Object Analysis 
17th Century Ottoman tent (the Stockholm tent)

For this object analysis, an Ottoman tent from the 17th century A.D. was chosen. This artefact was on display in the Army Museum in Stockholm, thus it will be called the Stockholm tent (MWNF 2018). It came into Swedish possession in 1702, obtained by King Charles II, and was given to the Army Museum in 1898 (MWNF 2018). Investigating this object allows the exploration of the wider context of the Ottoman tent into Ottoman culture, feeding into modern discussions of their relevance within Ottoman archaeology. First, a general description of the tent’s exterior and interior will be made, delving into its materials, features, measurements and historical background. Secondly, a wider context of its usage will be provided, which will describe the different types of tents and their cultural origins. A small section will be dedicated to criticising modern evaluation techniques or the lack of such in studying Ottoman tents and making them available for study. In addition to this, modern scholarship focussing on this topic will be addressed.  This passage will be followed by an analysis of the overall cultural value of Ottoman tents. By using modern scholarship, an attempt will be made to determine the tent’s purpose and possible original owner, investigating the likely bibliography of this object.
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Fig.1 and 2, The Stockholm tent, inside view and decorated piece from the interior (Armémuseum 2014).





With a height of 4.13 metres and a circumference of 30 metres, the double-columned rectangular tent has been traced back to Turkey, with no exact location of fabrication given (MWNF 2018). The Museum Inventory Number is AM 3805, with few photographs publicly available. This is complemented by a short description of its context (MWNF 2018).
The Stockholm tent is composed of cotton, silk, leather and applique (MWNF 2018). The oval floor of the tent borders onto the two rectangular walls, each made up of nine parts (MWNF 2018). The one vault-shaped roof is made up of two parts. The entire tent is held together by toggles and loops disguised by a valance on both the interior and exterior of the tent (MWNF 2018). Another valance is attached to the lower edge of the tent’s wall, with two columns of unknown material supporting the ceiling (MWNF 2018). The tent’s walls are supported by guy ropes, with the outer shell made up of plain Verdigris cloth (MWNF 2018), defined as oxidized brass or copper covering the cotton. This gives it a blue-greenish colour (English Oxford living Dictionaries 2018). However, this cannot be seen in any of the public photos(MWNF 2018).  From the observation of the images, the predominant colours of beige/white and a copper-red can be determined (MWNF 2018). Further colours present are two different shades of blue, as well as a golden yellow tone (MWNF 2018).  However, all the colours show signs of fading, tear and irregular distribution, especially on the large surfaces that remain undecorated (MWNF 2018).  The same pattern has been repeatedly applied on the interior, especially drawing attention to the medallions or şemse (sun); displaying a large array of flowers set in vase motifs (MWNF 2018).These şemse are interpreted to be representing Ottoman gardens, with the borders clearly defining a separate space within the flower-filled medallion (MWNF 2018), a very typical Ottoman motif (MWNF 2018). The arch and column patterns are also present on the ceiling, divided by a strip depicting stars, reaching from one pole to the other (MWNF 2018). This ornamentation style is called the hemmed-appliqué-technique, complemented by patterns created on the ground by sewed-together pieces of leather and silk of various shapes and colours, arranged within a maximum of eight layers of fabric (MWNF 2018). 
The tent was captured from Ottoman forces besieging Vienna in 1683, likely when the Ottomans were defeated by a united Christian relieve force. This force was made up of Poles, Saxons, Bavarians, Franconians and Swabians, which allegedly looted the Ottoman camp after their victory (Masters and Agoston 2009). Initiated by the Ottomans, with the vizier Kara Mustafa Pasha convincing Sultan Mehmed IV (1648-87) to believe in an Ottoman victory against the House of Habsburg, with the Sultan himself not taking part in siege, but remaining in Belgrade (Masters and Agoston 2009).
It is unknown where the Stockholm tent was produced or by whom. In fact it is not documented who brought it back from Vienna and from where King Charles II acquired the tent (MWNF 2018). 
The most basic plan of an Ottoman tent consisted of two layers of fabric, one outer and an inner layer, with red satin or linen being frequently chosen for the interior fabric. The exterior fabric having been made out of robust linen and often copper-coloured, called cengari (Atasoy 2018). 
