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Preliminary Considerations:
Concepts and Institutions of Contemporary Music Research
in Germany and in Turkey

Today musicology, one of the core subjects of culture-anthropological and cul-
ture-historical research, is extremely diverse. In Germany, the discipline has been
conceptually developed principally by the Gesellschafi fiir Musikforschung (Musico-
logical Society) whose foundation in 1868 in Berlin goes back to an initiative of
the music scholar Robert Eitner (1832-1905). Since its reestablishment in 1946 by
Friedrich Blume (1893-1975) in Kiel a variety of musicological disciplines have
emerged which were (and are) represented by specific study groups. The researches
focus on historically-oriented areas such as performance practice and interpreta-
tion, but also religious music and studies on musical instruments, ethnomusicol-
ogy and comparative musicology, sociology and the social history of music or sys-
tematic musicology and gender studies. All major German universities have
musicological departments where (ideally) the three major areas of musicology—
historical musicology, systematic musicology and ethnomusicology—are repre-
sented by specific professors. Outside the universities, a not insignificant part of
musicological research is conducted by approximately 50 free research institutes.
The scope of their work includes medieval studies at the Wiirzburg Bruno
Stiblein Archive, the Digital Mozart Edition in Salzburg, the development of
RISM in Frankfurt (Main) or the collecting and documentation activities of the
German Folk Song Archives in Freiburg (Breisgau).

In Turkey, musicological research has found a place for over a century at uni-
versities and state conservatories. Ddrii’l Elhdn—the first Turkish conservatory in
the actual sense—was established in 1917 in Istanbul. The founding members in-
cluded Cemal Resit Rey (1904-1985) and Zeki Ungor (1880-1958) who were re-
sponsible for batr miizigi (western music). Influential music scholars Rauf Yekta
(1871-1935) and Ahmet Irsoy (1869-1943), also founding members of the Ddri’l
Elhdn, were ground-breaking innovators in the study of traditional art music. In
both areas of research, Ddrii’l Elbdn contributed pioneering work. It was here that
the first and—until today—best edition of the Tiirk Musikisinin Klasikleri (Monu-
ments of Turkish Music) was published under the guidance of Rauf Yekta Bey. As
a conscious counterpoint to Ddri’l Elbdn the Ankara Deviet Konservatuvar: (An-
kara State Conservatory) was founded in 1934 in the new capital of the Republic
of Turkey on the initiative of Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk (1881-1938) and from the
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suggestions of Paul Hindemith (1895-1963). This dualistic orientation of Turkish
music research with its focus upon western and traditional art music originates in
the Ottoman Mizika-i hiimdydin, was institutionalized by the Istanbul Dérii’l Elban
and is influential up to the present day.

While an organization comparable to Gesellschafi fiir Musikforschung did not de-
velop in Turkey as in Germany, there exists, in addition to the established profes-
sorships at universities and conservatories, some independent research and docu-
mentation centres such as Osmanl Miizikleri Arastima Egitim ve Icra Merkezi. In
addition, publishers like Pan Yaymcihk and foundations such as Yap: Kredi Kiiltiir
Merkezi promote individual projects. In accordance with the infrastructure that ex-
ists, much of the innovative research on traditional art music does not take place
within a discursive university community, but was and is bound to the private ini-
tiative of individual researchers. Another meaningful difference, which is based on
the diversity of concepts of musicological research in Turkey and in Germany, is
revealed in a comparison of recent publications': A majority of the current Turk-
ish-language literature on music consists of biographies of musicians. The material
most easily accessible for researchers are unrevised reprints of older writings on
music theory, biographies and printed music as well as song text anthologies. Ref-
erence works are largely missing and general music histories, writings on music
theory, as well as methodologically convincing studies on the history of music, are
scarce. More recently there is increasing research on the history of music schools or
other institutions related to music (such as TRT) rather than on music itself.

Therefore a comparison between the musicological institutions conducting sub-
stantial research in Turkey and Germany, as well as a review of the current produc-
tions of music publishers, would show numerous conceptual similarities. How-
ever, one can also observe some substantial differences: Methodically and
scientifically well-founded and source-based research of pre-1900 music and mu-
sic history, which still remains the dominant field of musicological research (with
great diversity) in the West, is extremely rare in Turkey.? Even major researchers’
significant studies of prominent topics are merely case studies which, however,
exhibit remarkable scientific and descriptive depth.

