
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright 

by 

Nicholas Joseph Ragheb 

2012 

 

 



The Report Committee for Nicholas Joseph Ragheb 
Certifies that this is the approved version of the following report: 

 
 

From Darbuka to Dümbelek: The Turkish Goblet-shaped Drum and 

the Construction of Difference 

 
 
 
 
 
 

 

 

APPROVED BY 
SUPERVISING COMMITTEE: 

 

 

 
Sonia Seeman 

Robin Moore 

 

  

Supervisor: 



From Darbuka to Dümbelek: The Turkish Goblet-shaped Drum and 

the Construction of Difference 

 

by 

Nicholas Joseph Ragheb, B.S.Psy. 

 

 

Report 

Presented to the Faculty of the Graduate School of  

The University of Texas at Austin 

in Partial Fulfillment  

of the Requirements 

for the Degree of  

 

Master of Music 

 

 

The University of Texas at Austin 
May 2012 

 



 iv 

Acknowledgements 

 

 This Master’s Report is based on fieldwork and archival research supported by a 

Fellowship for Intensive Advanced Turkish Language Study in the summer of 2011 

provided by the American Association of Teachers of Turkic Languages. Additional 

archival research as well as the writing of my Report was supported through Teaching 

Assistantships as well as a Diversity Mentoring Fellowship from 2010-2011, a Butler 

Excellence Scholarship from 2011-2012 and a Continuing Outreach Fellowship from 

2011-2012 provided by the Graduate School at the University of Texas at Austin. I am 

sincerely grateful to all who made it possible for me to receive these important sources of 

funding. 

 I am particularly indebted to my supervisor, Sonia Seeman, who provided me 

with continuous invaluable feedback on this project and guided my general academic 

development throughout the course of my studies at the University of Texas at Austin. 

Without her critical and supportive attention to my work this report would not have been 

possible. I am also thankful to Robin Moore for his comments and suggestions on earlier 

drafts of this report and for serving on my Master’s Report committee. Both of their 

personal insights and scholarship have shaped my own work and will continue to do so in 

my future studies. I would also like to thank Jeannette Okur for proofreading portions of 

my translated interview and film excerpts and for her generous assistance with my 

ongoing study of the Turkish language. 

 I am thankful to a great number of musicians, instrument makers, scholars and 

entrepreneurs in Istanbul, Turkey. First and foremost among these is Hakan Kaya, who 

has been both an important interlocutor for my research and also a good friend since my 



 v 
 

first visit to Istanbul in 2007. The hospitality provided to me by Hakan and his wife 

Victoria during my research in the summer of 2011 was invaluable, and made a great deal 

of fieldwork and archival research possible.  I would also like to thank Murat Kaytarmış 

and Emin Bolat for inviting me into their workshops and sharing their knowledge of 

instrument making practices, İsmail Peşluk, Suat Borazon, Reha Sağbaş, and Ahmet 

Külik for generously contributing their time for personal interviews, and my Turkish 

writing and grammar instructor Sumru Özsoy at Boğaziçi University for her help in 

developing and refining my interview questions in the Turkish language. Many thanks 

are also due to Volkan Kaya, Hasan Tosun, Öğüz Gülek, Ufuk Erdoğan and countless 

others who have always had time for tea and conversation and have helped me to 

navigate the byzantine social networks of musicians in the city of Istanbul. 

 I am also grateful to my colleagues at UT Austin including the student members 

of our Thesis writers’ workgroup who provided feedback on drafts of my chapters as well 

as much needed moral support throughout the writing process. I am particularly indebted 

to the thoughtful feedback I received from Cory Lefevers and Kjetil Bøhler as well as the 

engaging discussions we had concerning each of our research projects. 

 Finally, I would like to thank my wife, Leida Tolentino, for her constant support 

and understanding throughout this process, and for moving to Austin with me in the first 

place so that I could pursue my studies at the University of Texas at Austin.  Her 

sacrifices and loving support have made it possible for me to complete this project and 

more generally to pursue studies in Ethnomusicology. For this I am the most thankful of 

all. 

 



 vi 

Abstract 

 
From Darbuka to Dümbelek: The Turkish Goblet-shaped Drum and 

the Construction of Difference 

 

Nicholas Joseph Ragheb, M.Music 

The University of Texas at Austin, 2012 

 

Supervisor:  Sonia Seeman 

 

This report examines the linguistic, physical, and social construction of the 

goblet-shaped drum in recent Turkish history. Following recent trends in organological 

scholarship towards a more socially situated analysis of musical instruments, I examine 

the role of the goblet-shaped drum as a mediator within large complex webs of 

interaction and social significance. Drawing on theoretical frameworks for understanding 

the production of difference set forth by Ruth Solie, my analysis explores the modalities 

of language, visual and aural representation and positionality. In order to examine the 

specific process of “othering” that undergird these processes, I supplement this 

theoretical framework with the concept of “articulation” developed by Laclau and Hall. 

My analysis begins with a review of the popular and musicological literature on the drum 

and a discussion of the way in which different names such as darbuka and dümbelek are 

used to construct social groups defined by notions of gender, urbanity, and 

professionalism. I follow this with an examination of the workflows and techniques 

involved in the production of two types of goblet-shaped drums revealing how these 
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processes shape the identity of the artisans and entrepreneurs involved in the production 

process. Finally, I discuss the representation of the instrument in Turkish television 

documentaries and the Internet revealing the role of the drum in the production of a 

Turkish modernist narrative. I argue that while these processes may appear isolated when 

viewed independently, an organological approach reveals important connections between 

these different mechanisms for the production of difference and issues such as the 

masculinization of the darbuka playing profession may be more effectively engaged 

through an understanding of these connections. 
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Introduction 
 

 In his well-known book The Ethnomusicologist Mantle Hood distinguishes 

between “organography,” which he defines as the description of musical instruments, and 

“organology,” which he argues should encompass more than description of musical 

instruments by including the study of “techniques of performance, musical function, 

decoration (as distinct from construction) and a variety of socio-cultural considerations” 

(Hood 1982: 124). This call to reengage with organological study in ways that go beyond 

early twentieth century concerns with methods of instrument classification and theories 

concerning the prehistoric origins of music was echoed in later years by DeVale who 

argued that “the ultimate purpose of organology should be to help explain society and 

culture” (DeVale 1990:22). There have been an increasing number of responses to these 

calls for a more nuanced engagement with the socially situated role of instruments from 

scholars such as Berliner (1981), Racy (1994), Pinch and Trocco (2002), Dawe (2003; 

2005), and Fozi (2007) as well as an expanding body of scholarship on Turkish musical 

instruments (Stokes 1992; Stokes 1993; Karahasanoğlu and Skoog 2011; Bates, 

forthcoming). My examination of the Turkish darbuka drum is intended to be a 

contribution to this vein of scholarship, and will focus on the role of the instrument in a 

number of important socio-cultural processes. 

 In the first chapter I examine the darbuka as it is represented in Turkish 

musicological literature and popular discourse in order to understand the role of the 

darbuka as a point of cultural articulation that constructs differences between social 

groups. In the second chapter I shift my focus to the specific workflows and methods that 
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characterize the production of two of the most recent styles of darbuka-s in Turkish 

cities. This detailed analysis of production reveals changing notions of artisanship and a 

shifting identity of “instrument maker” that are the consequences of technological 

mediation and the compartmentalization of each step in the production process. In the 

third chapter, I examine the presentation of the darbuka in Turkish media through an 

examination of television documentaries and Internet advertisements. This final analysis 

reveals a narrative of the darbuka in which both the construction of the instrument and 

the musical performance style used with the instrument are made Turkish through their 

“modernization.” An important goal of this project is to reveal how the darbuka drum is 

not simply a passive vessel that is shaped by external societal forces but is part of a 

complex system of cultural networks that are affected by changes in the instrument itself. 

The language used to describe the darbuka, the modes of its production, and the 

representation of the drum through historical narratives and images in film and internet 

media all serve as points of social construction, which have important implications for the 

ways that we understand concepts such as social difference, artisanship, and identity. 
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Chapter One: The Darbuka as an Articulated Cultural Node 
 

 
 Upon walking into just about any retail music store in the city of Istanbul one is 

almost certain to find at least a half dozen cylindrical, single-headed drums stacked on 

top of each other amidst the typical claustrophobia-inducing assemblage of musical 

instruments. Some are ceramic, others are plated copper or aluminum, and still others 

have much thicker cast aluminum shells. Some have heads with natural skins, others with 

plastic or composite materials, and these heads are attached alternately by adhesive paste, 

intricate nylon bracing, or clamped onto the drum with metal bolted frames. Although the 

drums conform to a general size and shape, some contain externally mounted bolts and 

more closely mimic a goblet shape with an angular neck and concave upper-bell, whereas 

others maintain a smoother profile and contain internal bolts or other components that 

conform to the shape of the instrument. Despite these physical differences, all of these are 

referred to as darbuka-s, and they are generally conceived of as being varieties of the 

same instrument.  

An examination of the historical and contemporary naming practices associated 

with these drums reveals a much more complicated story, however. Over the past century 

different names have been associated with particular variants of the drum. In addition to 

darbuka, names like dümbelek, deblek, and küp have reflected the physical construction 

of the instrument and the identity of the performer, as well as associations with place and 

musical genre. Far from simply being a static reflection of social conditions, these 

naming practices may be viewed as linguistic mechanisms through which identities are 
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actively constructed and negotiated. In a similar way, the physical construction of 

different types of darbuka-s is both a product of, and also a contributor to particular 

social formations within musical communities, which are delineated through performance 

technique, aesthetics, and ideology. When the instrument is defined in broad terms as 

both its physical manifestation and its role as a mediator within a complex set of 

negotiations that delineate social groups, one may consider the instrument to be both 

physically and socially constructed. Here I examine the construction of the darbuka in 

both of these senses, beginning with an analysis of colloquial naming practices—or what 

Gramsci may have referred to as “common sense” discourse—as well as naming 

practices in Turkish musicological literature. In the second chapter, I explore the physical 

construction of the instrument in more detail, and discuss associations of these physical 

qualities with performance techniques and aesthetics that reify the social boundaries of 

“art” (sanat) and “popular” (piyasa) musicians.  In the third and final chapter, I conclude 

my discussion with an examination of recent representations of the darbuka in two 

documentaries aired on Turkish television in 2008 and discuss the articulations of 

modernism and professionalism in social negotiations mediated by the instrument.  

   

Learning Techniques / Learning Values 

 My early experiences with the darbuka were characterized by a combination of 

musical exploration and self-exploration. As a first-generation American with an 

Egyptian father I took a great interest in music of the Near East, and began learning to 

play the Near Eastern goblet-shaped drum around age fifteen. This was an extension of a 
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previously extant hobby of musical performance with guitar, piano, and voice in western 

musical styles, but was also driven by an interest in my Egyptian musical heritage. Like 

most scholars and an overwhelming majority of musicians and instrument-makers, I 

considered the Egyptian tabla drum to be essentially the same instrument as the goblet-

shaped drums found throughout Turkey and the Arab world, referred to by names like 

dirbakki, dumbak, and darbuka. I shared this view of the goblet-shaped drum as a 

singular instrument, with numerous variants distinguished by small aesthetic differences 

in construction and the use of different regional and national performance techniques. In 

light of this, when I was given the opportunity to travel to Turkey and study the darbuka 

drum a decade later, I saw this as the continuation of my studies with the same Near 

Eastern instrument I had once known by a different name. 

I travelled to Turkey in 2007 and spent my first year in Istanbul learning to 

become proficient with this instrument. My musical mentor was a young darbuka player 

named Hakan who performed an eclectic fusion of Turkish folk, rock, jazz, and flamenco 

with his group Native Project in the bars and clubs of the cosmopolitan neighborhood of 

Beyoğlu. I shared an apartment in Beyoğlu with Hakan and spent much of my time 

receiving musical instruction and playing for recreation, but also discussing music over 

drinks in the numerous teahouses and bars in the area, fulfilling my role as honorary 

roadie during his band’s performances, and engaging in impromptu discussions with 

other Turkish musicians that I encountered along the way. As my familiarity with the 

darbuka grew, I began to view these different shapes and designs of darbuka as “better” 

or “worse.” The externally mounted bolts of certain drums would dig into my hands 
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painfully as I played them, and the angled edges of their drumheads felt uncomfortable at 

best. Internally bolted metal drums with round edges were more comfortable and felt 

“better,” and the newer models of ceramic drums that mimicked this shape but were also 

slightly larger in size and headed with animal skins not only felt “better” but sounded 

“better” as well. My preferences were not just the result of practical concerns, but 

reflected a set of associations I had formed concerning an “ideal tone” for the instrument. 