However, depending on the size of their poles, tents were also categorized into single and double poled (Atasoy 2018). Single poled tents displayed a conical or domed roof. In contrast, doubled poled tents consisted of a roof sloping on both sides of an axis placed between the two poles (Atasoy 2018). Most imperial tents were quite large and enclosed an ovoid space (Dimmig 2014:342), such as the Stockholm tent (MWNF 2018). Whenever decoration was recognizable on a tent, it would be called mŸnakkaß, making the Stockholm tent a doubled poled mŸnakkaß (Atasoy 2018). When it came to the Sultans’ tents, various specialists were employed to make different parts of the tent (Atasoy 2018).

A wide range of uses were found for each types of tent within the Ottoman period. The most crucial of these having possibly been the military tent, as this helped to secure the well organised Ottoman war strategies (TCF 2018). Another use for tents was commercial, practiced by the few Anatolian Nomads that existed in the early Ottoman Empire, as well as for general Caravan trade (Atasoy 2018). However, many other uses have been depicted in Ottoman miniatures, such as in the ‘surname’ miniature depicting Ahmed IIIs’ son during his circumcision. This makes it clear that tents were important when it came to royal ceremonies (Atasoy 2018). Furthermore, tents were used to function as stages of display for the sultans’ wealth (Atasoy 2004:15). Possibly the most important use, special tents were used by the Ottoman Sultan to view celebrations, sports activities or just generally placed in open-air areas, with the Sultan inside being protected and distinguished from his surrounding (Atasoy 2004:15). The tents’ importance reaches as far as having been used in the enthronement ceremony for Sultan Selim at Belgrade, having taken place inside a tent open to the sides (Atasoy 2004:15). Hence, the tent played an important role once a sultan died, as a special tent was prepared for the cleansing of the body and his preparation for burial (Atasoy 2018). A deceased Sultan would have his final resting place in a tŸrbe. However, as in most cases, this building was not fully constructed at the time of the sultans’ death, thus a temporary tent was erected on the spot where the sultan would be buried (Atasoy 2018). Often this ceremony would take place in the second courtyard of the TopkapY palace (Atasoy 2018). As tents’ are reusable mobile structures it was possible to place them in any strategically convenient or symbolic location, as had been done with a single poled reception tent set up in front of the sirkeci train station in 1909, when Sultan Mehmed V Reshad met the Bulgarian king Ferdinand (Atasoy 2004:16). Such single poled tents could have been the inspiration for the development of the garden Pavilion, first in the form of a portable tent, and later built in stone. One such example of this is the Pavilion at Sadabad in Kâgithane on the Golden Horn (Atasoy 2004:17). Hence, Asatoy 2004 has argued that Ottoman tents have been influencing architecture as much as architecture has influenced tents (Asatoy 2004:17). An example showing the influence of architecture on tents can be seen in a miniature from 1720, depicting festivities during the reign of Sultan Ahmed III, including bower-shaped tents serving as pavilions; a form which had previously existed in palace architecture (Atasoy 2004:17). However, less important uses for Ottoman tents were documented, such as for sheltering horses (Atasoy 2018).
Atasoy (2018) emphasizes that Ottoman tents were possibly used for many different activities throughout their lifespan, as archive documents and the studying of Ottoman tents has led to such a conclusion (Atasoy 2018). However, no complete tents have survived from periods earlier than the 17th century, hence there has not been an opportunity to come to the same conclusion regarding earlier tents for which miniature depictions make-up our largest source (Atasoy 2018). To counter argument, Dimmig (2014) underlines that due to different functions, some tents had to be specific in design, such as kitchen tents requiring  holes in the roof (Dimmig 2014:344). 
Given that the Stockholm tent was captured at Vienna in 1683, it is highly likely that its main purpose was to be used within a military context (MWNF 2018). 