Nevertheless, is the concept of a source-based musical historiography not un-
familiar to Turkish music research? On the contrary, apart from music theory the
demand for studying music history, the importance of musicians’ identities (biog-

I would like to thank Zeynep Helvaci (Wiirzburg) for providing an overview of recent Tur-
kish publications on music.

Exemplary texts indicating different approaches are Ergan 1994, Keskiner 2009, and Kal-
ender 1978. Even Recep Uslu’s valuable book Miizikoloji ve Kaynaklar (2006) is in principle
an annotated systematic bibliography concentrating on Turkish writings, while basic Eng-
lish literature is mentioned, fundamental publications in other languages have been ne-
glected.
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raphies) as well as the historical repertoire, is a first stage in the formation of
modern Turkish musicology in the early 20t century.

As an example I would like to refer to the writings of Rauf Yekta, which clearly

reveal his concept of Turkish historical musicology:

1. At the beginning of the musicological publications are biographical writings

with personalised editions of selected opera. In 1318/1902 the first of three
volumes of Esdtiz-i Elhdn was released. It was dedicated to Rauf Yekta’s mentor
Zekal Dede (1825-1897) who had passed away five years earlier. The second
volume was published in the same year and dealt with ‘Abd al-QA4dir Marighi
(1353-1435) who, though active in the early 15t century, still bears the honor-
ary title of “boca” in the musical tradition of the 19t century and is considered
a central figure in Turkish music history.3 After a delay of more than two dec-
ades the third volume finally appeared, which was dedicated to Hammami-
zide Ismail Dede Efendi (1778-1846) (Yekta 1341/1925). Other planned titles
in the series dedicated to Safiytiddin Urmevi (ca. 1224-1294), Cantemir (1673-
1723), Nayi Osman Dede (1652-1730), Kazasker Mustafa izzet Efendi (1801-
1876), Hac1 Arif Bey (1831-1884), Hiiseyin Fahreddin Dede (1854-1911) and
Tanbiiri Cemil Bey (1871-1916) remained unpublished.

. The second research area within Yekta’s musicological concept is characterized

by his general Music History of the Orient (Sark Miisikisi Taribi), published in
1924. This work includes chapters on the origin of music, the music of the an-
cient Egyptians, Assyrians, Phoenicians, Greeks and the Arabs and Persians.
With this publication Yekta designs a counter-concept to the general European
musical historiography and develops an evolutionary model that is a suitable
vehicle to integrate Turkish music into a larger historical context.

. The third research area consists of the classical editions Tzrk Musikisi Klasikler:,

with more than 180 issues published by Dari’LElhdn around 1926 under the
guidance of Rauf Yekta, Ali Rifat Cagatay, and Ahmed Irsoy. It is quite innova-
tive for Turkish music publications when the editors claim in a programme
note added on to the publications that: “Our establishment started to publish
the beautiful pieces inherited from the most famous Turkish composers in or-
der to conserve them. These publications are checked by a scientifically respon-
sible council and found as quite correct” (Alaner 1986: 91). The reference to
the (historical) validity of the printed pieces is also an indication of the fact
that the editors at least proceeded from concern with the centrality of an opus,
which favours a specific variant of a composition over other, “wrong”, variants.
The judgment quoted here is based — apparently — on written or oral sources.

3

Yekta 1318/1902 (Reprints of Ahmed Mithat’s, Nuri Seyda’s and Necib Asim Bey’s earlier
publications about ‘Abd al-Q4dir Marégi as well as Yekta’s explanations with the title [fdde-
i Mabsiisa).
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4. At the centre of Rauf Yekta’s fourth research area is the study of theoretical and
systematic musical issues. These works are also innovative and of importance
for the development of modern Turkish musicology, for they develop an ex-
planation of the tonal system and the resulting requirements of a notation sys-
tem as well as outlining some analytical problems.*

The overall concept of Yekta’s music-historical research is based, if we neglect mu-
sic theory as a systematic discipline, on three pillars: composer, opus, and (latent)
source. The same could also be observed regarding the music-historical model of
Hiseyin Sideddin Arel, as he (as had Rauf Yekta) systematically collected histori-
cal, music-theoretical, and practical sources and evaluated them in his writings.>

A comparative model also forms the basis of modern European music research
since its establishment in the late 18t century. Johann Nikolaus Forkel, the pio-
neer of the discipline, had already left a musicological oeuvre whose concept
amazingly equals that of Rauf Yekta. These include a biography of Johann Sebas-
tian Bach in 1802, the General History of Music from 1788 and 1801, the previously
completed though - in the turmoil of the Napoleonic wars — never released clas-
sic Monuments of Musical Art, and On the Theory of Music published in 1777. The
categories are identical. Or rather, they are identical up to this point, because fur-
ther comparison reveals a significant difference.