 Over time, however, these perceptions became problematic. I learned that the 

ungainly external bolts on certain drums were a problem for me, but not for darbuka 

players who used a “snapping” (fiske) technique that had been the dominant performance 

style in Turkey until recently. In contrast, the drums that I preferred were practically 

unplayable with “snapping” technique. I also encountered very different notions of “ideal 

tone” in discussions with an older darbuka player who performs art music with the radio 

division of the state run TRT (Turkish Radio and Television) organization. He preferred 

the tinny sounds of small metal drums to the richly nuanced tones of larger ceramic ones 

that I had grown to love. As a final blow to my self-confident assumption that I was well 

on my way to learning all of the ins and outs of the instrument, I began to encounter the 

term dümbelek as an alternate name for the drum and dümbelekçi (meaning “one who 

plays the dümbelek”) to refer to particular people. These terms refer to what I first came 

to know as a darbuka but they imply a number of different additional meanings, which 

associate the performer with moral and musical crudeness, femininity, and village life. It 

was through these discoveries that I came to realize that Hakan was not only teaching me 

techniques but also values. The connections I had drawn between the different 
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constructions and designs of drums, proper technique, ideal tone, and even the name of 

the instrument reflected the associations drawn by young, cosmopolitan musicians in the 

commercial marketplace (piyasa). It is through articulations such as these that difference 

is produced and social groups are delineated. Instead of mindlessly reproducing such 

differences, as I had done initially, I explore some of these associations in order to 

understand what these differences are made of, and in doing so, I hope to illuminate 

articulations that contribute to the production of social inequalities and suggest how they 

may be ruptured and re-articulated. 

 

Western European and Turkish Organological Traditions 

 Early European organological scholarship centered around two main issues: the 

role of musical instruments in illuminating ancient history, and the practical application 

of organological theory for organizing large instrument collections. Victor Mahillon was 

one of the earliest contributors to organological studies in European scholarship as well 

as a curator of one of the largest extant collections of musical instruments at the music 

conservatory in Brussels in the late 19th century (Mahillon 1880). The organizational 

system that he used to catalogue the instruments in his collection was itself derived from 

the system set forth in the ancient Indian text the Natyashastra, and served as the basis 

for the Hornbostel-Sachs system of classification, which is still the most commonly used 

classification system today. In addition to this practical application of organological 

theory, early work by psychologist and comparative musicologist Carl Stumpf deployed 

organological theories as part of a larger project of exploring the origins of musical 
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behavior. In his 1911 book Dir Anfänge der Musik (The Origins of Music), Stumpf 

examines a number of different theories regarding the origins of music and examines the 

historical development of musical instruments as a means to examine musical 

development in ancient history (Stumpf 1911). In 1913 Curt Sachs published his “Real-

Lexicon” of musical instruments and in 1914 along with Erich von Hornbostel, he 

published an article detailing the now famous Hornbostel-Sachs classification system 

(Sachs 1913; Hornbostel and Sachs 1961). 

 Over twenty-five years later Sachs completed one of his last great scholarly 

works, The History of Musical Instruments, in which he describes four main types of 

approaches to organological study: approaches that examine the level of “development” 

of instruments, approaches that examines the level of craftsmanship required to produce 

certain instruments, approaches that examine instruments in terms of “cultural regions” 

(kulturkreis), and approaches that applied what Sachs termed the “geographical method” 

and was later referred to as “diffusion theory” (Sachs 1940: 60-3). By the 1950s use of 

the Hornbostel-Sachs classificatory system had become well established and scholars like 

Jaap Kunst, while noting other potential schemes, came out clearly in favor of this 

particular system (Kunst 1959: 61). 

 By the 1970s a number of scholars began to push the boundaries of organology 

beyond its initial focus on ancient history and classification. In his book The 

Ethnomusicologist, Mantle Hood calls for a greater incorporation of social issues into the 

study of musical instruments (Hood 1982). He asserts that previous scholarship has 

reduced organology, which he reads broadly as the study of everything related to musical 
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instruments, to “organography,” a term he defines as the mere description of musical 

instruments. In a novel attempt to address the lack of engagement with issues such as 

performance technique and other socio-cultural issues, Hood proposes the use of the 

“organogram,” a system for depicting and classifying instruments symbolically. While 

Hood’s symbolic system was difficult to navigate and never attained popularity, his 

approach was a praiseworthy attempt to incorporate types of information relating to 

performance technique and social status of the instrument into models in which they were 

previously ignored.  

 Another example of organological innovations in the 1970s is the work of Hugo 

Zemp on the ‘Are ‘Are people (Zemp 1978). Zemp draws on the earlier observations of 

Merriam concerning the way that different cultures tend to view what music is 

differently. Deploying the methodologies of cognitive anthropology, Zemp explores how 

the concept of music is constructed in ‘Are ‘Are culture as well as the ways in which 

musical instruments are talked about and conceptualized. Within the framework of 

Merriam’s tri-partite model for the study of music, this is a novel attempt to engage with 

the conceptualization of musical instruments in different cultures. 

 In the 1990s several prominent scholars have examined organological issues with 

a renewed focus on the social context of instruments. Stoke’s article on urban media 

reform and the Turkish saz and elektrosaz examines musical instruments while 

incorporating observations about their performance technique and pedagogy (Stokes 

1992). In doing so, he manages to connect the development of these instruments to the 

history of tavır (roughly translated as “performance style”), the standardization of folk 
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music practices in Turkey, and the important social role of dershane-s (“lesson houses” 

where saz performance is taught). In an article the following year Stokes examines the 

use of the bağlama1 and the kemençe2 in the Black Sea region of Trabzon. Stokes 

problematizes the view commonly held by Turkish musicologists that the more recently 

introduced bağlama is displacing the native kemençe, noting that in certain areas of 

Trabzon it is used with a distinctly different repertoire alongside the kemençe. Racy’s 

1994 article on the mijwiz3 takes a somewhat different approach from Stokes, examining 

instruments in terms of “dialectical relationships,” and arguing that instruments contain 

both “adaptive” and “idiosyncratic” qualities (Racy 1994). Tracing the use of the 

instrument from rural to urban areas, Racy focuses on the particular aspects of 

organological change and how they are mediated. 

 In addition to these more recent organological studies that have taken a greater 

focus on aspects such as performance technique and short-term musical change—as 

opposed to the earlier focus on long-term musical change with an emphasis on ancient 

history—a new strain of scholarship has emerged. This new approach to organology has 

included a more radical approach to theorizing the social role of instruments. Scholars 

like DeVale (1990) have advocated for this reappraisal of the potential for a more socially 

situated organology and scholars like Pinch and Trocco (2002), and Bates (2012) have 

begun deploying theories and methodologies from STS (Science and Technology 

                                                
1 Bağlama is the name for a particular type of saz. 
2 A type of spike fiddle. 
3The mijwiz is a double-piped, single-reed woodwind made from bamboo and native to 
Palestine, Lebanon, Jordan, and Syria. 
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Studies) such as “technological frames” and Actor-Network Theory4 as a means to 

understand instruments as “objects with agency” and as active mediators in a web of 

human and non-human actors. These new, more socially situated approaches, offer 

promising new ways to expand organological theory beyond questions of musical change.  

 Unlike in the Western European tradition, organology was never significantly 

marginalized in the Turkish musicological tradition. Despite this, there have been 

relatively few major developments in Turkish organological theory as is apparent from a 

comparison of early and late 20th century scholarship. Gazimihal’s work on Anatolian 

folk songs and dance from the 1920s contains entries on particular instruments including 

different local names and short anecdotal histories, as well as descriptions of a precise 

nature that often include the materials of the instrument and measurements of its various 

dimensions (Gazimihal 1929). Ay’s 1990 publication Introduction to Folklore (Folklora 

Giriş) is remarkably similar in form to Gazimihal’s earlier work (Ay 1990). It also 

contains a section devoted to musical instruments with an emphasis on physical 

description and regional nomenclature. Perhaps the only significant departure from early 

Turkish organological works in Ay’s book is his description of the bağlama tuning 

system (düzen), however he does not engage with issues of performance technique nor 

does he attempt to incorporate a more detailed picture of the social role of the instruments 

that he discusses. While some scholarship, such as work by Karahasanoğlu and Skoog 

(2011), has attempted to expand beyond these methodological boundaries, Turkish 

                                                
4 Despite the use of the word “theory” in its name, Actor-Network Theory is better 
understood as a group of related methodologies. 
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organological scholarship has generally been confined within a rubric of folklore studies 

whose main goal has been to identify different ethnic groups and situate them within the 

context of a wider Turkish culture. 

 The following discussion of the Turkish darbuka is intended as a contribution to 

trends in Western European and American as well as Turkish organological scholarship. 

Following the lead of more recent socially-situated organological methods I engage with 

an analysis of social networks that does not end upon encountering non-human entities, 

but highlights their role as mediators within much larger and more complex webs of 

interaction and social significance. In order to apply my analysis to the seemingly 

disparate modalities of language, visual and aural representation, and positionality, I draw 

on theoretical frameworks for understanding the production of difference set forth by 

Solie (1995). In order to examine the specific mechanisms that undergird these larger 

processes of “othering” I deploy the concept of “articulation” developed by Laclau 

(1979) and Hall (1986). 

 

Articulations and Difference 

 My use of the term “articulation” to describe these connotative relationships 

between concepts is adopted from the work of Ernesto Laclau and Stuart Hall, who 

developed a practical theory of articulation—in the sense of “linking” or “connecting” at 

a joint or node—based on the work of Italian political philosopher Antonio Gramsci. 

Gramsci argues that political or ideological acts cannot be accounted for as the direct 

result of socio-economic changes, and are instead often driven by “principles of 
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distinction and internal cohesion” within social groups (Gramsci 2000: 192). This view 

implies a complex relationship between the forces and relations of production (base) and 

other cultural components (superstructure) that cannot be reduced to simple cause and 

effect. This concept also highlights the sometimes arbitrary relationship between the 

content of ideologies or discourses, and the concrete relations of the social groups with 

which they are identified. 

The metaphysical implications of this complex base-superstructure relationship 

were further developed by Ernesto Laclau, who explains the production of knowledge in 

terms of the formation of “connotative relationships” or “articulations” between concepts 

(Laclau 1979: 9). Laclau criticizes the model of knowledge production, in which 

articulations formed by “common sense discourse” are ruptured and re-articulated in a 

rational manner reflecting “a necessary order”(ibid.: 9). He argues that there are no 

necessary linkages between concepts and hence the construction of “necessary 

paradigmatic wholes” is impossible (ibid.: 10). Three consequences stem from this 

model: 1) because not every concept has a necessary relationship to other concepts, the 

“systematic whole” formed by the linkage of two concepts is essentially arbitrary; 2) it is 

impossible to establish necessary relationships between concepts; however, it is possible 

to establish “conditions of possibility of their articulation;” and 3) because of the non-

necessary quality of articulations, any attempt to articulate concepts to “the concrete” 

requires “a progressive process of abstraction which frees concepts from their 

connotative articulations” (ibid.: 10). According to Laclau, then, there are no natural 



 

 14 

articulations between concepts, and it is only through rupturing all of the articulations of 

a particular concept that it may be understood in relation to concrete relations and forces. 

 Stuart Hall adopts this theorization of Laclau and describes “articulation” using 

the metaphor of a semi-trailer truck (also known in the UK by the rhetorically convenient 

name “articulated lorry”). The truck consists of a cab and trailer, which are connected to 

form a complete vehicle or “unity” in the same manner that ideologies, discourses, or 

political subjects may be connected to each other. Like the connection between cab and 

trailer, the connections between these cultural components are specific, but by no means 

inevitable or permanent. Connections may be broken and reformed between different 

ideologies, discourses, and actors, much like a cab may be connected or re-connected to 

any number of different trailers. I adopt this same approach to understanding the various 

meanings associated with the materials, design, and sound of the darbuka drum. Different 

actors articulate each of these components with different concepts, discourses, and 

ideologies, and it is through this aggregate of associations—or “assemblage”—that social 

groups are negotiated and maintained. 

 Hall complicates this seemingly arbitrary linkage of cultural components with the 

concept of “lines of tendential force,” which reflects the relative strength of certain 

connections. Taking religion as his example, Hall claims that it has no intrinsic political 

character, however its “historical embeddedness” makes the articulations between 

religion and various political and ideological components especially strong and difficult 

to disrupt. Despite the difficulty in disrupting these entrenched articulations, however, 

disruption is possible, and it is at this point that the political viability of Hall’s 
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interpretation of articulation becomes apparent. “…[I]f you are going to try to break, 

contest or interrupt some of these tendential historical connections, you have to know 

when you are moving against the grain of historical formations. If you want to move 

religion, to rearticulate it in another way, you are going to come across all the grooves 

that have articulated it already”(Hall 1986: 54).  

In a similar manner, the deeply rooted articulations between notions of 

masculinity and the social logic of “vocation” revealed by Bourdieu may underlie the 

transformation of the darbuka from a drum associated with women’s music to a primarily 

male instrument as its use became increasingly used by “professional” musicians in urban 

centers (Bourdieu 2001: 57). In addition to other factors, linguistic mechanisms such as 

the use of the term darbuka to replace local names for the drum used in villages may be 

implicated in the production of a new “professional,” masculine identity for the drummer. 