Military tents ranged from the highly decorated walled tent palace complex of the sultan, also called OtaÛ-Y HŸmayun (Atasoy 2018), to those of the lowest foot-soldiers, and were most useful when it came to campaigns fought over a long distance, especially during periods of expansion (TCF 2018). When embarking on a military campaign, two sets of imperial tents were transported, one set was used for a current camp, whilst another one was set up way ahead for the sultan and army to be ready for their arrival (TCF 2018). To give an impression of the amount of tents employed solely for the Sultan, according to Antoine Galland reporting in 1673, 600 camels were mounted with tents to accommodate the Sultan (TCF 2018). Many early miniatures, especially from the reign of Süleman the Great, depict the walled tent palace, showing distinctive similarities                                                    to a stone palace (fig. 2),(Lokman 1588). Examples of this include the deployment of arch motifs resembling arcades along the tent walls (TCF 2018), with the outmost walls of the complex called zokak, resembling palace wall ramparts (Atasoy 2018). 
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Some of these tent complexes consisted of up to 24 rectangular panels, ordered into columns, creating complexes of considerable sizes (TCF 2018). The size of a tent determined the number of posts employed    (TCF 2018).  The OtaÛ-Y HŸmayun even included a so- called tower of justice, as well as individual tents for the treasury, for privacy, storage, bath, kitchen, restroom and the council of state and holy relics (Atasoy 2018). 
Around the sultans’ tent complex, the viziers and then the soldiers would have had their tents placed, with sizes allocated to their rank (Atasoy 2018).






Fig. 2 clearly shows a structure mirroring the design of stone buildings around the tents depicted, with the miniature illustrating the siege of Buda in 1541 (Lokman 1588).

The origins of Ottoman tents can be traced back to the nomadic lifestyle of the early Ottoman Turks (Atasoy 2018). What was once a vehicle for a nomadic living, transformed into a multifunctional tool of the Ottomans, aiding in the establishment of an Empire (Atasoy 2018). Such a progress can be seen from the start of the Ottoman period, when tents were mainly ‘yurt’ shaped and used for shelter and occasional ceremonies (Atasoy 2018). Early miniatures depict such occasions, with the example of Sultan Süleman receiving a Hungarian delegation in a yurt tent (Atasoy 2018).  Supposedly the later tent transformation was due to increased foreign influence, as European artisans had been living within the Ottoman Empire since its beginnings (Dimmig 2014:344). However, all kinds of impacts from within the whole of the Empire would have contributed to a continuous and subtle change of tent appearances (Dimmig 2014:344). As the Sultan and his associates were increasingly on the move in the early and middle Ottoman period, larger tent interiors were constructed to serve as the Sultans’ private quarters, and to contain all the luxuries the Sultan was used to having around (Dimmig 2014:345).
Throughout Ottoman history the tent was used to express kingship, a term which changed subtly in meaning over time. Sultan Mehmed II implemented his code of law, which defined what it meant being a Sultan, by being more secluded than previously (Dimmig 2014:342). Hence the Sultans’ tent, as a vehicle of kingship, with either having been more revealing to the public, or more private and secluded (Dimmig 2014:342). 
When visualising the history of the Stockholm tent, it makes sense to imagine what it would have felt like in the interior, hence if it created a sort of environment worthy for the vizier. Given that it was only decorated on the inside (MWNF 2018), it could have served as not only a place of retreat, but functioning as a replacement for the seclusion provided by an Ottoman garden, given its repetitive flower motifs and perhaps peaceful atmosphere (MWNF 2018), as well as having been reused from previous campaigns (Atasoy 2004:17). 
As the Stockholm tent is no longer on display (MWNF 2018), comparing it with the few other accessible complete Ottoman tents from around the same time period could be useful. One tent- example is located in the Wawel royal castle in Poland, captured as well at Vienna in 1683, but brought back by the army of the Polish king John III Sobieski (Hali 2013). Augustus II of Saxony then took the tent and used it for military training and parades, until in 1934, it was given to Poland by Szymon Szwarc (Hali 2013). Just like the Stockholm tent, it was double-poled with its outer layer undecorated and protected by a copper-compound surface giving it a green colour (Hali 2013). The interior was decorated in floral motifs and arranged into medallions (see figure 3 and 4). However, unlike the Stockholm tent, different colours were used, and the Arab script was used for decoration (Hali 2013). A second complete Ottoman tent is currently held in Kassel Germany, captured in 1717 at Belgrade and thought to have been part of a commanders’ or Sultans’ tent complex (mhk 2018). The Kassel tent is considerably smaller than the Stockholm tent and is therefore reckoned to have been part of the smaller tent complex, surrounding the main tent of the commander or Sultan (mhk 2018). 