Unlike Rauf Yekta or Sideddin Arel, Forkel had written an additional compre-
hensive inventory of musical sources which he published in 1792, totalling 540
pages. It is noteworthy that Forkel mentions not only the recorded titles, providing
information regarding the composers, and cites the sources, but, at least for the
listed music theory manuscripts, also specifies the owners of the collections.®
Unlike in Turkey, the systematic documentation of music-practical sources evolved
in Germany to become a central concern of musicological research.” Little more
than a century after Forkel, Robert Eitner’s Biographic-Bibliographic Source Encyclope-

4 Rauf Yekta Beys summarized his musicological knowledge, and especially his theoretical

competence, in his pioneering article, “La Musique Turque”, Encyclopédie de la Musique et

Dictionnaire du Conservatoire, edited by Albert Lavignac and Lionel de la Laurence

(1922:2945-3074).

In this context his major writing Tiirk Misikisi Kimindir? has to be mentioned, which,

originally published as a series of essays, was edited in 1969 by Milli Egitim Basimevi Dev-

let Kitaplar1 in form of a book and has seen several new editions since then. Arel’s remark-
able collection remains largely unresearched in the library of Istanbul Universitesi Tiirkiyat

Aragstirmalart Enstitiisii.

6 Johann Nicolaus Forkel, Allgemeine Litteratur der Musik, Leipzig, 1792.

7 This statement does not refer to the different music bibliographies that exist in Turkey.
Onur Akdogu, Tiirk Miizigi Bibliyografyast (9.yy-1928), Izmir 1989, as well as Ekmeleddin
Ihsanoglu (ed.), Osmanli Misiki Literatiirii Taribi, Istanbul 2003, not only lists books on
music theory and anthologies, but also mentions selected manuscripts with music nota-
tion. However, these manuscripts are not catalogued properly or in detail, and in many
cases the information has been copied from older sources without verification and is out-
dated and obsolete.
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Fig. 1: Comparison of the publication concerns of Rauf Yekta and Johann Nikolaus Forkel

Fig. 2: Comparison of the Encyclopedias of Robert Eitner and Yilmaz Oztuna
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Fig. 3: Comparison of a Darii’l-Elbdn publication with the manuscript source most probably
used by the editors

dia (1900-1904) is the apex of this field of research. Over a total of 10 volumes
and 4,792 closely printed pages he compiles the biographical data of all investi-
gated composers and theorists, lists their works and provides reliable information
on the locations of sources. It is this important detail, which distinguishes Eitner’s
Source Encyclopedia from Yilmaz Oztuna’s Tiirk Musikisi Ansiklopedisi (1990), since
both are otherwise fundamentally similar. The observation that in Turkey, which
has more music-practical sources than any other music culture in the Middle East,
has until today no systematic and methodologically adequate documentation of
the music-practical sources is substantial consideration for a deeper understanding
of the concepts of Turkish Musicology.

It could be due to this observation that in Turkey no satisfactory critical edi-
tions of sources have emerged so far. On closer examination this can already be
detected in the publications of Darsi’l-Elbdn: 1t is true that the editions in many
ways are very accurate and meet superbly the requirements of Ottoman art music,
such as through the consistent addition of the rhythms and the printed notes that
contributed to the underlying tonal system and the notation method. However, at
the same time the notations prove not to be accurately based on the underlying
source, but are rather a compilation of various hand-written documents, which
were moreover adapted and changed by the editors. From the perspective of
modern musicology Tiirk Musikisi Klasikleri does not meet the requirement to
serve as an authentic source for music research. Yet they have promoted the
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emergence of a “Canon of Classical Works” and likewise pushed for the forma-
tion of a musical historicism in Turkey.

ok

Given the contexts outlined above there arise questions that are of fundamental
importance for an understanding of the concepts of composer, opus, and source and
thus for the central objects of study for any musicological research, even in Tur-
key. If Turkish musicology has not pursued research in the three sectors with
comparable intensity as Western music research so far, this must not necessarily
refer to a musicological deficit. It is rather likely that the concepts of composer,
opus, and source are different in Turkey and thus a music-historical research would
have to proceed not only on a different methodological basis, but also would
have to develop fundamentally different issues.