It is only when this naming association is viewed as one among many other articulations, 

which constitute a process of ennobling musical tasks (i.e. transforming the performance 

of music into a “profession”) accompanied by their masculinization that these 

fundamental social inequalities may be effectively resisted. Without understanding the 

relationship between social articulations in the form of naming practices, and 

articulations inherent in visual, musical, and discursive representations, attempts to resist 

the effects of this aggregate of articulations, functioning in concert as an “assemblage,” 

are always piecemeal and constantly undermined by conflicting and unanticipated social 

processes. It is therefore essential to have an understanding of the role of these 

powerfully embedded articulations in human societies before attempting to address the 
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inequalities inherent in the male dominance of the darbuka playing “profession,” or any 

other issue relating to the production of social difference.  

 This approach to understanding the construction of social distinctions through the 

articulations of a variety of actors is a way of theorizing difference in terms of what Ruth 

Solie calls “positionality.” In her introduction to Musicology and Difference, Solie 

describes “positionality” as the view that the construction of difference is the result of a 

complex web of social relationships.  This approach assumes that identities are 

determined by one’s social role, and that understanding how such a role is “delineated, 

communicated, learned, and perhaps challenged” (Solie 1995: 10) reveals the 

mechanisms through which difference is socially constructed. The articulations produced 

by particular actors offer one way to examine these processes of delineation, 

communication, and learning, and an examination of their relative tenacity may reveal 

how they can be challenged. The other two non-exclusive categories discussed by Solie 

are the theorization of difference through “language” and “representation.” The former 

approach typically focuses on the way that certain linguistic practices are situated within 

historical discourses. One example is the dominance of binary dualisms, which “create 

long chains of associations, virtuosic in their ready applicability, that exercise a strong 

and virtually subliminal influence on the ways we position and interpret groups of people, 

their behavior, and their works” (ibid.: 11). While maintaining a positional framework, I 

examine these types of dualisms as well as other linguistic mechanisms articulated to the 

darbuka drum. Certain aspects of my analysis also deploy representational theorization, 

as I trace articulations between the physical and acoustical attributes of the darbuka drum 
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and concepts like “folk” and “urban,” notions of cosmopolitanism, and concepts of 

Turkish-ness. I begin within the modality of language, and more specifically with the 

name of the instrument that is my object of study.   

 

Darbuka, Dümbek, Deblek: What’s in a name? 

 The darbuka is a single-headed, goblet-shaped drum that is extremely common in 

Turkish folk and popular music and present in art music to a lesser degree. The most 

common varieties of darbuka can be categorized in terms of the methods and materials of 

their production and include older and newer styles of ceramic drums, as well as metal 

drums produced through spinning (sıvama) or casting (döküm yapma) processes. While 

ceramic versions of the darbuka appear to have existed in the region of modern Turkey 

for centuries, the name darbuka itself is relatively new. There is relatively little mention 

of popular percussion instruments in Ottoman historical texts. One example is the 17th 

century account by Eremya Çelebi Kömürciyan that refers to the dablak played by Greek 

Roma women in the city of Istanbul, a name that appears to be related to variants like 

deblek and deplek, which are still in use today in a number of Southern and Southeastern 

Turkish provinces (Kömürciyan 1988: 22).  The name darbuka appears to have come into 

common use in the early 20th century to designate metal varieties of the goblet-shaped 

drum produced in cities through the technique of metal spinning. During this period 

ceramic variants of the instrument were produced in the pottery workshops of small 
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towns and villages and these were referred to by a variety of regional names, many of 

which were documented by Turkish folklorists in scholarly publications.5  

 

 
Figure 1: A map depicting local names for the goblet-shaped drum in Turkey (Picken 1975: 117) 

 

According to Laurence Picken’s survey of the accounts of Turkish folklorists 

from 1928 to 1968, these village-made ceramic darbuka-s were known most prominently 

by the names dümbelek and dümbek in western Turkey, while the names deblek and 

deplek occur about as frequently alongside these other names in the eastern half of the 

country (Picken 1975: 117-119). However, an understanding of these general trends 

should be tempered by knowledge of the surprising variety of regional names for the 

                                                
5 Such publications include the journals Folklor Postası, Folklor Haberleri, Ülkü, Türk 
Folklor Araştırmaları, and Musiki Mecmuası as suggested by Picken (xi), as well as 
folkloric and musicological works by Sadi Yaver Ataman, Muzaffer Sarısözen, and Halil 
Bedi Yönetken.  



 

 19 

instrument. Picken reports a number of other names that are distinct, yet clearly 

phonologically related to darbuka, dümbek, or deblek. Examples include tarbuka (from 

Trabzon), tesdümbek (from Bursa), and deplike (from the city of Urfa, renamed Şanlıurfa 

in 1984). In contrast, Picken also cites his own fieldwork in 1966 in addition to the work 

of musicologist and folklorist Sadi Yaver Ataman almost thirty years earlier, attesting to 

the use of the unique term küp for the ceramic drum in the area of Safranbolu, in north-

central Turkey near the Black Sea coast. He also reports two and sometimes three 

different terms used in the same province, indicating that this varied nomenclature was 

not analogous to provincial political boundaries. 

Despite this variety of names for village-made ceramic drums, city-made metal 

drums of this type were and still are referred to exclusively as darbuka-s. Picken 

acknowledges this, explaining in the introduction to his survey that he does not discuss 

the copper darbuka-s that “are made…largely for concert use…in Istanbul” (ibid.: 119). 

He points to this distinction again concerning the use of the term darbuka in the region of 

Safranbolu noting its use to refer exclusively to “city-made drums with aluminum or 

copper shells” (ibid.: 117).  Similarly, Mahmut Gazimihal’s publication Turkish 

Percussion Instruments (initially titled Türk Depki Çalgıları and later renamed Türk 

Vurmalı Çalgıları), which was written decades earlier but published posthumously that 

same year, contains an entry for “darbuka,” which reads: “This name was not used by us” 

(“Bizde bu adla kullanılmazdı”) (Gazimihal 1975: 28), indicating that the term has only 

recently been introduced to non-urban communities that Gazimihal considered to be the 

proper subject of his folkloric studies. 
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The use of the term darbuka for metal variants and the impressive variety of 

names for locally made ceramic drums implies that the occasional use of the term 

darbuka for the latter variety reflects the adoption of the term from urban communities. 

This is supported by the fact that regions that Picken reports as using multiple names 

often employ the term darbuka as one of them. He even notates “old name” next to the 

term dömbelek in Ereğli, while reporting the use of darbuka in Zonguldak province 

within which Ereğli is situated, indicating the replacement of one term by the other 

(Picken 1975: 118).  

Picken also notes that the drum was introduced to the Eastern Black Sea coast 

relatively recently compared to the rest of Turkey (ibid.: 131) indicating that the term 

tarbuka (a near phonological equivalent to darbuka) reported by Halil Bedi Yönetken in 

1946 in this region was recently imported from nearby cities (ibid.: 118). This gradual 

expansion of the application of the term darbuka from city-made metal drums to all 

varieties of the goblet-shaped drum appears to have parallels in the representations of the 

instrument in literature as well. In recent Turkish musicological literature, the term 

darbuka is often the standard, unmarked term for all forms of the instrument. In contrast, 

a plethora of different local names are situated in binary opposition to “darbuka” and are 

marked by clear associations with particular rural areas. 

In his 1989 book on the folk dances of Şanlıurfa, Abuzer Akbıyık notes that at 

“women’s weddings” (kadın düğünleri) and bridal henna parties (kına geceleri) 
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instruments like “tef, darbuka (Deblıke) [sic], bağlama, ud, kanun,[and] keman”6 are used 

(Akbıyık 1989: 34). This confirms Picken’s reference to the use of both deplike and 

darbuka in Şanlıurfa (what Picken refers to as Urfa), but Akbıyık also clearly 

demonstrates the unmarked nature of the term darbuka. The “local” term for what the 

reader is clearly meant to understand is really a darbuka is notated parenthetically. A 

similar example of this approach is found in Çinkayalar’s 1990 book on the Turkish folk 

dances of Cyprus, which contains an entry titled “darbuka (döblek)” in a section on the 

instruments used in folk dances (Çinkayalar 1990: 88). While the term darbuka originally 

referred to drums that were constructed from particular materials (primarily copper, tin, 

or bronze) and produced and utilized in particular places (namely cities), its meaning has 

expanded beyond these specificities, resulting in a linguistic hierarchy.  

 Mehmet Nazmi Özalp’s two-volume Turkish Music History (Türk Musikisi 

Tarih), first published in 1986 and later re-issued in 2000 contains sections on “classical 

Turkish music instruments” and “Turkish folk music instruments” that apply a similarly 

expansive use of the term darbuka (Özalp 2000). The chapter on “classical Turkish music 

instruments” (ibid.: 155) contains a section on percussion instruments that surveys the 

darbuka as well as other different types of frame drums, kettle drums, and percussive 

devices (ibid.: 157). Özalp’s inclusion of the darbuka in a chapter on art music 

instruments is curious, especially because of the content of his description. He begins by 

                                                
6 The tef is a type of tambourine common in Turkish art music; the bağlama is a string 
instrument strongly associated with Turkish folk music, Alevism, and the traditions of 
Turkish wandering minstrels (aşık-s); the kanun is a type of zither, and the term keman 
here refers to the violin, both associated primarily with art music. 
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saying that the instrument began to be used as an instrument in “our classical music” 

since the beginning of the 20th century, but does not elaborate further on this point. After 

noting a few different historical references to the goblet-shaped drum (including Evliya 

Çelebi’s reference to a “cam dümbeleği” which other scholars have argued refers instead 

to a type of kettle-drum), he concludes saying that “essentially it [the darbuka] is not a 

suitable instrument for the production and performance of our classical music” (ibid.: 

161). This raises the obvious question: if the instrument is not suitable for classical 

music, why include an entry on it under the heading of “classical Turkish music 

instruments”? 

 To answer this question we must look to the second volume of this work, which 

includes a chapter on “Turkish Folk Music Instruments” that contains no entries 

referencing regional names for goblet-shaped drums, but does once again contain an 

entry on the darbuka. Certainly more strongly associated with folk music than with art 

music, one might expect the darbuka to be more thoroughly discussed in such an entry. 

Instead it consists of a note referring the reader to the corresponding entry in the section 

on Turkish art music instruments. The absence of content on the darbuka in the section 

on Turkish folk music makes its inclusion in the earlier section on art music instruments 

appear even more curious. One might explain this note via the author’s desire to include 

the instrument in both sections without reprinting material, but the content of the initial 

entry contains no information about folk musical practices and does not seem topically 

relevant. Moreover, the lacunae concerning folk musical practices involving the drum, 

the use of the unmarked term darbuka in place of marked regional terms in the context of 
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folk music, and the exclusive focus on art music in discussion of the darbuka-’s 

contemporary use imply a co-optation of the instrument into the domain of art music. In 

this case the variety of names, styles of construction and design, and use of the 

instrument have been reduced to their manifestations within the context of urban art 

music. At the same time, the inclusion of the darbuka in the section on art music 

instruments accompanied by the claim that it is not a suitable art music instrument points 

to conflicting currents of identity surrounding the instrument.  

 These conflicted processes of co-optation appear related to the adoption of a 

second name for the darbuka in mainstream Turkish musicology: dümbelek. While the 

term darbuka enjoys a more flexible usage and expansive meaning than its various 

counterparts, it is often deployed in a binary relationship with dümbelek. This name is 

often articulated to notions of village-ness (köylülük), amateur musicianship, and 

femininity. In recent Turkish musicological literature the term dümbelek is used to refer 

to all village-made ceramic drums from any place in Turkey and this usage was 

confirmed by my own discussions with musicians and instrument makers in Istanbul 

between 2007 and 2010. During this period I also observed the term dümbelek used to 

indicate that a performer of the instrument was from an older generation. For many 

musicians and laypeople, the terms darbuka and dümbelek have come to be viewed as 

“newer” and “older” names for the instrument, or names for the “urban” and “folk” 

manifestations of the instrument. While dümbelek is often marked by more specific 

signification than darbuka, it is also deployed as an unmarked term when paired with 

local terms for other non-urban regional variants. In these cases the term dümbelek refers 
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broadly to all non-urban regional variants of the drum, whose local names now contain 

the meaning of dümbelek with additional significations of place (e.g. ‘The dümbelek of 

Antalya is called a deblek’.)  