When it comes to comparing the Stockholm tent with other Ottoman tents, there is only a narrow range of examples to choose from, due to the fact that very few are on display in museums (Atasoy 2018), given that the tents’ fabric is easily damageable (Dimmig 2014:344). The biggest collection of Ottoman tents is currently in storage at the TopkapY palace museum and Military Museum in Istanbul, and has great potential in informing the public about their Ottoman past once restored and put on display (Atasoy 2018). The Kassel tent is only one among a couple of Ottoman tents located in Germany, with others being kept at Berlin, Dresden and Ingolstadt (mhk 2018). The Wawel and Stockholm tents are among few that have been successfully restored, with the Wawel tent restored in between 1991 and 1999 although no longer on display since 2013 (Hali 2013), and the Stockholm tent in the 1800s (Armémuseum 2014). This lack of interest and funding in restoring Ottoman archaeology has led to only a few publications about the Ottoman tent culture and has left the modern descendants of the Ottomans, as much as archaeologists, in the dark when it comes to fully understanding the importance of the Ottoman tent for the expansion and maintenance of the Ottoman Empire. Only a few, difficult to access authors have been successful in investigating the few Ottoman tents available for analysis, such as Bernard O’Kane, Peter Andrews and most of all Nurhan Atasoy (Dimmig 2014:343).
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Fig. 3 and 4, showing the interior and close up floral medallions of the Wawel tent (Hali 2013).
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Fig. 5 and 6 show the exterior and interior of the Kassel tent (mhk 2018).

[bookmark: _GoBack]In conclusion, not a lot is known about the Stockholm tent, its original owner, the precise use and history (MWNF 2018). However, much can be deduced by analysing scholarship, miniatures and other Ottoman tents (Hali 2013, Atasoy 2018 and Lokman 1588). The Stockholm tent was knowingly produced in the area of modern Turkey (MWNF 2018), and most likely so by many different artisans (Atasoy 2018). It was built according to a very common tent plan, two-poled, decorated interior and undecorated exterior, Verdigris cloth on the outer layer, and repetitive floral motifs, distinguished through medallions (MWNF 2018, Hali 2013 and mhk 2018). Not having taken part in the siege of Vienna in 1683, Sultan Mehmed IV could not have used this tent at Vienna, which could thus have been used by someone just below his rank. For example, vizier Kara Mustafa Pasha leading the campaign (Masters and Agoston 2009). This suspicion is emphasized by the Kassel tent having been supposedly used within a walled tent palace complex, although much smaller in size and less impressive in its decorations (mhk 2018). Given the Stockholm tents’ large size and interior, it was well suited to accommodate a high ranking individual that was used to being surrounded by many luxurious items (Dimmig 2014:345). Size also indicated the social rank of the tents’ owner, hence if not owned by the vizier, the Stockholm tent must have belonged to someone similarly important (Atasoy 2018).  Ottoman tents were allegedly used for many different purposes throughout their lifespan (Atasoy 2004:17), hence the Stockholm tent could have belonged to someone else prior to the siege of 1683, travelled far and used on different campaigns. However, unlike the Wawel tent, the Stockholm tent did not display Arab writing and could thus have been used for generally different occasions (Hali 2013 and MWNF 2018).
 Just as the Wawel tent, the Stockholm tent could have been captured by the Polish or its allied forces and brought to Germany to be used in military practice and parades (Hali 2013). Throughout its lifespan it was most likely reused and placed in many different locations, possibly hosting guests, providing shelter and privacy and only perhaps might have previously been used by a Sultan (Atasoy 2018 and Atasoy 2004:16). Its Nomadic origins are still to be seen in its construction and flexible use, while its inspirations from Ottoman gardens and set architecture cannot be overseen (Atasoy 2004:17 and MWNF 2018). However given that it is no longer on display, any potential feeling of grandeur cannot be experienced, and the very few other Ottoman tents on display can only be used as comparison (Hali 2013, mhk 2018 and TCF 2018). Much more has to be done regarding the investigation of Ottoman tents and their role within the Empire, shaping any potential Ottoman identity. Most tents in storage are still awaiting to be analysed and written about (TCF 2018).
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