The future of “Writing the History of Ottoman Music” will be substantially in-
fluenced by this problem. By means of select examples I will attempt below to
develop the concepts connected with the music-historical parameters composer,
opus and source in the Ottoman-Turkish context.

On the Concept of Composer

A “composer” in the Ottoman context is not an “original genius”, who by himself
creates anew. He is rather a person experienced in the musical tradition, who -
within certain rules — through the combination of basic elements of form, rhythm
and melodic models, creates a new derivation. This derivation passes on to the
transmitting community who continue to compose and revise coequally with the
composer and adjusts his original “derivation” to ever-changing aesthetic stan-
dards.®

Within this concept it is possible that a specific composition, whose author has
been forgotten over the course of time, was later revised by another composer,
under whose name the piece was then handed on. An informative example of this
process is the historic transmission of the irak elgi pesrevi, usil diiyek.?

The earliest known version was passed down by Cantemir, who wrote down
the notation around 1700.1° This most famous variant was made known to the
public by Haydar Sanal (1964:234-236) and is still performed today. Kantmiroglu
handed down the “work” without mentioning the name of a “composer”.

Ludwig Finscher (1973) mentions that, on the contrary, in Western music history during
the 18t century the place of tradition or the context of transmission from one generation
to the next was overtaken by the new concept of genius, which means no less than a change
of paradigm.

For a detailed analysis see Jager 1998.

10" Cantemir, Demetrius: Kitdb-1 Thnii’ l-Misiki ‘ald Vechi’ l-Hurdfit, Istanbul Universitesi Tiirki-
yat Aragtirmalari Enstitiisti, Arel Kiitiiphanesi Nr. 2768, fol. 165 (original numbering).
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This “composition” for mebterhine, whose author was already unknown in
1700, passed down over the 18t century into the repertoire of the ince sdz. The
oldest currently known notation of this new variant is found in a Hamparsum
manuscript, which was owned by Nayi Ali Dede.!' An analytical comparison
would demonstrate that this variant of 7rak elgi pesrevi has been substantially
changed in terms of musical time, makam-realization and form, but is nevertheless
based on the variant, transmitted by Cantemir. For an understanding of the com-
poser-concept, however, another detail is important:

Fig. 4: Istanbul Universitesi Nadir Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, Y.211/9, fol. 16 [irak el¢i pesrevi, usil gifte
diiyek) — dordiincii hane Isakin

Tanbtri Isak, who died in 1814, is referred to as the composer of the fourth hdzne,
which is missing in Cantemir’s variant, and may probably be regarded as the
originator of the whole variant which was written down before 1820 by Hampar-
sum himself.

11 The manuscript belonged to the collection of Dérii’-Elhin and is today owned by Istanbul
Uniwversitesi Nadir Eserler Kiitiiphanesi, sign.Y.211/9. Irak elci pesrevi, usil ¢ifie diiyek, is found
on pp. 14-16.
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The following notation from the time of Keméni Tatyos Efendi (1858-1913)
shows how inseparable the name of the composer is connected with the pesrev in
the later tradition:!2

Fig. 5: Universitits- und Landesbibliothek Miinster, Ms.or.2, fol. 20 - Beginning of El: iraki
pesrevi, Isakin

Here the entire piece is attributed to Tanbtri Isak. It is quite interesting that in
this late notation the fourth Adre, i.e. the only part completely composed by Isak
himself, is entirely missing. There are indications that the mentioning of the
composer’s name is originally intended to give a composition on its way through
the transmitting community a particular weight. After 1850 a second element is
added: the awareness of a personal style that distinguishes the individual compos-
ers.3 This concept can be further enforced. The Istanbul composer Rasid Efendi
(1820-1892) is probably the first to systematically hand down his own composi-
tions in manuscript form."* Through their transcription they somehow gain an

12 Today the manuscript belongs to the collection of Universitits- und Landesbibliothek
Miinster, sign. Ms.or.2. The contents represent the late 19 century Istanbul instrumental
repertoire with a mixture of historical and contemporary compositions, among them many
works of Tatyos Efendi.