 Öztuna’s 1987 Turkish Music: Technique and History (Türk Musikisi: teknik ve 

tarih) deploys the darbuka/dümbelek binary in just this manner. While not explicitly 

titled as such, the selection of instruments and the standardized makam forms and theory 

in this work clearly indicate that it is a text on Turkish art music. In a section titled 

“Instruments and Polyphony” (“Sazlar ve Çokseslilik”), he discusses the instruments of 

Turkish music, explaining that a wide variety of instruments have been used over the 

centuries, but that currently the most valued instruments are the tanbur, kemençe, and 

ney.7 He lists other common instruments, and notes that among the percussion 

instruments, the kudüm, def, bendir, and mazhar8 should be counted. Interestingly, he 

also adds, “according to your preference davul (of course along with zurna)9 may be 

added (darbuka and dümbelek are unseemly)” (Öztuna 1987:33). Much like Özalp, 

Öztuna regards the drum as unsuitable for art music, but his use of both the terms 

darbuka and dümbelek imply distinct categories. 

                                                
7 The tanbur and kemençe (most likely the kemençe of Ottoman music, and not the 
similarly named Black Sea folk instrument) are plucked and bowed string instruments, 
respectively. The ney is a type of end-blown aerophone. All three are strongly associated 
with Turkish art music. 
8 Each of these are percussion instruments strongly associated with Turkish art music. 
9 The davul is a type of large bass drum worn with straps and played with sticks (tokmak 
and çubuk) and the zurna is a wooden double-reed aerophone. These two instruments are 
associated with Anatolian folk music and have a long history as national symbols of 
Turkishness (see Popescu-Judetz 51-53). 
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 Öztuna’s earlier writings in the Turkish Music Encyclopedia (Türk Musikisi 

Ansiklopedisi) first published in 1969 and republished in a similar format two decades 

later provides a more detailed set of distinctions (ibid. 1989: 152). He describes the 

darbuka as a variety of dümbelek, and explains that in Turkey variants of the instrument 

plated in tin or copper are known as darbuka, ceramic variants are known as dümbelek 

and in folk music the drum is known as çömlek. This is a more nuanced distinction, in 

which darbuka and dümbelek are both instruments associated with urban music that are 

distinguished by their materials, and çömlek, which is also a term used to describe an 

earthenware pot, represents the “folk” dümbelek. By introducing these three distinct 

categories, Öztuna allows for the identification of a drum (in this case the dümbelek) that 

is ceramic yet also urban, and his use of the term çömlek, with its associations to 

cookware, emphasizes non-musical characteristics that help to distinguish a category of 

“folk” drum even more strongly distanced from notions of professional musicianship. 

Öztuna’s tripartite classification is not, to my knowledge, represented elsewhere in 

Turkish musicological literature, and may represent an attempt to accommodate 

terminology to the introduction of a new style of “professional” ceramic drum that 

emerged in Istanbul around this time and has become increasingly popular in commercial 

(piyasa) music. 

 In contrast to Öztuna’s privileging of art music under the banner of “Turkish 

music,” Göktan Ay’s 1990 book Introduction to Folklore (Folklora Giriş) contains a 

chapter exclusively devoted to Turkish folk musical instruments. The chapter contains no 

reference to the darbuka but does contain an entry on the dümbelek simply stating that its 
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use is common and that in different areas it is given the names “debleh, deblek, güp güp, 

dümbek, [or] dümbelek” (Ay 1990: 70). In this case dümbelek is used as an umbrella term 

to refer to drums particularly associated with folk musical practices. The arbitrariness of 

this usage is emphasized by the way that Ay uses the term both as an all-encompassing 

category as well as one of a number of regional expressions within that category.  While 

Öztuna’s later work articulates the term dümbelek to ceramic construction and an urban 

environment, Ay appears to be using the more common distinction between darbuka and 

dümbelek, which maintains the dümbelek-’s articulations to ceramic construction but also 

place it squarely in the domain of “folk” music. 

Even Picken focuses his analysis entirely on ceramic variants of the drum, as do 

the nine prominent Turkish musicologists who serve as his primary references. This is 

due to a popular connotative relationship between the construction of the instrument—in 

this case the ceramic material signifies its production by a villager in a small, locally 

operated pottery workshop—and its status as a “folk” instrument. The entry on darbuka 

in Vural Sözer’s recently published Encyclopedic Music Dictionary: Improved Fifth 

Edition (Müzik Ansiklopedik Sözlük: Geliştirilmiş 5. Basım) demonstrates this association 

with the closing sentence “those [darbuka-s] that are more common among the folk and 

made with kiln fired clay are known as dümbelek or küp” (“Halk arasında daha yaygın 

olan ve pişmiş çömlek kilinden yapılanlarına dümbelek ya da küp denir”) (Sözer 2005: 

203). Indeed its articulation with production “in a village” and “by a villager” seem to be 

key to this designation as a “folk” instrument, since copper darbuka-s produced in 
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Istanbul were and still are produced in metal spinning workshops (sıvama atölyesi) on a 

similarly small scale and by individual artisans. 

 In addition to its articulations to notions of “folk” and “village,” the term 

dümbelek has also been articulated to notions of crudeness and ineptitude through its use 

in colloquial Turkish. The Istanbul Encyclopedia (İstanbul Ansiklopedisi) contains no 

mention of the dümbelek as an instrument, but describes the word in this way: 

 
Dümbelek - Halk argosunda “Abdal”, “Enâi” 
anlamlarında kullanılır, misaller: 
 
Arkadaşına sokakdan geçen birini göstererek 
sorar: 
     --Kim bu kasalak herif 
     --Dümbeleğin biri!.. 
 
Aklının almadığı, idrakinin yetmediği işlere 
karışan, fikir beyanına kalkışanlara da “Ukala 
dümbeleği” denilir. 
 
Kıymetli dil bilgini Ferid Devellioğlu “Türk 
Argosu” isimli eserinde bu kelimenin 
“me’bun” (mef’ul cinsi sapık anlamında[)] da 
kullanıldığını kaydediyor; biz ne halk ağzında 
ne de pırpırı haneberduşlar, apaşlar ağzında bu 
anlamda kullanıldığını işitmedik. 
 

  
Dümbelek - In folk vernacular it is used to 
mean abdal10 or egotistical, for example: 
 
One asks while passing by a friend on the 
street: 
     --Who is this stuck up guy? 
     --He is one of the dümbeleks! 
 
“Smart aleck dümbelek” is also said of those 
trying to announce an idea, interfering with 
work that they don’t appreciate or understand. 
 
The use of this word to mean “catamite” (an 
object of sexual perversion) is also recorded in 
philologist Ferid Devellioğlu’s work “Türk 
Argosu””; We haven’t heard this meaning used 
in folk vernacular, or in the vernacular of 
dissolute vagrants or gangsters. 

(Koçu 1968: 4818, translated by N. Ragheb) 
 
 Koçu’s definition of dümbelek presents three articulated meanings. The first 

articulates dümbelek to arrogant behavior, equating a dümbelek to a “stuck up guy” 

(kasalak herif). The second articulates dümbelek to ineptitude through the inappropriate 

                                                
10 The term abdal is an Ottoman term that could be translated as “intellectual,” however it’s 
contemporary Turkish usage in the form aptal, has ironically taken on the meaning of “stupid” or 
“foolish”. It appears that this usage may incorporate both the notion of “intellectual” but also the 
negative valence of the more contemporary form of the word, indicating someone that is both 
educated and intellectual, yet also foolish and elitist. 
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interference of the “smart aleck dümbelek.” The final meaning is one of sexual 

perversion. Ali Püsküllüoğlu’s more recently published Turkish Slang Dictionary 

(Türkçenin Argo Sözlüğü) contains a similar entry for the term dümbelek, which does not 

clearly articulate the dümbelek to arrogance, but does maintain its articulations to 

ineptitude and sexual perversion. His first definition is that of dümbelek as undiscerning 

(anlayışsız), stupid (aptal), gullible (bön) or foolish (sersem). Alternate definitions take 

dümbelek to mean a submissive male homosexual, or pimp (Püsküllüoğlu 2004: 65). 

Püsküllüoğlu’s dictionary also contains the entry “dümbelek çalmak,” which literally 

means, “to play the dümbelek.” According to Püsküllüoğlu, this phrase means “to tell a 

lie” or “to act like one doesn’t know something” (ibid.: 65), articulating the term to acts 

of intentional deception.  

 While I have never encountered these particular uses of dümbelek during my time 

in Istanbul, I frequently asked people if they were aware of some or all of these meanings 

for the term, and every inquiry I made was answered affirmatively. One younger Turkish 

man I spoke with recently about the slang use of dümbelek presented a slightly different 

meaning for the term (personal communication, Cumali Özcan, 2012). He painted a 

hypothetical scenario in which a good friend had made plans with him to go out for a 

night on the town and at the last minute called him up and canceled with a lame excuse. 

“Come on, don’t be a dümbelek!” (“Yani dümbelek yapma!”) his friend might have 

replied. The meaning here may be translated roughly as “don’t be a jerk!” Through many 

informal conversations on the topic I have concluded that this slang meaning for 

dümbelek is regarded as somewhat old fashioned and is more likely to be used by older 



 

 29 

generations of Turks, but its meaning is widely understood, and this example points to its 

uncommon but continued usage amongst younger generations of Turks as well. 

 These lingering associations of meaning are akin to what Derrida referred to as 

the “trace” of a linguistic sign, or the history of a sign (i.e. all of its past significations), 

which remains associated to the sign in any new context. In Of Grammatology Derrida 

expands on Saussure’s argument that signs are understood through their difference to 

other signs within the same system and thus implicitly reference them. He refers to this 

form of implicit signification as a “trace” and claims that “[t]he (pure) trace is différance” 

( Derrida 1974: 62). As Bradley notes, this term “différance” combines two senses of the 

French verb “différer” implying senses of both “differing” and “deffering”: “On the one 

hand, it signifies the way in which any sign is extended or spread out across space in the 

sense that its identity necessarily refers to other elements that exist alongside it in the 

system. On the other, it connotes the way in which any sign is deferred or postponed in 

time in the sense that its identity always refers to elements that exist before or after it in 

the linguistic system” (Bradley 2008:70-71). This “temporal deferment” which Bradley 

refers to, has occurred as the more overt negative significations of “dümbelek” have been 

gradually replaced by newer constructions of the term signifying a particular village-

made, ceramic manifestation of the Turkish goblet-shaped drum. 

 Despite the fact that the most extreme negative significations of the term are no 

longer in common use, the term dümbelek inflects these extremely negative articulations 

with arrogance, ineptitude, sexual perversion and deception, and the distance of these 

notions from any musical meanings here indicate the rupturing of articulations that have 



 

 30 

been integral to the “unity” of dümbelek as a musical instrument. Even if not frequently 

deployed, the widely shared understanding of these non-musical associations not only 

transforms the meaning of the term dümbelek, but also associates it with notions of “folk” 

through its previous articulations to the same term. 

 The largely negative trace of the term dümbelek consists of notions of crudeness 

and amusicality, which manifest themselves in other uses of the term dümbelek that 

maintain its meaning as a musical instrument. In a conversation I had in 2009 with the 

proprietor of an Istanbul music shop, these articulations to crudeness and amusicality 

emerged through his characterizations of village musicians as performing “without 

technique” and attaining a type of “uneducated skill” (alaylı). 

 
Emin: —Yani, birinden birşey görmemişler. 
Teknik öğrenmemişler. Ses çıkarmışlar. Ritim 
tutmuşlar yani. 
… 
Emin: Onun için… alaylı denir. Anladın mı, 
alaylı? Okumamış yani. 
… 
 
Emin: —üniversite okumamış. Iıı lise 
okumamış. Kendi kafasından kulağı duyarak. 
Ona ritim tutmuş şarkı. 
 

 
Emin: They don’t see anything from anyone 
else. They don’t learn technique. They make 
the sound. They play the rhythm. 
… 
Emin: Because of this… they are alaylı 
[skilled but without much education]. You 
understand alaylı? They haven’t studied. 
… 
Emin: They haven’t studied at university. They 
haven’t been to highschool. They learn to play 
the song rhythms by ear. 
 

(Interview Aug 13th 2009 w/ Emin Bolat - transcribed and translated by N. Ragheb) 
 

In addition to these characterizations, which reflect articulations of crudeness and 

amusicality, my interlocutor also spoke of village drumming as an exclusively woman’s 

practice. During our conversation at his storefront on Galip Dede Street in the Tünel 

district of Beyoğlu, we were discussing the interactions between cities and villages that 

influenced current drum-making practices and I abruptly asked, “In your opinion, is 
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[performance] technique really different in the villages?” He responded by verbally 

demonstrating “village” drumming and “city” drumming. The former was a 

straightforward, unornamented rhythm with the syllables “düm-lege düme-leg düme düme 

leg lege.” The latter was spoken much more sharply, was more ornamented and energetic, 

and utilized the “düm” and “tek” syllables normally associated with formal musical 

pedagogy. “More ornamented, precise—” I said as he demonstrated the urban style, to 

which he responded: 

 
Emin: —tabii, kadınlar, kadınlar böyle çalar. 
[*vocally imitates the “village” style of 
drumming*] veya bacak arası böyle. [*imitates 
the same rhythm*] Tepsi çalarlardı, tepsi. Bakır 
tepsi, alüminyum tepsi.— 

 
Emin: —of course, women, women they play 
like this [*vocally imitates the “village” style 
of drumming*] or between their legs like this. 
[*imitates the same rhythm*] They played the 
serving tray. Copper trays, aluminum trays— 
 

(Interview Aug 13th 2009 w/ Emin Bolat - transcribed and translated by N. Ragheb) 
 

The shift in focus to women was completely unprompted but not altogether 

surprising. This association between women and village drumming in Turkey is common, 

and it also influences the meaning of dümbelek, which is often understood as the 

“village” darbuka and therefore a “woman’s” darbuka. In this context the goblet-shaped 

drum is articulated to concepts of place (urbanity/“village-ness”), gender 

(masculinity/femininity) and linguistic practices (darbuka/dümbelek) that form an 

assemblage of relationships that take on unique significance in relation to each other.  

