the representation of the festival.

This study intends to trigger new research on Ottoman imperial festivals. In
particular, the circumcision festivals of 1582 and 1675 need further research with an
inquiry of archival sources and a critical comparative evaluation with their
narratives. In this study, some of these sources were used to understand the issue of
change and continuity between the structure and rites of these three circumcision
festivals. Yet, certainly the earlier festivals too need to be examined in a holistic
manner, which would address their social, material, financial and representational
dimensions. Only with such studies, we can reach general conclusions related to the
organization pattern of Ottoman imperial festivals, their participants and their
constitutive material/visual and performative aspects. Besides, another topic that
deserves further research is the comparison of Ottoman imperial festivals, courtly

rituals or urban celebratory events with contemporary western and eastern practices.
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This study has not touched upon this issue, yet its findings on the 1720 festival might
set off new discussions on parallels between contemporary festive forms.

In conclusion, this dissertation explored, in vivid detail, a particular episode
from the early eighteenth century Ottoman history. With its findings it showed how
the Ottoman court and the extended bureaucracy planned and staged a grand scale
event, while illuminating its social, material, financial and performative dimensions.
Besides, it addressed the semiotic aspect of various rites that comprised this
particular event and evaluated the representation of the event in text and imagery in
relation to the festival’s planning and commissioning process. Maintaining that
festival was not merely about entertainment and celebration, it scrutinized this early
modern imperial festival as an extraordinary occasion when the court and a mass of
ordinary people came together, when material and visual displays were staged and
when social norms were reinforced. In this respect, the implications and
repercussions of the festival were far beyond the event, a point, which makes the

study of festivals and celebration challenging and extremely important.
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APPENDIX

FIGURES

Figure ALl. Levni. The fourth day of the festival, banquet for imams and preachers of
sultanic and vizieral mosques (TSM A. 3593 fol. 31a- 30b)

Figure A2. Levni. The second day of the festival, banquet for the chief military
judges and judges (TSM A. 3593 fol. 50a)
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Figure A3. Ibrahim. The fourth day of the festival, banquet for imams and preachers
of sultanic and vizieral mosques (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 40a-39b)

Figure A4. Ibrahim. The second day of the festival, banquet for the chief military
judges and judges (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 66a-65b)
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Figure A5. Levni. The first day of the festival, banquet for the Imperial Council
members (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 22a-21b)

Figure A6. lbrahim. The sixth day of the festival, banquet for aghas of sipah and
silahdar corps (TSM. A.3594 fol.134a)
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Figure A7. lbrahim. The first day of the festival, banquet for the Imperial Council
members (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 27a-26b)

Figure A8. Ibrahim. The grand vizier’s banquet table, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 26b)
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Figure A9. Ibrahim. The procession of sugar statues (TSM A. 3594, fol. 7a)

Figure A10. Levni. The procession of sugar statues (TSM A. 3593 fol. 163a)
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Figure A12. Ibrahim. Candy gardens in the procession (TSM A. 3594 fol.6b)
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Figure Al14. Levni. Candy gardens in the procession (TSM A.3593 fol. 162b)
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Figure A15. Levni. Spherical na/u/s in the procession (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 161a)

Figure A16. Levni. Cypress tree like na/uls in the procession (TSM. A. 3593 fol.
162a)
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Figure A18. lbrahim. Spherical nahuls in the procession (TSM A. 3594 fol. 6a)
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Figure A19. Na/uls of the 1675 festival depicted by John Covel (Reproduced from
Metin And, 40 Giin, 40 Gece, 2000, 242, figs. a and b)

Figure A20. lbrahim. The first day of the festival, the scramble for food (TSM.
A.3594 fol. 26a)
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Figure A21. Levni. The first day of the festival, the scramble for food (TSM. A.3593
fol. 33a)

Figure A22. Ibrahim. The seventh day of the festival, the scramble for food
(TSM A. 3594 fol. 150a)
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Figure A24. lbrahim. Envoys watching shows from their tents (TSM A. 3594 fol.
185a-184b)
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Figure A25. Ibrahim. The second day of the festival, the depiction of fish on banquet
tables (TSM A. 3594 fol. 66a)

Figure A26. lbrahim. The fifth day of the festival, the depiction of fish on banquet
tables (TSM A. 3594 fol. 114a)
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Figure A27. Levni. The sultan throwing gold coins to members of the inner
household (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 175a-174b)