A good example is available in MS Ankara, Dil ve Tarih Fakiiltesi, 38726, which was origi-
nally owned by Mahmud Celaleddin Ef. (1839-1899) and collects together the instrumen-
tal repertoire of the Mevlevi in hamparsum-notasi. The manuscript contains two bestenigdr
pesrev by NGmin Aga (ca. 1750-1834), one of which was written in the “style of Naksi
Dede [-1854]” (p. 88), while the other adopts the “style of Salin Bey [-1885]” (p. 89). The
still outstanding detailed analysis would reveal that the two “styles” in fact are two variants
of Nimén Aga’s pesrev and represent two performance branches which were initiated by
the named interpreters. Feldman (1996:450 ff.) describes a similar phenomenon regarding
the attribution of a nibavend pegrev.

One of the first “personal” manuscripts of Rasid Efendi is Istanbul Universitesi Nadir Eserler
Kiitiiphanesi Y.216/14, which contains 24 of his instrumental works (Jiger 1996a). The
other and far more important manuscript, Y.212/10, was catalogued in 1996 (Jager
1996¢:xlix-lii), but could not be found again in March 2004, when the manuscript collec-

13

14
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authoritative form; the composition thus advances from “diversion” to a “per-
sonal derivation”, in some cases even to an “individual piece of art”, which is
separate from the collective transmitting community. This process, which takes
place against the extremely complex background of the general transformation of
Ottoman art music and the Europeanization of music, means nothing less than a
paradigm shift. This also refers directly to the understanding of the concept of the
“composer” on the part of Lem’i Atli and others during the late period of the Ot-
toman Empire and the early Republic. But even in the (early) 20t century a Turk-
ish composer never assumes the function of a musical creator in the Western
European sense.

On the Concept of Opus

The detection of the concept of the composer in Ottoman art music has already
made clear that the understanding of a musical opus is entirely different from the
Western concept. All examined notations of the el iraki pesrevi however different
they may be, are variants of the same. They form a quasi-field of musical criteria
that define whether a variant is appropriate or not.

I define the concept related to the term opus as follows:

1. The opus, here the irak elgi pesrevi, has in its earliest variant a characteristic, but
not an individual basic form (as handed down by Cantemir).

2. On the fundament of the basic form many variants arise. The transmitting com-
munity, but also composer personalities take a changing hand in the transmission
of the opus. They adjust it to the respective aesthetic demands.

3. The variants may not be arbitrarily performed - even if they are within the lim-
its of the systems of makam and usil.

The product, resulting from these three points, I would call “opus-cluster”. In the
centre of the cluster is the basic form, surrounded by many variants that however
are never arbitrary. The boundaries of the cluster result from aesthetic and inter-
pretative guidelines in the way they are represented by the transmitting commu-
nity. The concept of the “opus-cluster” characterizes Turkish art music culture until
today, even if the borders of the clusters are becoming narrower and, particularly
influenced by the media, more specific performance variants are established as
binding.

The “opus-cluster” has nothing in common with the classic European concept
of a musical work of art.

tion moved from Istanbul Universitesi Devlet Konservatuar: in Kadikdy to the present library
in Beyazit.
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The understanding of both the Ottoman concept of “composer” as well as that of
“opus-cluster” is fundamental to answering the question regarding what relevance
a source of musical practice can have for current research in the field of Ottoman
art music and what is expected from the study of the sources. The discussion of
this question might also explain why Turkish music research thus far is document-
ing primarily the historical music-theoretical as well as textual sources, but is still,
with the exception of the writings of Ali Ufki and Cantemir, neglecting numerous
existant music manuscripts.

On the Concept of Source

To say it right away: The term “source” is not a category for the practice of tradi-
tional Turkish art music. This seems to be due to the oral tradition, which consid-
ers many variants within the “opus-cluster” as equivalent and does not require the
written fixation of a more or less binding variant, i.e. the production of the
source. On the other hand such a process of codification is contrary to the often
mentioned premise, significant for Islamic-motivated cantillation, that perform-
ances should always (or whenever possible) occur anew.

These guidelines have already influenced the editions of Dari’l Elbdn. The
House of Melodies has never started a critical edition of the complete works of a
composer, but limited itself to the publication of a consciously non-critical classic
edition.!® Future research must contribute to create a novel access to existing, but
not yet examined, music-practical sources. This requires not only the systematic
indexing of these writings’ contents in an inventory of musical sources and the
development of critical transcription methods. Independent approaches, which
reflect the characteristics of the Ottoman sources, have to be developed, while ex-
isting methods and concepts of European music research can be used in only lim-
ited and special cases.

For this central paradigm shift I would like to give some suggestions.