Linguistic components like the terms darbuka and dümbelek serve as nodes of 

articulation to these notions of musicality and amusicality or masculinity and femininity, 

which are in turn articulated to other components within this cultural assemblage of the 

goblet-shaped drum. Some of these components are physical, some are linguistic, and 
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others, like these notions of crudeness, amusicality, and femininity are more conceptual. 

Illuminating these articulations is not meant to imply that one of these components is the 

only, or even the most important cause, for the production of social groups. Instead, this 

highly complex set of interrelated associations should be seen for what it is, without 

submitting to the temptation of a reductive explanation centered on one single 

component. While language may clearly be implicated in this assemblage through 

numerous articulations to the terms darbuka and dümbelek, the physical shape and 

construction of different goblet-shaped drums also serve as points of articulation within 

this cultural construct. 

In the following chapter, I examine the physical construction of cast aluminum 

and newer style ceramic darbuka-s and contrast them with the production of spun metal 

and earlier ceramic varieties. Each of these designs is articulated to different performance 

techniques, musical aesthetics, and ideologies that are in turn implicated in the production 

of social differences between groups of musicians. In the same way that the language 

used to refer to the drum is an active mechanism for negotiating the boundaries of 

rural/urban and folk/art musical boundaries, the physical construction of the instrument 

actively mediates the use of the instrument, the affect that it produces, and thereby shapes 

notions of “proper” technique” and “ideal tone” that musicians deploy in order to identify 

alternately as “art musicians” or “popular musicians.”  
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Chapter Two: Darbuka Construction  
 
 The two most common types of darbuka-s sold in Turkish cities are the cast 

aluminum and newer ceramic style models. An analysis of the overall methods of their 

production and the details of their construction reveals important similarities and 

differences between each type of instrument as well as between both instrument types 

and earlier darbuka variants. The workflow involved in the production of cast aluminum 

drums is highly compartmentalized and mediated by a number of different machines and 

human agents that identify themselves as something other than “artisan” (esnaf) or 

“instrument maker” (enstrüman yapan) thus complicating the typical identity of an artist 

responsible for the creation of a musical instrument. The workflow involved in the 

production of the newer ceramic style of darbuka-s is compartmentalized to a lesser 

degree than cast aluminum production, but is more compartmentalized and more 

mediated by technologies and human agents than earlier ceramic darbuka production that 

was often confined to a single ceramic workshop (çömlek atölyesi) and completed by a 

single artisan or family.  

 Both workflows are managed by a “director” (yönetmen) who oversees the 

production process and contributes knowledge about physical specifications and aesthetic 

qualities gleaned from his unique perspective and experience as a performer and 

consumer. There are also interesting associations between the physical qualities of the 

instruments and the performance techniques and aesthetics that reify the social 

boundaries of “art” (sanat) and “commercial” (piyasa) music. The following examination 

of darbuka construction processes reveals both changing notions of artisanship in relation 
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to musical instruments and the connection between instrument construction and two 

ideologically distinct musical categories. 

 

Reflections on Cast Aluminum Darbuka Production 

 There are several unique aspects to the production of cast-aluminum darbuka-s 

that distinguish it from alternate modes of production. Firstly, because of the high costs 

associated with the machinery and energy necessary for metal casting, such facilities 

cater primarily to the large-scale production of a diverse array of goods. Due to the 

relatively small-scale, often intermittent production typical of darbuka-s a metal 

fabrication facility devoted exclusively to darbuka production is not economically 

feasible. Instead instrument-makers completely outsource the casting and some of the 

finishing work for their drums. The result of this outsourcing is that instruments are 

produced in a facility that is not designed for instrument production by technicians who 

are primarily acquainted with the production of non-musical artifacts.  

 In addition to the effect of high fixed costs and the absence of artisans who are 

primarily engaged in musical instrument production there is no individual or even group 

of individuals that may be clearly identified as the “makers” of the cast aluminum 

darbuka. Instead the role of instrument-maker is diffused through a collaboration 

between the modelci who produces the instrument mold, the aluminum fabrication 

technicians who control the casting process, the tornacı who smoothens imperfections 

and sets the bolts and bolt-holes that connect the drum body and frame, and to a lesser 

extent the artisans involved in painting and heading the instrument. In addition to these 
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participants is the entrepreneur who typically pays for the production, transports the 

instrument in its various stages of completion between workshops, and oversees each step 

in the process with varying degrees of input that typically lack technical knowledge 

concerning manufacturing technologies but instead reflect his experiences as a consumer, 

retailer, and often performer.  

 My use of the masculine pronoun here is intentional and reflects the near total 

dominance of this profession by men. While I was unable to ascertain the particular 

cultural or economic factors that have hindered or prevented women from engaging in 

this profession there is clearly a striking gender inequity that raises important issues in 

urgent need of further study. The two cast metal darbuka makers that I worked most 

closely with began their careers as musicians and only later took on the drum making 

profession, and this relationship between performing and instrument-making careers 

seemed quite typical.  Because of this connection it appears likely that the 

masculinization of the drum making profession may simply be an extension of the 

historical trend towards the masculinization of the performer’s role carried over into 

instrument making practices. Female percussionists such as the çengi performers and 

accompanists of Keşan in Edirne province in the 1960s and 1970s reportedly accessed a 

system of family contacts for the materials related to the construction and repair of their 

instruments (personal communication, Sonia Seeman, 2012). These types of social 

networks that serve a very practical role for the performer also form the basis for the 

production workflows of the darbuka maker and the current dearth of professional female 
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darbuka players in Istanbul may explain the corresponding dearth of female drum 

makers. 

 While the director of the production process is perhaps the least involved in the 

physical work of the instrument’s construction, he is generally the only person to follow 

the instrument through each stage of production and is ironically the only person who 

typically self-identifies as “darbuka-maker.” In one sense this compartmentalization of 

the production process and the diffusion of artisanship has transformed the traditional 

understanding of the role of instrument-maker to something more similar to an “artistic 

entrepreneur” or “artistic director” in which technical skill has become less relevant and 

is replaced in importance by qualities such as artistic vision and business acumen. 

However, this new type of instrument-maker or “director” (yönetmen) provides a 

specialized knowledge that is essential to the production process. This knowledge is 

expressed in terms of scientific accuracy, and addresses issues of shape, weight, and 

consistency. The director’s ability to address these specifications derives from his ability 

to see beyond the individual steps in the production process and draws on his knowledge 

of the aesthetic and performative demands of his customers. 

 

Cast Aluminum Darbuka (döküm darbuka) Production Process 

 The cast aluminum darbuka (döküm darbuka) production process consists of five 

main steps that are distinguished by the use of different construction tools and techniques, 

the involvement of different artisans or technicians, and the utilization of distinct 

facilities. These steps are 1) mold production (model yapma), 2) pouring and solidifying 
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liquid metal (sıvı metali dökmek ve katılaştırmak), 3) lathe finishing work (torna temizleme 

işlemi), 4) painting (boyama), and 5) heading (montaj yapma). While I was unable to 

witness the cast aluminum darbuka production process first-hand due to time constraints 

during my fieldwork in the summer of 2011, I was able to piece together a general picture 

of the construction process through a series of interviews with my friend and informant 

Hakan.  

 Hakan is a prolific entrepreneur and while he identifies himself first and foremost 

as a darbuka player (darbukacı), he is also involved in a number of business ventures 

including darbuka production and sales. His first ventures into instrument production 

began in 2007, during which time I accompanied him to Avanos, a small town near 

Nevşehir in central Anatolia to oversee the production of ceramic drum shells that we 

later transported to Istanbul where the bracing and heading of the instruments were 

completed. These instruments were sold primarily to Hakan’s percussion students while a 

few were distributed to local music stores on Galip Dede Street in Beyoğlu.  

 More recently, Hakan has engaged in the production of his own line of cast 

aluminum drums and over the past two years he has completed several batches of 

increasingly refined quality instruments. Over the course of several sessions, I sat down 

with Hakan and had him walk me through the production process. At certain points in our 

discussions when Hakan was unable to give satisfactory answers to some of my more 

obscure questions—such as the specific materials from which the different types of molds 

are constructed—he was gracious enough to call his associates at the aluminum 

fabrication facility to clarify details. He also provided me with supplementary 
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documentation concerning several important materials including company specifications 

on the silkscreen ink used for printing logos on drumheads. The following description 

reveals the basic types of labor practices and workflows related to the production of this 

instrument. 

 

Step One: Mold production (model yapma) 

 

 The first step in the production of a cast-aluminum darbuka is the construction of 

a mold (kalıp). These molds are produced by a modeler (referred to as a modelci or 

kalıpçı) and are made from either a composite of wood and metal, or entirely from metal. 

The composite mold is only intended for use in the production of prototype models and if 

used repeatedly begins to degrade and alter its shape. In 2011, a normal price for this type 

of mold was in the area of two to three hundred Turkish liras.11 The solid metal molds are 

designed for repeated use and are generally chosen for the large-scale production of 

darbuka-s. Steel molds have the longest lifespan, while somewhat less durable iron molds 

are also used. A typical price for solid metal molds was closer to three thousand liras in 

2011 (over $1500 US dollars) and represents a significant investment on the part of the 

person or persons commissioning its production. The modeler that my informant dealt 

with was the proprietor of the modeling workshop, as well as of the proprietor of an 

aluminum fabrication facility located in the same building.  

                                                
11 According to OANDA’s historical currency exchange database (www.oanda.com) the average 
value of 1 Turkish lira was equivalent to 0.5262 US dollars or 0.4046 Euros in 2011. 
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 Hakan indicated that this close relationship between modeling and fabrication 

facilities is quite typical. After producing the mold, the modeler that he dealt with 

allowed him to store the mold at his workshop for no additional charge, to be used 

whenever he required any new drums produced. Hakan explained that it was possible for 

him to take his mold to another fabrication facility, but that the logistics of moving the 

nearly solid block of extremely heavy metal were such that this was no simple task. The 

physical work of transporting the mold to a different facility required assistance that 

would translate to further economic costs making patronage of the in-house facilities the 

most feasible option. The free storage provided by the modeler also gave an additional 

incentive for Hakan to return to the same facilities for future production orders. 

 

 
Figure 2: An artisan measures the individual parts of a finished cast-aluminum darbuka. The 

darbuka body sits on the table below him, while he holds the drumhead frame aloft. (Photo taken 
by the author at Art Atölye in Kasımpaşa, Istanbul, August 7th 2009) 
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Step Two: Pouring and solidifying liquid metal (sıvı metali dökmek ve katılaştırmak) 

 

 After the mold is ready, it is taken to an aluminum fabrication facility where 

aluminum powder is heated into a liquid and poured into the mold to create the darbuka 

body and drumhead frame. After they are cooled and removed from the mold, this newly 

created darbuka body contains numerous divots and imperfections. The exterior of the 

instrument is cleaned mechanically in order to smooth out some of these imperfections, 

however the inside of the instrument is typically not treated. My informant claimed that 

this is because treating the inside of the darbuka was time and energy intensive work that 

was not deemed profitable enough to be completed at a large fabrication facility. 

 

Step Three: Lathe finishing work (torna temizleme işlemi) 

 

 After the production of the darbuka body and initial finishing work, the 

instrument is transported to the workshop of a lathe operator (tornacı). Here the 

instrument is mounted onto a lathe and the internal imperfections are smoothed using a 

mechanical metal brush, in addition to some minor finishing work that the lathe operator 

does by hand.12 Next, bolt-holes are bored into the drumhead frame and drum body. This 

can be done with a manually controlled stationary drill press, which produces holes that 

                                                
12 It is evident from the condition of many cast aluminum darbuka-s that this step of 
smoothing out internal imperfections on the instrument is completed with varying 
degrees diligence by different artisans. Certain darbuka-s, particularly the cheaper 
unornamented models, appear to have skipped this step altogether.  
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are somewhat rough and difficult to screw into. A slightly more expensive alternative is 

to have the lathe operator use a CNC (Computer Numerical Control) drill press, which 

bores holes using computerized measurements and produces holes that bolts slide into 

easily. 