Figure A28. Ibrahim. The sultan throwing gold coins to members of the inner
household (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 221a-220b)
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Figure A29. Nakkas Osman. The sultan throwing gold coins to the audience during
the 1582 festival (TSM. H. 1344 fol. 47a-46b)

Figure A30. Ibrahim. The fourth day of the festival, sultan’s gifts to the grand vizier
(TSM. A. 3594 fol. 41a-40b)
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Figure A31. Levni. The fourth day of the festival, sultan’s gifts to the grand vizier
(TSM. A. 3594 fol. 36a-35b)

Figure A32. Ibrahim. The second day of the festival, circumcized boys at the festival
space (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 55a)
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Figure A33. lbrahim. The third day of the festival, circumcized boys at the festival
space (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 72a)

Figure A34. lIbrahim. The clothing of the circumcized boys, detail (TSM. A.3594
fol. 55a)
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Figure A35. Levni. The clothing of the circumcized boys, detail (TSM. A. 3593 fol.
43a)

Figure A36. Levni. The eight day of the festival, the presentation of the gifts of the
pashas to the sultan (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 111a-110b)
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Figure A37. Levni. The first day of the festival, the presentation of the gifts of the
grand vizier to the sultan (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 27a-26b)

Figure A38. Ibrahim. The first day of the festival, the presentation of the gifts of the
grand vizier to the sultan (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 33a-32b)
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Figure A39. Levni. The sixth day of the festival, the guild of candle makers moving
in font of the parade as they were presenting their gifts (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 80a-79b)

Figure A40. Levni. The ninth day of the festival, the guild of silk manufucturers of
Istanbul and their gifts (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 121a)
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Figure A41. Levni. The tenth day of the festival, the guild of goldsmiths infont of
the parade while they were presenting their gifts (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 130a-129b)

Figure 42. Ibrahim. The ninth day of the festival, the elaborate kiosk of the guild of
carpenters in front of the parade (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 161a-113b)
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Figure A43. Levni. The seventh day of the festival at Halig, a tightrope walker’s
performance (TSM A. 3593 fol. 93a-92b)

Figure A44. lbrahim. The sixth day of the festival, a man hoisting a silver ewer to
the top of a pole (TSM A. 3594 fol. 129-128b)
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Figure A45. Levni. The sixth day of the festival, a man hoisting a silver ewer to the
top of a pole (TSM A. 3593 fol. 84a-83b)

Figure A46. Levni. The fifth day of the festival, the performance of addicts
(TSM A. 3593 fol. 67a-66b)
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Figure A47. lbrahim. The nighttime shows in the sixth day of the festival, the
performance of Bag¢evan and Halil Kolu at Hali¢ (TSM A. 3594 fol. 139a-138Db)

Figure A48. Levni. The nighttime shows on the sixth day of the festival, the
performance of Baggevan and Halil Kolu at Hali¢ (TSM A. 3593 fol. 90a-89b)
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Figure A49. Nakkas Osman. The performance of a tasbhaz during the 1582 imperial
festival (TSM H. 1344 fol. 55a-54b)

Figure A50. Street performances at Kagithane including a ta@sbaz show (in bottom
right). (Taeschner album, ca. mid-seventeenth century. Reproduced from Taeschner,
Alt-Stambuler Hof-Und Volksleben: Ein Turkisches miniaturen album aus dem 17.
Jahrhundert, plate 22)
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Figure A51. Ibrahim. The fifth day of the festival, the performance of a tasbaz
(TSM A. 3594 fol. 87a)

Figure A52. Levni. The fifth day of the festival, the performance of a tasbaz
(TSM A. 3593 fol. 65a-64b)
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Figure A53. Hamse-i Atai (d.1738/9), the street performance of a tasbaz
(BL. Or. 13882, fol. 106a. Repreduced from Metin And, Osmanli Senliklerinde Tiirk
Sanatlar1,1982, image 81)

Figure Ab4. Hamse-i Atai (d.1728), the street performance of a tasbaz
(TSM. R. 816 fol. 109b)
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Figure A55. Levni. The third day of the festival, shows of tightrope walkers
(TSM A. 3593 fol. 54a)

Figure A56. Ibrahim. The third day of the festival, shows of tightrope walkers
(TSM A. 3594 fol. 74a)
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Figure A57. Levni. The fourth day of the festival, shows of Egyptian acrobats
(TSM A. 3593 fol. 60a-59b)