On the Scribe of the Source

In European art music, at least since the beginning of the modern era, it is the
composer himself who writes down an increasingly authoritative variant of his

15 To mention this again: In an advertisement the editors claim that they publish the works
of “the most famous Turkish composers in order to conserve them” and that the edited
versions “are checked by a scientifically responsible council and found as quite correct”
(“Miiessesemizin en meghur Tiirk bestekdrlarindan yddigdr kalan nefiz eserlerin ziyddan (kayipdan)
muhdfazast maksadiyla bunlarin selahivetddr bir Hey'et-i lmiyye tarafindan (yetkili bir kural taraf
ndan) gayet sahibh (dogru) notalarini tab ettirmeye (yaymlamaya) baglams”, see Alaner 1986:51.
It is not the source but the judgement of the editorial board that is the decisive factor for
the character of the printed version.
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works. Led by a conductor, the musicians intone the work to the exact specifica-
tions of its composer. This context is different in Near Eastern art music, where,
as shown previously, the work is of a diverse character. The scribe is usually a mu-
sician or composer, who selects his preferred variant of the “opus-cluster” and
writes it down. But in fact there is evidence that the selection of the variant can
follow testable concepts. A characteristic example is a pegrev of Ahmed Bey, which
is transmitted both by Ali Ufki and Cantemir:

Fig. 6: Comparison of Ali Utki, Sloane MS 3114, fol. 110r (No.221) - pesrev-i farabh afzd |der-
makams rast), Ahmed Beg, usiiles diiyek (upper figure) and Cantemir, p. 59 (fol. 96r) — der
makdm-1 rdst Ahmed Beg diiyek’i (lower figure)

In addition to the remarkable similarities some substantial differences can be de-
termined.!® The most striking difference appears first at the very beginning of the
pesrev, when Ali Ufki writes down a 4-tone rhythmic repetition phrase (duration
structure 2-1-1-2), while Cantemir noted a long tone with an overall duration of 6
beats. Comparing the two variants, it is striking that Ali Ufki quite frequently uses
the 4-tone phrase at positions where Cantemir prefers sounding long tones. Ob-
viously Ali Ufki wrote down the variant of a santir player with numerous re-
peated tones. Cantemir at the same place records the variant of a zey player with
long sustained notes. Since he could play both the #ey and the tanbir, it may be
assumed that Cantemir preferred the ey for the intonation of this particular pes-
rev. This observation will also open perspectives for historical performance prac-

16 It has to be noted that Ali Ufki and Cantemir choose different initial tones for the begin-
ning of the melodic line and it is not impossible that they have different understandings
of the makam structure. However, a closer analysis reveals that both variants clearly show
the characteristics of rast. This means, that “farab afzd”, a later addition to the title, is an at-
tribution of the pegrev meaning “mirth increasing” and has nothing to do with the makam
ferahfeza which was derived in the later 18t century by Seyyid Ahmed Aga (ca. 1728-1794).
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tice. If they were indeed instrument-specific variants, it is possible to combine
both notations, and provide a performance score.

Furthermore, even in a superficial review of the existing manuscripts it should
be noted that at least 19th century writers often copied existing notations. A typi-
cal example is offered again in two notations of zrak elgi pegrevi:

Fig. 7: Comparison of Y.211/9, fol. 14 - irak elgi pesrevi, usil ¢ifte diyek (upper figure) and
Y.205/3, fol. 35 — irak elgi pesrevi, usil cifie diiyek, 4. hine Isak (lower figure)

Comparing the two sources it can be stated without doubt that Y.205/3 has been
copied from Y.211/9. During this process the rhythmic errors or inaccuracies in
the “secret notation” from Y.211/9 have been corrected by the copyists of Y.205/3
in both manuscripts. The additional entries in pencil in Y.211/9 reveal the use of
the manuscript and provide a reference for music practice. In the showpiece-
manuscript Y.205/3 they are missing.

The comparison of the sources provides evidence that each notated variant of
an opus has an individual character. It is this parallel transmission of variants
within the “opus-cluster”, which accounts for the peculiarity of the Ottoman
sources. It is not the search for the “original text”, i.e. the binding form of the
opus, but the determination of the synchronous individual variants which could
be a central point of investigation in the study of these sources.

The associated methodological concept differs fundamentally from the ap-
proaches and aims which had been developed for research and documentation
purposes, and ultimately for the creation of critical complete editions of Euro-
pean music of modern times.