 

Step Four: Painting (boyama) 

 

 Once the lathe operator has finished the final stages of metal-working, the 

darbuka is taken to a separate workshop for painting, where it is painted with an 

electrostatic sprayer. One darbuka salesman who has his own line of custom darbuka-s 

mentioned to me that the instrument must be sprayed a minimum of two times for the 

finish to appear solid, followed by a clear-coat protectant to ensure its durability 

(personal communication, Emin Bolat, 2011). The use of electrostatic sprayers and clear-

coat sealants produce durable finishes that are water-resistant and do not chip or scratch 

easily. This is in contrast with cheaper darbuka-s that are often painted with cans of 

spray-paint and lack protectant coating. These practices lead to a less durable and more 

uneven application of paint that is more easily chipped or scratched. Another distinction 

between cheaper and more refined darbuka-s is the practice of painting the internal 

surface of the instrument. While drum makers like Emin and Hakan had both the external 

and internal surfaces of the darbuka painted, many cheaper darbuka-s are only painted on 

their exterior surface. While a painted interior surface does not typically effect the sound 

produced by the darbuka it is generally viewed by darbuka players and darbuka makers 
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as one indicator of a higher quality instrument both for aesthetic reasons and also because 

it represents a certain level of care taken in the production of the instrument.  

 

Step Five: Assembly (montaj yapma) 

 

 Once painted, the darbuka is headed with a pre-prepared drumhead that is 

generally made from a synthetic or partially synthetic material in a thin metal frame. 

More recently a small number of these instruments have been sold with natural skin 

drumheads framed in a similar fashion, or the cast aluminum drums are produced in one 

solid piece with no separate drumhead frame or bolt holes and are headed with natural 

skin drumheads set into sewn cloth rings that are secured through an elaborate system of 

knotted nylon cord in the same manner as newer ceramic models. These variants are 

much less common, however. Typical drumheads for the cast aluminum models are 

synthetic and are prepared from large sheets of synthetic material, the majority of which 

are acquired from the US based company Remo.  

 The thin circular metal frames are placed over a portion of the synthetic material 

sheet and a section of material approximately an inch wider than the circumference of the 

frame is cut from the sheet. This inch of excess material is then cut into at approximately 

one inch intervals all around the circumference of the drumhead and the metal frame is 

clipped onto the drumhead, leaving one inch cubes of excess material on the inside of the 

drumhead, which are then cut away using a pair of shears, resulting in a completed 

drumhead ready for installation.  
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 Logos are also usually applied to the drumheads and generally consist of a 

company name in a stylized font as opposed to the name of an individual artisan. This is 

in contrast to earlier practices of stamping spun metal drums with the name or mark of a 

particular artisan. I encountered an example of these older artisanal practices while 

inspecting one of the spun metal darbuka-s used by Ahmet Külik at the TRT Radio 

Building in Harbiye in the summer of 2011. He proudly explained to me that the darbuka 

was produced decades earlier by the same artisan who made drums for Hasan Tahsin 

Parsadan, a well-known Turkish musician who passed away in the mid-1950s. One side 

of the bell of the drum contained a mark identifying the drum maker and the other was 

engraved with Ahmet’s nickname “Pabuç Ahmet.” 

 
Figure 3 (left): The mark of the drum maker on the bell of one of Ahmet Külik’s darbuka-s; 
Figure 4 (right): Ahmet Külik’s stage name “Pabuç Ahmet” engraved on the opposite side of the 
same instrument. (Photos taken by the author at the TRT Radio Building in Harbiye, Istanbul, 
August 16th 2011). 
 
 In place of these earlier practices of individual artisans “signing” their 

instruments, markings on contemporary cast metal darbuka-s are better understood as 

“branding” the instrument with a name that reflects a collaborative production process. 

While some logos such as the ones used by Emin also incorporate a prominent image, it 
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is usually subservient to a central text that identifies the brand of the instrument. More 

typical, however, were the logos on Hakan’s drums that contained the company name 

“Sonika Percussion” in two stylized fonts set inside of a simple geometric shape.  

 
Figure 5: The “Sonika Percussion” logo on one of Hakan’s darbuka-s. (Photo courtesy of Hakan 
Kaya); Figure 6: A color version of Emin’s “Emin Percussion” logo. This color design is used on 
stickers and other promotional material. Emin applies a version of this logo using only black ink 
to the drumheads on all of his percussion instruments. While both logos prominently feature a 

company name, Emin’s logo also incorporates the image of hands playing on a miniature darbuka 
head. 

 

Logos are most often made entirely with black ink, however some logos, normally those 

applied to transparent plastic heads, utilize white ink, red ink or some combination of 

those three colors. In the case of transparent plastic heads, the logos are often applied to 

the interior of the drumhead to prevent the logo from wearing away through direct 

contact with the hands of the performer. For animal skins and opaque synthetics the logo 

must be applied to the exterior surface in order for it to be visible. The logos are applied 

using a silkscreen containing a pre-prepared logo and a type of silkscreen ink (serigrafi 

mürekkebi) designed for use with rubber, leather, and polyurethane materials. The type 

used by my informant was a German brand of ink purchased from a paint and chemical 

distributor in Unkapanı, Istanbul. Once the drumhead is completed it is installed by 

simply placing it onto the upper opening of the darbuka body, laying the drumhead frame 
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over top of it, and inserting and tightening the bolts until the drumhead is secure and 

properly pitched.  

 

Reflections on “New” Ceramic Darbuka Production 

 The production of this new style of ceramic darbuka takes place in two primary 

locations, the village pottery workshop and the urban assembly workshop, and involves 

the work of two artisans: the potter and the assembly artisan. While this is a more 

compartmentalized workflow than used for earlier ceramic models, in which shell 

production, assembly, and later repairs to the drum-head and bracing were all completed 

by village potters (Picken 1975: 124), these procedures are less fragmented than those 

involved in cast aluminum darbuka production. In this case the potter adopts the role of 

“instrument-maker” in collaboration with the director (yönetmen) who makes key 

contributions to the potters’ artisanship. The necessity of both roles to the production 

processes produces an ambivalently shared sense of artistic ownership that is closer to 

traditional notions of Turkish artisanship, in contrast to the notion of “instrument-maker 

as entrepreneur” seen in cast aluminum production. 

 

Ceramic Darbuka (toprak darbuka) Production Process 

 Goblet-shaped drums produced in Turkey, particularly those produced outside of 

urban centers, were primarily made from ceramic materials in the early 20th century (see 

Chapter 1). While these local variants have continued to be produced, a distinctive new 

style of ceramic darbuka has emerged for sale in cities like Istanbul over the past twenty 
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years (personal communication, Emin Bolat, 2007; Murat Kaytarmış, 2007). The shells 

of these ceramic darbuka-s are significantly larger and thicker than most of their village-

produced cousins and they are produced with a degree of care and artisanship that is also 

reflected in their startlingly high prices, which are often ten times the cost of earlier 

ceramic models. In 2012, as in the previous few years, Emin is retailing these drums for 

four hundred to five hundred Euros and he markets them to professional musicians in 

Turkey and abroad.13  

 The pricing of his instruments with Euro instead of with Turkish currency reflects 

the significant portion of his sales to foreigners visiting Turkey and to those ordering 

instruments from abroad. In addition, pricing with Euros signifies a higher quality, more 

technically refined product to many Turkish consumers. This is a long-standing business 

practice, particularly for retailers of electronic equipment and other expensive 

technologies that are primarily imported from outside of the country. While Emin also 

accepts Turkish liras and other currencies (such as American dollars) pricing his product 

with Euros places it in the same class of technological goods as the Behringer mixing 

consoles, and Fender electric guitars that are priced in Euros and sold in nearby stores.   

 Unlike many village-produced models, the drumheads of these urban ceramic 

models are never attached solely with adhesive, but are instead attached using nylon 

bracing with additional adhesive. In addition, the use of an adjustable internal lamp that is 

fitted inside the bell of the drum has been adopted to control the tension of the animal-

skin heads used with these darbuka-s. This innovation has compensated for the 

                                                
13 Prices from http://www.eminpercussion.net/ accessed 2/1/2012 
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sensitivity to humidity normally associated with animal-skin membranes, and the eerie 

glow that emanates from these internally mounted lamps has also created an appealing 

aesthetic for many young musicians and fans.  

 

 
Figure 7: This is an advertisement for a ceramic “bass” darbuka from the Emin Percussion 

website containing an internal adjustable light and retailing for 500 Euros plus the European VAT 
Tax (KDV = katma değer vergisi) (Photo from http://www.eminpercussion.net/ accessed 

2/1/2012). 
 
The following is a description of the production process of this new style of “urban” 

ceramic darbuka based on a trip to Avanos (near Nevşehir) in 2007, and several 

observation sessions in the workshops of Murat Kaytarmış and Emin Bolat in the summer 

of 2011.  

 

Step 1: Shell creation  (gövde hazırlanma) 

 

 While I have referred to this model of darbuka as an “urban” phenomenon, the 

initial production stage of both operations that I observed between 2007 and 2011 began 
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in villages. Both in the case of Hakan who I travelled with to Avanos to procure his first 

ceramic drums in 2007 and also with Emin Bolat who began his ceramic darbuka 

operation in the 1990s in a similar fashion, each entrepreneur began by locating talented 

artisans in areas known for their fine red clay and ceramic artisanship.14 In each case the 

potters had no prior experience producing instruments and worked in a collaborative way 

to combine their experience at the potter’s-wheel with Hakan and Emin’s experiences as 

musicians in terms of both aesthetic and practical necessities. While initially this process 

was one of collaborative experimentation and discovery, over time these artisans have 

established certain routines and standards and as instrument construction has become an 

increasing part of their livelihood they have gradually embraced the identity of 

“instrument-maker.” In addition to darbuka-s these potters also produce African udu 

drums and a variety of one-off experimental percussion instruments at the request of the 

entrepreneurs managing the bulk of their instrument production and sales. 

 The potter molds the drum shell from clay on a wheel, often followed by the 

etching of superficial patterns on the exterior of the drum shell. After being set to dry, 

glazed and kiln-fired they are then packaged and transported to the city. Once the 

instruments arrive in the city they are typically taken to an assembly workshop (montaj 

atölyesi) where their drumheads are prepared, attached, and secured with adhesive and 

nylon bracing. 

 

                                                
14 In addition to the area around Avanos, near Nevşehir in central Anatolia, Hakan mentioned that 
the well-known ceramic workshops in the Menemen district of Izmir province were also ideal for 
the production of darbuka shells. 
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Step 2: Assembly (montaj yapma): shell and head preparation  

 

 While fish-skin drumheads are sometimes used, and considered by many to be the 

finest quality drumhead, the most commonly used material for this type of darbuka 

appears to be sheep or goat-skin. My observations on this stage and subsequent stages of 

the production process were primarily centered on the work of two individuals. One was 

Murat Kaytarmış, an experienced drum maker who dealt with the majority of the 

construction and assembly work for Hakan’s darbuka-s in a small private workshop. The 

other was Emin Bolat, who runs a very successful percussion retail business as well as a 

large workshop that employs several full- and part-time employees. While Emin restricts 

himself to an advisory role in the initial production of ceramic darbuka shells, he actively 

participates in these stages of workshop assembly to a greater degree, often working 

alongside or in place of his employees. Both Murat and Emin’s workshops are located in 

the Tünel district of Beyoğlu, close to the large concentration of retail music shops on 

Galip Dede Street. They both told me that they generally purchase imported skins that 

have been cleaned and prepared in India, instead of ones made in Turkey because the 

quality of the material is better. Each indicated that this was not a result of differences in 

Turkish and Indian livestock, but rather a reflection of the higher quality of workmanship 

and attention to detail with the cleaning and preparation of imported Indian skins. 

 These skins are cut into circular pieces in preparation for their use as drumheads, 

and a cloth tube, flattened into a band is sewn around their perimeter. This innovation of 

sewing cloth material onto the perimeter of the drumhead appears to be recent. It allows 
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the bracing to be secured to a cord embedded in the cloth ring, instead of by directly 

piercing the edges of the drum-skin with a chord or leather thong, risking a tear that 

might make a new drumhead unusable. This latter method is described by Picken and still 

appears to be used by some drum-makers, although not for professional quality 

instruments (Picken 1975: 122-124). 

 In preparation for the application of the drumhead to the ceramic vessel, it is 

submerged in water in a small basin where it is left to soak for approximately 25 to 30 

minutes. At the same time an adhesive gum (yapışkan) is heated in a double-boiler 

consisting of two paint cans set inside of each other over a propane stove. One of the 

drum-makers that I chatted with while waiting for the gum to become less viscous and 

the drumhead to become more malleable remarked to me that during his youth in the 

mid-1960s in Adana the drums that he remembered used a locally made adhesive that 

contained egg-whites as well as asphodel root (“çiriş kökü”) (personal communication, 

Murat Kaytarmış, 2011). This type of yellow asphodel, also known as King’s Spear is 

sometimes used in Turkish cooking but its roots may be ground and used as an adhesive 

paste. This coincides with Picken’s report of the use of asphodel (“çiriş”) as a paste for 

the same purpose, but Picken reports its use as the primary binding agent with nothing 

added other than some cold water (Picken 1975: 121). Each of the drum-makers that I 

spent time with in Istanbul used a type of commercially produced adhesive instead. 
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Figure 8: The picture on the left is the adhesive gum (yapışkan) being heated in a paint-can 

double-boiler on a propane stove; Figure 9: The picture on the right depicts Emin removing the 
drumhead from a basin of water after soaking it for approximately half an hour (Photos taken by 

the author at Emin Bolat’s workshop in Istanbul, August 4th 2011). 
 