Figure A58. lbrahim. The fourth day of the festival, shows of Egyptian acrobats
(TSM A. 3594 fol. 83a-82h)
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Figure A59. Ibrahim. The ninth day of the festival, red silk covered kiosk of the
guild of carpenters, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 161a)

Figure A60. Levni. The tenth day of the festival, the portable galleon of the guild of
flax dealers, detail (TSM A. 3593 fol. 130a)
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Figure A61. lbrahim. The tenth day of the festival, the portable galleon of the guild
of flax dealers, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 18b)

Figure A62. lbrahim. The tenth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
mirror makers, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 19a)
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Figure A63. lbrahim. The ninth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
cooks, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 161b)

Figure A64. lbrahim. The eighth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
textile dealers, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 154a).
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Figure A65. Levni. The eighth day of the festival. Parade of guilds with their
baldachin like workshops (TSM A. 3593 fol. 118a-117b)

Figure A66. Levni. The ninth-day of the festival. Parade of guilds with their
baldachin like workshops (TSM A. 3593 fol. 121a-120b)
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Figure A67. lbrahim. The eighth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
fruit vendors, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 159a)

Figure A68. lIbrahim. The ninth day of the festival, workshops of the guild of tailors
and guild of boot/shoe tip makers (TSM A. 3596 fol. 160a)
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Figure A69. lbrahim. The eighth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
shoemakers, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 159a)

Figure A70. Ibrahim. The eleventh day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
seraser weavers, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 185a)

446



Figure A71. Nakkas Osman. The 1582 Imperial festival, performance of
coppersmiths (TSM H. 1344 fol. 255a-254b)

Figure A72. lbrahim. The ninth day of the festival, performance of coppersmiths
(TSM A. 3594 fol. 160b)
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Figure A73. Levni. The ninth day of the festival, performance of coppersmiths
(TSM A. 3593 fol. 160b)

Figure A74. Levni. The sixth day of the festival, a giant two-faced puppet in the
guild parade (TSM A. 3593 fol. 74a)
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Figure A75. Levni. The sixth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
butchers (TSM A. 3593 fol. 73b)

Figure A76. lbrahim. The sixth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
butchers, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 121a)
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Figure A77. Levni. The sixth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
barbers, detail (TSM A. 3593 fol. 76a)

Figure A78. Ibrahim. The sixth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
barbers, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 123a)
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Figure A79. lbrahim. The eighth day of the festival, the workshop of the guild of
cotton/wool fluffers, detail (TSM A. 3594 fol. 154a)

Figure A80. Levni. The first day of the festival, the greeting of the retired steward
Mehmed Pasha to the grand vizier (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 18a-17b)

451



Figure A81. lbrahim. The first day of the festival, the greeting of the retired steward
Mehmed Pasha to the grand vizier (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 23a-22b)

Figure 82. Levni. The first day of the festival, the procession of the sultan towards
the festival space (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 16a-15b, 15a-14b, 14a-13b, 13a-12b)
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Figure A83. Levni. The first day of the festival, the greeting ceremony of the
dignitaries to the sultan (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 21a-20b)

Figure A84. lbrahim. The first day of the festival, the greeting ceremony of the
dignitaries to the sultan (TSM. A. 3594 36a-[missing])
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Figure A85. lIbrahim. The fourth day of the festival, sheikhs praying at the tent of
the sultan. (TSM. A.3594 fol. 35b)

Figure A86. Ibrahim. The second day of the festival, performance of dancers in front
of the tent of the sultan (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 47a)
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Figure A87. Levni. The second day of the festival, performance of dancers in front
of the tent of the sultan (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 37a)

Figure A88. Ibrahim. The second day of the festival, the show of moving puppets,
detail (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 36b)
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Figure A89. Ibrahim. The first day of the festival, janissaries’ scramble for food and
the show of moving puppets (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 26a-36b)

Figure A90. Ibrahim. The third day of the festival, the banquet of the professors of
Islamic law (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 74a-73b)
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Figure A91. Ibrahim. The fifth night of the festival, shows at the Golden Horn
(TSM. A. 3594 fol. 117a-116b)

Figure A92. Ibrahim. The eighth day of the festival, the banquet of the court
officials including also the miiteferrikas (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 157a-156b)
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Figure A93. Levni. The ninth night of the festival, shows at the Golden Horn (TSM.
A. 3593 fol. 126a-125b)