On Notation Methods

It has long been known and extensively researched that diverse methods of nota-
tions have been used for the transmission of Ottoman art music. There are studies,
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such as a remarkable work by Ruhi Ayangil (2008), pointing out the technical ca-
pabilities and shortcomings of different methods. Cem Behar’s studies on Ali Uftki
engage with these aspects,!” as well as Yal¢in Tura’s, Eugenia Popescu-Judetz’s or
Owen Wright’s considerations on Cantemir and his work.!8 These technical as-
pects inherent to the system limit the writer’s precision in transcribing a pre-
existing performance variant. However, this limitation is not a deficit, but rather an
intentional component of the notation: The notation method, always developed
against the background of the perspective of a specific music culture, is capable of
writing down exactly the musical parameters that seem to be essential to the de-
veloper of the notation.

Fig. 8: Cantemir, Kitdb, p. 152 (fol. 143v) — der makdm-1 sultdni-irik, usilles devr-i kebir, Cantemir
(Detail view)

A glance at the details clarifies the concept related to the notation method: The
notation uses letters and numerals to write down the quality and quantity of the
tone on two interconnected levels. The method parallels the one used already in
the 17t century to write down the #sils. Cantemir’s notation is appropriate to no-
tate the course of a melodic line in parameters of pitch and rhythm.

The notation method of Hamparsum Limonciyan, a century later, is based
largely on the same conception that Cantemir used: quality and quantity of the
single tone are notated on two interconnected levels. Hamparsum-notas: proves to
be a method that emerged in the context of older Ottoman notations. However,
it differs from Cantemir’s notation in important details: instead of letters and
numerals, it uses abstracted graphical signs (derived from Armenian kbaz-
notation) which are combined into groups of equal duration. It develops addi-
tional signs for the graphical depiction of the groups. More important is the dif-

17" In most of Cem Behar’s publications the problem is discussed, see Behar 1990, 2008.

18 Yalain Tura (ed.), Kitdbu Thmi’l-Misiki ‘ala vechi’l-Hurifat, 2 vols., Istanbul 2001. Owen
Wright, Demetrius Cantemir: The Collection of Notations. Part 1: Text, London 1992b (SOAS
Musicology Series, Vol. 1). Eugenia Popescu-Judetz, Dimitrie Cantemir, Cartea tiin ei Muzicii,
Bukarest 1973, and Prince Dimitrie Cantemir. Theorist and Composer of Turkish Music, Istanbul
1999, but also her publications Popescu-Judetz 2002, and Popescu-Judetz & Sirli 2000,
touch on the problem.
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Fig. 9: Y.203-1 (Y.86-01), fol. 1 — Sultani arak devr-i kebir | Cantemir] — (Detail view with transcrip-
tions of the title by Refik Fersan [Ottoman writing] and Suphi Ezgi [Latin writing])

ferentiation in major line and additional tones, which complement the melodic
line in the form of grace notes. Moreover, Hamparsum’s notation allows the no-
tation of rests for the first time. It is also suitable to write down performance de-
tails to a limited extent, along with the melodic line (Seidel 1973/74, Jager
1996b:235-270).

A third notation method should be mentioned, which has been used in the
Ottoman context as well, but is (until today) unresearched in Turkish musicology:
the post-Byzantine, Greek neumatic notation as it was used in the 18t century by
Greek musicians such as Petros Peloponnissios [turk. Hirsis Petro, Tanbtiri Petros]
(d. 1777).19

Both the notation and the notes focus entirely on details other than the two
Ottoman methods. Tanburi Petros did not write down the single tones of the me-
lodic line, but rather their melodic flow in intervals: neume notation emerged to
set a music which serves to deliver texts. Thus, only a part of the signs notates the
melodic progression and its rthythmical structure, while another - for instance the
7 Achrona — captures the style of performance and indicate rest, tremolo, sforzato,
mordent, legato, the intonation of a caesura or the “humming” of a tone.

19 A useful description of the notation in the context of Greek music theory of the 18th cen-
tury gives Popescu-Judetz & Sirli 2000.
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Fig. 10: Gritsanis Ms. 3, fol. 14r (Petros Peloponissios): pistrifi 16 kantemira makdm sultani drik
disitl dévri kle|bir (Detail view)

The manuscript of Tanburi Petros presents a second feature in most of the nota-
tions, as the pieces are written according to the vocal pesrev style, which was al-
ready cultivated in the older Persian music culture.?? Neume signs are accompa-
nied by onomatopoeic textual phrases, allowing a vocal performance of the
instrumental pieces; a practice still current among Turkish musicians in the mid-
18 century, though not documented in available sources. At the same time the
binding of the neumes with the performance of a text is retained.