 Sand paper is used to sand a ring about 3-inches wide around the upper lip of the 

drum in order to allow the gum that will be applied to stick properly. While Murat sanded 

quite vigorously and followed this by wiping away excess sand with a cloth, Emin sanded 

less vigorously and only brushed his hand over the sanded area several times. Murat 

mentioned that excess sand wouldn’t affect the adhesive, but it would stain the edges of 

the head a red color once it was applied if the sand was not removed. Later on I observed 

how this red staining had bled through the animal-skin head of another darbuka in 

Hakan’s possession, which he and Murat produced before learning about this potential 

issue. 
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 Either immediately before or after this sanding process, a cord is tied around the 

support cord of the drum. It is tied relatively tightly, but with a small amount of slack 

(approximately two centimeters). This support cord is closed off with two slip-knots, 

followed by cutting off the excess rope, but leaving a 2-3 inch length of slack on each 

side of the rope, which is then burned with a lighter and the melting cord is quickly 

extinguished using saliva on the fingers of the drum-maker. Murat left only one piece of 

excess rope protruding from the support cord in this manner, while Emin attached two 

extra cords at evenly spaced intervals for a total of three protruding loops. 

 
Figures 10 & 11: The picture on the left (Fig. 10) and the picture on the right (Fig. 11) both depict 
the support cord and excess loops of rope on one of Emin’s drums (Photos taken by the author at 

Emin Bolat’s workshop in Istanbul, August 4th 2011). 
 

The drum-maker then takes the drumhead (which had been soaking in water for 

approximately 25 minutes) and threads a cord through the cloth ring that was already 

sewn to the edge of the prepared drumhead.   

 At this point an adhesive paste is applied, which has been heating on the flame of 

a propane or kerosene stove for about half an hour.  
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Figure 12: Here Emin is attaching a new drumhead to a ceramic drum shell, first anchoring the 

support cord with metal hooks during the initial bracing; Figure 13: He then removes them as he 
completes his first round of threading. Note the cloth ring that is sewn to the drumhead and 

anchoring the nylon bracing (Photos taken by the author at Emin Bolat’s workshop in Istanbul, 
August 4th 2011). 

 
 
Step 3: Assembly (montaj yapma): head application and bracing  

 

 After the application of adhesive paste to the mouth of the drum, the prepared 

drumhead is placed onto it. Then a length of cord is drawn and one end is tied to the 

support cord in the middle of the drum using a double slip-knot and flame in the same 

manner as previous knots. While Emin used small metal hooks to attach each of the three 

loops on the support cord to the head in order to stabilize it while he worked (see Fig. 12) 

Murat simply began his bracing by attaching a single loop on the support cord to the ring 

surrounding the drumhead with no additional support. In both cases the bracing was 

completed by cutting a small hole in the drumhead’s cloth exterior ring at intervals or 4-5 

centimeters. While neither Emin nor Murat used any kind of measuring device, both 

seemed to place the holes with a great deal of consistency. Then the loose end of the 
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bracing cord is threaded into a large needle (approximately 12 centimeters long) and used 

to thread the bracing through each hole until a full rotation of the drum was completed.  

 After this, the artisans went back over each section 3 or 4 times in continuous 

succession, tightening them a little bit each time so as not to displace the position of the 

drumhead. Once this tightening is completed the bracing cord is tied to its initial knot on 

the support cord, and is threaded (no longer using the needle) into the now triangle 

shaped sections of the bracing cord by threading it first under the cord that was the right 

side of the triangle (moving from right to left), over the left cord (right-left), and then 

back underneath both cords (from left to right). He repeats this for each triangle-shaped 

grouping of rope around the drum, about one third of the distance from the support cord 

to the drumhead cord (see Fig. 14). 

 

Figure 14: A sketch by the author of the roping pattern used for bracing darbuka-s in the 
workshops of Emin Bolat and Murat Kaytarmış. 

 
Initially the artisan does not pull this cord tight, but leaves it loose until he makes a 

complete revolution of the drum (stopping at the last cord before he reaches the first one 

again). Once he reaches this point, he begins pulling this chord taut, one section at a time, 

changing the shape of the bracing from one large triangle to a small triangle underneath a 
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pair of parallel cords above. After finishing this procedure on each section of rope, he 

again ties the cord to the initial knot of the final cord and finishes it by burning it closed 

as before. 

 While Murat said the head would lose the necessary dampness to be worked with 

properly after 25-30 minutes, the drum was still quite damp after the bracing was finished 

and did not dry to a level sufficient for musical use until the next day. Both Murat and 

Emin emphasized that sunlight was neither necessary nor desirable for this drying 

process, and that air circulation such as that produced by a outdoor breeze or an electric 

fan were the only appropriate ways to accelerate this process. 

 Keeping in mind the inevitable regional and individual artisanal differences in the 

heading and bracing of earlier models of ceramic darbuka-s, the description by Picken 

shows close parallels to the techniques of Murat and Emin. 

  

 
 

Figures 14 & 15: Depictionsof darbuka bracing by Picken. The direct piercing of the drumhead 
with the bracing cord, the presence of the delta (δ) cord and the different way of wrapping the 

gamma (γ) cord around the beta (β) cord distinguish it from Murat and Emin’s bracing of newer 
ceramic models. 
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 Even though the direct piercing of the drumhead with the bracing cord, the 

presence of the delta (δ) cord and the different way of wrapping the gamma (γ) cord 

around the beta (β) cord distinguish it from Murat and Emin’s bracing of newer ceramic 

models, the general appearance of the finished bracing pattern is quite similar. 

 

Innovations and Style 

 In addition to some of the differences in construction materials, heading, and 

bracing, as well as the size and overall weight of the cast aluminum and newer style of 

ceramic darbuka-s there is one important construction feature that distinguishes older 

style ceramic and spun metal darbuka-s from these newer ceramic and cast aluminum 

varieties: angular drumhead edges. While cast aluminum and newer ceramic models 

almost always contain curved drumhead edges (see Figs.19 and 20), earlier models were 

sharply angled (see Figs. 17 and 18) and these physical differences correspond to a recent 

widespread change in performance technique from “snapping” (fiske) technique to a new 

style popularized by Turkish percussionist “Egyptian” (“Mısırlı”) Ahmet Yıldırım in the 

1990s.  
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From left to right, Figure 17: A sketch depicting a cross-section of the earlier style of ceramic 

darbuka with an angled edge in Picken (1975); Figure 18: A spun metal darbuka produced in the 
1970s for TRT percussionist Ahmet Külik (photo taken by the author August 16th 2001); Figure 

19: A recently produced Sonika Percussion cast aluminum darbuka; Figure 20: A recently 
produced Sonika Percussion newer-style ceramic darbuka (both photos courtesy of Hakan Kaya). 
 
 While this change to a more curved drumhead design may appear to be a small 

structural alteration it interacts in a profound way with the older and newer styles of 

performance technique. “Snapping” technique requires the performer to position the left 

(or non-dominant) hand in a static position on the edge of the drumhead and “snap” one 

or several fingers off of the thumb onto the drum membrane to produce sound. With this 

technique the position of the left-hand is fixed and the fingers come into contact with the 

very edge of the drum membrane, requiring it to be completely level all the way up to the 

drum edge. Because the left-hand is static, externally mounted bolts (such as those in Fig. 

18) do not interfere with the performer’s strokes. With a curved edge the acoustically 

viable portions of the drum membrane are inset 2-3 centimeters into the drumhead and 

are not easily struck with a “snapping” motion that is confined to the drum’s outermost 

edge. 

 Conversely, the newer style of darbuka performance technique involves a limited 

striking motion from the entire hand that produces the necessary force for striking the 
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drum directly with the index- and ring-fingers of the left hand. Because the left-hand is 

not completely static using this approach the performer will often inadvertently strike 

externally mounted bolts on the instrument, which interferes with performance. In 

addition, this direct striking motion brings the palm of the hand in frequent percussive 

contact with the drum edge. Striking the hand in this way on angled drum edges becomes 

uncomfortable or even painful after frequent repetitive strokes, while the curved drum 

edges conform more to the shape of the performer’s hand and are more ergonomical. 

 Due to this relationship between performance technique and instrument 

construction, older ceramic and spun metal drums have become associated with 

“snapping” technique while the newer cast aluminum and ceramic drums are associated 

with the newer performance style. This distinction is apparent among Turkish Art music 

performers who are typically of an older generation, perform with “snapping” technique 

and prefer the spun metal (particularly copper) darbuka-s in contrast with performers in 

popular music genres who are often from a younger generation, perform with the newer 

performance style and typically prefer the newer cast aluminum or ceramic models.  
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Chapter Three: The Darbuka in Popular Culture 

 
 In 2008 two documentaries about the darbuka were broadcast on Turkish 

television. One of these documentaries “Düm Tek” aired on the Haber Türk channel and 

presents a modernist historical narrative about the darbuka through a series of interviews 

with a number of different Turkish musicians. It presents the darbuka as a Turkish 

instrument with historical roots in commercial (piyasa) music and in doing so it 

establishes a canon of darbuka players through which a history of Turkish darbuka 

performance may be understood. The other documentary “Terra Darbuka” aired on 

Channel B (Kanal B) as part of the weekly “Ellerin Türküsü” series that explores 

different traditional handicrafts throughout Turkey. Unlike the former documentary, 

which constructs a narrative vis-a-vis performers, “Terra Darbuka” deals exclusively with 

darbuka production and explores the recent innovations in ceramic darbuka production 

that have transformed the drum into a “professional” instrument. Instead of engaging 

with a number of different artisans it focuses entirely on one ceramic workshop run by 

artisan Mehmet Körükçü that produces the ceramic shells that are later headed and sold 

by Emin Bolat under the brand name Emin Percussion. While these documentaries focus 

on different facets of the darbuka phenomenon such as musicians, performance 

technique, or instrument construction, they both emphasize the historical transformation 

and modernization of the instrument. What is absent from the discourses presented in 

these short films is discussion of the role of the darbuka in Turkish folk musical 

traditions. 
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 The documentary “Düm Tek” opens with a low-angle shot of musician Yaşar 

Akpençe dressed in a chic black suit and matching black dress shirt with his back to the 

Golden Horn, an inlet of the Bosphorus River. Across the water can be seen the 

cosmopolitan Beyoğlu district of Istanbul, an area known for its nightlife in a city known 

for the same. He has one leg perched on something out of the camera’s frame and on his 

raised knee rests a cast aluminum darbuka inlaid with black and white mother-of-pearl 

and gleaming as it reflects the suns rays. “A darbuka player’s heart beats for two things,” 

Akpençe says, “düm and tek” (“Bir darbukacının kalbi iki şey için atar. Düm ve tek.”). 

The words “düm” and “tek” are the vocables that refer to the bass and treble tones on the 

darbuka and as he says them he strikes those tones on his drum followed by a short trill 

that segues into a two minute opening montage featuring a musical performance by 

Akpençe accompanied by a saxophonist, a violinist, and four backup percussionists 

playing different types of frame drums. While Akpençe and his group perform 

syncopated (aksak) 9/8 rhythms with improvisatory instrumental accompaniment the 

camera cycles through various shots of ferryboats, seagulls, and scenes from bustling 

waterfront streets, intermittently returning to the musicians seated at the edge of the 

Golden Horne. 

 While the location of the opening scene in Beyoğlu, an area well known for its 

nightclubs, bars, restaurants and small music venues, is evocative of urban nightlife and 

cosmopolitanism, the presence of Akpençe along with his musical introduction is even 

more striking in this regard. Akpençe’s first commercial recordings were on tracks with 

Turkish pop artists Sibel Can (Hatırasıdır, Kervan 1994) and Ebru Yaşar (Bu Sahilde, 
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Çaçan Müzik 1995). Both Can and Yaşar have strong ties to the Arabesk phenomenon of 

the 1970s and 1980s through their respective personal relationships to Arabesk superstars 

Orhan Gencebay and Ibrahim Tatlises, and both have established themselves as key 

figures in the more recent incarnation of Turkish pop that owes much to this earlier genre. 