Figure A94. ITbrahim. The ninth night of the festival, shows at Okmeydani (TSM A.
3594 fol. 168a-167b)
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Figure A95. Ibrahim. The third night of the festival, performances at Golden Horn
(TSM. A.3594 fol. 77a-76b)

Figure A96. Levni. The third night of the festival, performances at Golden Horn
(TSM. A. 3593 fol. 56a-55b)
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Figure A97. lIbrahim. The sixth day of the festival, daily performances at
Okmeydani (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 90a-89b)

Figure A98. Levni. The seventh day of the festival, performances of dancers,
musicians and mock battle games at Okmeydani1 (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 98a-97Db)
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Figure A99. Levni. The eighth night of the festival, floating rafts passing along the
Golden Horn (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 113a-112b)

Figure A100. Ibrahim. The eighth night of the festival, floating rafts passing along
the Golden Horn (TSM. A. 3594 fol.103a-158b)
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Figure A101. Ibrahim. The sixth day of the festival, the performance of the Egyptian
acrobats (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 132a-131b)

Figure A102. Ibrahim. The sixth day of the festival, the spectators at the festival
space, detail (TSM. A 3594 fol. 93b)
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Figure A103. Ibrahim. The fifth day of the festival, the spectators at the festival
space, detail (TSM. A 3594 fol. 86b)

Figure A104. Ibrahim. The second day of the festival, mustached men with a big
earring among the audience, detail (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 60a)
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Figure A105. Ibrahim. The ninth day of the festival, mustached men with a big
earring among the audience, detail (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 168a)

Figure A106. Ibrahim. The ninth day of the festival, bearded men with a big ear-ring
and man with hooked nose among the audience, detail (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 69a)
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Figure A107. Ibrahim. The sixth day of the festival, old woman with hooked nose
among the audience, detail (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 89b)

Figure A108. Ibrahim. The fourth day of the festival, fruit figures in the floating raft
(TSM. A. 3594 fol. 85a-84b)
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Figure A109. Ibrahim. The eighth day of the festival, fresh fruits at the portable
workshop of fresh fruit sellers (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 159b)

Figure A110. Ibrahim. The seventh day of the festival, the depiction of Tersane
Palatial Complex (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 142a-141b)
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Figure A111. Levni. The sultan watching the circumcision procession from the
nakkashane (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 168b)

Figure A112. Ibrahim. The sultan watching the circumcision procession from the
nakkashane (TSM. A.3594 fol. 16a)

467



Figure A113. Ibrahim. The eighth day’s guild parade, the parade of tent makers
(TSM. A. 3594 fol. 102b)

Figure A114. Levni. The eighth day’s guild parade, the parade of tent makers (TSM.
A. 3593 fol. 107b)
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Figure A115. Ibrahim. The fourth day of the festival, the Egyptian acrobat drinking
a cup of coffee at the top of the pole (TSM. A. 3594 fol. 37a-35b)

Figure A116. Levni. The fourth day of the festival, the Egyptian acrobat drinking a
cup of coffee at the top of the pole (TSM. A.3593 fol. 29a-28b)
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Figure A117. Levni. The preparations at the festival space (TSM. A3593 fol. 11a-
10Db)

Figure A118. Levni. The fourth day of the festival, a man trying to climb up to the
long pole (TSM. A. 3593 fol. 60a)
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Figure A119. Levni. The second day of the festival, successive performances of the
Egyptian acrobats (TSM. A.3593 fol. 39a-38b)

Figure A120. Ibrahim. The second day of the festival, successive performances of
the Egyptian acrobats (TSM. A.3594 fol. 49a-48b)
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Figure A121. Levni. The first day of the festival, the procession of the sultan
towards the festival space, detail (TSM. A.3593 fol. 15a-14b)

Figure A122. Ibrahim. The ninth day of the festival, the guild parades depicted in
serpentine movement (TSM. A.3594 fol. 162a-160b, 160a-161b, 161a-113b)

Figure A123. Unknown artist. The Procession of New Pope to Lateran Palace,

Nouveau Theatre d’ltalie au Description Exacte de ses Villes, Palais, Eglises (TSM.
H. 2751 Plate LXX)

472



Figure A124. Ibrahim. The ninth day of the festival, the parade of guilds, detail
(TSM A. 3594 fol. 160b)
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