It has to be briefly mentioned that the concept to be developed for the evaluation
of a piece of notation written with a diversity of methods will find it difficult to
draw on previous writings concerning European music research. The notations
can offer more than just providing three different perspectives on Ottoman art
music. In the case of Cantemir’s sultdni irak pesrevi, usil devr-i kebir, they represent
substantially different historical versions of the composition.

It has been shown in individual studies, independent of one another, that Ot-
toman art music changed fundamentally in regard to musical time, realization of
makam and musical form between 1700 and the beginning of the 19t century.?!
Research can now, on the basis of music-practical sources, be extended to the
processes of change, by investigating the stages of transmission from 1650 (Ali
Ufki), 1700 (Cantemir), 1750 (Tanbri Petros) and 1815 (Hamparsum) onwards. It
is by the way interesting to ascertain that the variants transmitted in the records of
Hirsiz Petro, according to the current state of deciphering, are remarkably closer
to that of Hamparsum than to those found in Cantemir’s autograph.

20" For pointing out this not unimportant detail I thank Eckhard Neubauer (Frankfurt/M.).
21 Wright 1988, Feldman 1996:303 ff., Jager 1998.
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Conclusion

In the present study many research approaches used in the past few years had to
be neglected. Written and printed historical sources of European origin have, for
instance, become available thanks to Biilent Aksoy’s (2003) research activities.
However, many unknown and interesting details from European sources have not
yet been discovered.

Documents from Viennese archives, for example, give the names of the znce sdz
musicians in the pay of Great Ambassador Ibrahim Paga who played for distin-
guished guests in the Habsburg metropolis during the years 1699 and 1700:

Fig. 11: Haus-, Hof- und Staatsarchiv, Wien, Tiirkei I (Turcica. Alter Bestand), Karton 175 (1700
X - XII, Varia), Konv. C: Turcica 1700, Varia & s.d., fol. 138r — 142v: Entwurff [//] Wie
die Tiirckbische GrofS Pottschaffi bey ibrer abreifS von hier zu beschenckhen sein wirdt, here: fol.
141v-142r. (Detail with the names of ince sdz musicians)

The complete list gives the names of five musicians:

“l...] Dervis Achmed, Camer Musicus |...], Chabil Cselebi, Cammer Musicus |...],
Dervis Ali Cammer Musicus |...], Mechmed Aga Camer Musicus [...], Sachin Cselebi,
Camer Musicus [...]".

In combination with other records it can be reconstructed that the znce sdz en-
semble Ibrahim Pasa brought to Vienna consisted of santir, rebib, a hanende who
plays def and bendir and two ney. The information is not only of relevance for the
reconstruction of Ottoman music ensemble types of the early 18t century or for
the research on Ottoman musicians, but also for a better understanding of the
knowledge Europeans could have had about Ottoman music at that time. Apart
from the spectacular mebterhine, the ince sdz might also have exerted a certain de-
gree of influence at least in Vienna, an issue which has not been considered so
far.

[@)er |


https://doi.org/10.5771/9783956507038-33
https://www.nomos-elibrary.de/agb

50 RALF MARTIN JAGER

The evaluation of the ethnographical literature,?? the ethno-scientific litera-
ture,?> numerous archival resources from East and West (see above), or private
writings unintended for publication,?* is by no means completed. The same is
true for the documentation of the oral tradition, whose significance for the histo-
riography of musicology in societies with an important oral tradition should not
be underestimated.

This paper has focused mainly on new concepts of research related to music
manuscripts. The most urgent tasks of Turkish musicology are:

1. Indexing each one of the single notations that have been handed down in a re-
liable catalogue,

2. Developing methods for the critical transnotation of diverse notation practices,

3. Publication of the extant manuscripts as single critical editions.

The substantial printed repertoire that grew since Hact Emin should also be in-
dexed in this way.

The future of “Writing the History of Ottoman Music” will depend on the de-
velopment of new approaches. Scientifically viable questions and conceptions in-
dependent from Western musicology should be developed, in order to finally be
able to plumb the depths of Ottoman-Near Eastern music’s history on the basis
of the entire body of source material still available today.

22 For example Schweigger 1608, Niebuhr 1774.
23 For example Toderini 1787, Sulzer 1781:430-454.
24 For example the biography of Siilleyman Fa’ik Efendi (1784-1837).
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