Their cosmopolitan style of popular music is often described simply as “Turkish pop” 

(Türk pop müziği) but is sometimes placed within the subcategory of “folk-pop” because 

many of their songs are arrangements of traditional Turkish folk songs or türkü-s. After 

these initial recordings, Akpençe gained substantial attention for his work with the 

percussion/electronic dance music group Harem, releasing the albums Rhythm Colour 

(2000), Time of Rhythm (2001), and Rhythm Forever (2004) on the Turkish label Mega 

Müzik and The Best of Harem (2003) on the Greek label Heaven Music. In addition to 

establishing a new sub-genre of Turkish electronic dance music, these albums were part 

of a larger emergent style of music featuring solo and group percussion performances and 

placing a novel aesthetic focus on traditional Turkish percussion instruments like the 

darbuka.  

 The shift towards this new emphasis on percussion in certain forms of Turkish 

popular music initially began with the work of artists like Okay Temiz and Burhan Öçal 

who both performed extensively in Europe in the 1970s and 1980s experimenting with 

fusions of jazz and traditional Turkish musical forms before gaining widespread 

popularity in Turkey. While Temiz was first trained on the trap set he has also utilized an 

eclectic array of percussion instruments from different African and Latin American 

musical traditions as well as a number of percussion instruments that he invented himself. 
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His music draws heavily on jazz and world music traditions, fusing them with traditional 

Turkish music to create a unique form of Turkish jazz (Seeman, forthcoming: 25-9). 

Similarly, Öçal began performing in Europe with prominent jazz artists including a ten-

year stint with the symphonic jazz project of Joe Zawinul, however Öçal’s later work 

encompasses a number of disparate interests and includes recordings with his jazz-funk 

band The Burhan Öçal group as well as 19th and early 20th century urban fasıl nightclub 

music with The Istanbul Oriental Ensemble (Seeman, forthcoming: 29-31). The work of 

Temiz and Öçal have clear ties to developments in trans-national world music reflected in 

the eclectic nature of their musical influences and the hybrid qualities of their 

compositions, which often attempt to combine distinctly Turkish musical instruments and 

forms with non-Turkish ones (Seeman, forthcoming).  

 In terms of percussion, this has resulted in the use of a wider variety of “world” 

percussion instruments, the more prominent role of percussion in the overall soundscape 

of recording mixes, and the unique role of percussionists as bandleaders. These trends are 

also reflected in the Turkish popular music of the 1990s such as  “Mısırlı” (“Egyptian”) 

Ahmet Yildirim’s Oriental Dance and Percussion (Mega Müzik 1992), “Balık” Ayhan 

Küçükboyacı’s Yaşayan Ruhlar (ADA 1995). The most percussion-centric work during 

this period was the album Ten (Skin) (Kalan 1999) by the Yarkın Turkish Percussion 

group led by Fahrettin and Ferruh Yarkın. While earlier works by Yildirim and 

Küçükboyacı treat percussion prominently within the framework of melodic 

compositions the album Ten was perhaps the first album in Turkish popular music to 
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consist entirely of all-percussion ensembles performing rhythmic non-melodic 

compositions. 

 While some recordings from the following decade such as “Balık” Ayhan’s 

Yaşayan Ruhlar 2002 (ADA 2002) maintain a percussion centered aesthetic, works such 

as “Mısırlı” Ahmet’s later albums Mel de Cabra (Mega Müzik 2000) and The Search 

(Mega Müzik 2001), The Yarkın Percussion Group’s Ten’tende (Kalan 2001), The 

Akatay Project’s Dest-Be Dest (SIS, Sony Music 2003) and the work of the percussion 

group Harem mentioned earlier, place a greater emphasis on the aesthetic prominence of 

percussion often utilizing non-melodic rhythmic compositions in a manner similar as the 

Yarkın Percussion Group’s earlier album. 

 Yaşar Akpençe is an artist who is at the heart of this recent development in 

Turkish popular music, and his work with Harem associates him with the music of 

Istanbul’s nightclubs and a young urban demographic. His actual performance in the 

opening scene of “Düm Tek” typifies this style of Turkish popular music in which 

percussion plays a more central role both in terms of the larger proportion of 

percussionists compared to other musicians in the group and also in terms of musical 

structure. With his first strokes on the words “düm” and “tek” Akpençe begins a short set 

of pre-composed rhythmic patterns set into the following metric structure: 

10+10+7+9+10+10+7+9+915. This seemingly complicated framework may be broken 

                                                
15 This method of grouping rhythms or rhythmic structures by number is a common 
practice that I have encountered among both Turkish and American percussionists. A 
similar system has also been adopted and advocated for by Turkish musicologist Mustafa 
Hoşsu (1990, 1997) as a useful system for the notation and pedagogy of Turkish folk 
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down more simply as a 10+10+7+9 pattern that repeats twice and is finished by repeating 

the last 9-beat phrase or [10+10+7+9]x2 +9. I have notated this introductory section more 

fully below.  

 

 
 

Figure 21: A transcription by the author of the opening percussion lines to Akpençe’s 
performance at the beginning of the documentary Düm Tek. 

 
 
 
The staff line marked “tek” corresponds to the treble strokes on the darbuka and the line 

marked “düm” corresponds to the bass strokes as mentioned earlier. Akpençe plays 

within these structures in a dense and highly embellished manner along with another 

musician on the rik (a smaller frame drum with cymbals) while the other three 

percussionists on larger frame drums strike strangely syncopated accents in unison 

(corresponding to the accent marks in the notation below) landing on beats 1 and 10 of 

the first 10-beat bar, and on beats 1, 9 and 10 of the second 10-beat bar, and repeating 

this accompaniment as the 10-beat sections repeat.  

                                                                                                                                            
music, although he only applies this method to describe the internal constitution of 
additive rhythms and not to larger metric structures. 
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 This complex and layered percussion break with its additive instead of consistent 

metric structure makes it impossible for the average listener to clearly ascertain a 

“rhythm” as she or he listens to this short musical introduction. Even after playing the 

darbuka and listening to this style of music for a number of years I needed to replay those 

fifteen seconds of music several times before I could understand the structure myself. The 

music creates a sense of being rhythmically afloat with no grounding in a consistent and 

clearly identifiable pattern. At the same time the sharply coordinated accent strokes of the 

accompanying frame drummers maintain the appearance of order, but an order that is far 

too complex for the listener to readily grasp. Musicians like Akpençe have incorporated 

these rhythmic compositions with increasingly fast tempos, asymmetrical phrasing, and 

complex additive metric structures to create a new musical dynamic which places 

percussion aesthetically front and center and gives it an unpredictable and continually 

unfolding quality usually only found in melodic improvisation. At the end of this 

introductory section the drummers slip seamlessly into a syncopated 9/8 rhythm and a 

clear sense of order reappears along with an improvisatory saxophone melody and violin 

ostinato in the style of the dance music (oyun havası) and urban fasıl music found in 

meyhane-s and taverns of the city.  

 After about a minute of melodic improvisation the violin and saxophone fade 

away and the percussionists shift into a different 9/8 rhythmic variant followed by a 

composed closing section that is essentially a shortened version of the introductory 

passage (in this case a 10+10+7+9+9 structure, skipping the first section of 10+10+7+9). 

This style of percussion-centered performance draws on recent innovations in Turkish 
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popular music discussed earlier, but also has some ties to the drum solos and overall 

percussive tone of relatively recent traditions of Turkish “oriental dance” (oryantal dans) 

accompaniment and the dance music of urban fasıl bands as well as the work of “World 

music” percussionists outside of Turkey like Glen Velez and Zakir Hussain. All of these 

associations place this musical style squarely within the domain of Turkish “commercial” 

(piyasa) music. 

 However, these associations with the “marketplace” (piyasa) inherent in the 

music and the performers are complicated as the documentary proceeds to construct a 

historical narrative around the Turkish darbuka. Through interviews with TRT (Turkish 

Radio and Television) musicians Hüseyin İleri, Güngör Hoşses, and Ahmet Külik as well 

as with the well-known film and television actor Müjdat Gezen, a lineage of Turkish 

darbuka players is set forth beginning with the musician and composer Hasan Tahsin 

Parsadan. Parsadan is an interesting figure in Turkish history. Born in the northeastern 

Turkish province of Kars in 1900, Parsadan is noted for his musical compositions, his 

performance of the zurna and darbuka, and his role in founding and leading the first 

mehter band of the new Turkish Republic. While the darbuka or closely related variants 

of the instrument existed in regional folk music traditions prior to this era, Parsadan is 

credited by music scholars as being the first person to introduce the darbuka into the art 

music tradition of fasıl performance (and through this the “popular” fasıl tradition as 

well).  

 Even more interesting in regard to Parsadan, is the fact that he apparently 

abandoned performance of the zurna, an instrument now widely regarded as a 
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quintessentially “Turkish” folk instrument in both popular and scholarly circles, because 

he felt that it had no real roots in Turkish culture, while at the same adopting the darbuka 

as an alternative (Rona 1970: 469). Mustafa Rona, who relays this anecdote, expresses 

incredulity that the knowledgeable and widely travelled Parsadan could come to such a 

conclusion, demonstrating the deeply rooted contemporary view of the darbuka as 

foreign to Turkey and Turkish culture. Öztuna’s entry on Parsadan in his Turkish Music 

Encyclopedia (Türk Musikisi Ansiklopedisi) takes an even harder line on this issue stating 

that “this is the person who introduced the Arab instrument known as the darbuka into 

fasıl forms, which plagues Turkish music to this day” (“Fasıl hey’etlerine darbuka denen 

Arab aletini sokan ve bügüne kadar Türk Musikisi’nin başına bela eden, bu zattır”) 

(Öztuna 1989: 140). While this introduction of the darbuka into art music performance is 

viewed as a somewhat unfortunate event from the perspective of many Turkish music 

scholars, it is nonetheless the darbuka-’s introduction into art music, which they are 

lamenting and not its use in commercial entertainment. In the Düm Tek documentary, 

Parsadan’s role in introducing the darbuka into both art and popular music traditions is 

not stated explicitly, but is implied by the depiction of TRT musicians who carried on 

Parsadan’s legacy like Hüseyin İleri, Güngör Hoşses, and Ahmet Külik who performed 

darbuka both in the “popular” scenes of the clubs and gazino-s of Istanbul and also in the 

art music ensembles of TRT. 

 Interestingly, the narrative constructed in the Düm Tek documentary ignores the 

earlier presence of the instrument in regional folk music traditions and frames Parsadan’s 

“introduction” of the darbuka as an introduction of the instrument into Turkish music 
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more generally. Hüseyin İleri refers to Parsadan as “the one who brought the darbuka to 

Turkey” (“Türkiye’ye getiren odur”), and Müjdat Gezen refers to him as “one of the first 

darbuka artists” (“İlk darbuka sanatçılarından”) implying that the instrument was not 

present in Turkey before this time, a notion which conflicts with historical references to 

variants of the drum dating back to the 17th century (Kömürciyan 22) along with more 

recent mention by scholars like Rauf Yekta and organological reports summarized by 

Laurence Picken dating back as early as 1928 that document the well established use of 

the instrument in certain rural areas (Yekta 1922: 3023; Picken 1975:115-133).  

 The narrative of Düm Tek focuses exclusively on the history of the darbuka in art 

and popular traditions, then, but also marginalizes the role of the darbuka in Turkish art 

music by never directly mentioning “art music” (“sanat müziği”) by name, but instead 

only referring to art music practices indirectly. This occurs frequently, such as when 

Hüseyin İleri introduces Hasan Tahsin Parsadan while mentioning that he was “not on the 

Radio” (meaning the State run radio organization that produced and disseminated Turkish 

art music) and refers to his own initial work on Turkish Radio with an anecdote about 

how someone at the radio station berated him for “turning this radio into Arab radio” 

(“‘bu radyoyı Arap radyosuna çevirdin’ dedi”), indicating the hostile reaction of some 

musicians to what they saw as the incursion of a foreign instrument into an organization 

that was intended to propagate a “pure” form of Turkish art music. Güngör Hoşses also 

refers to the importance of darbuka players learning the system of usul-s, which are the 

metric structures that form the basis of art music performance. However, despite such 

frequent references to the organizations and applied methodologies of Turkish art music 
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this connection is not explicitly stated at any point in the documentary.  

 Moreover, while the presence of art music performers Hüseyin İleri, Güngör 

Hoşses, and Ahmed Külik as well as the mention of TRT performer Attila Mayda 

implicitly associate the darbuka with art music practices the second half of the 

documentary shifts focus from a “historical” narrative dealing with the past and engages 

with the current practices of a younger generation of darbuka players who perform 

exclusively within the realm of popular music.  These interviews include artists like the 

young Romany percussionist Onur İl who performs with World music artist Mercan Dede 

along with artists like the Akatay brothers and Yaşar Akpençe who are part of the recent 

trend of percussion-centered popular music discussed earlier in this chapter. In addition 

to age differences, they are also differentiated by their performance style, which several 

of the musicians discuss. To make this contrast more striking, at no point in the interview 

excerpts utilized in the documentary does Ahmet Külik mention his current work as a 

TRT musician with the State Radio ensemble. One is given the impression from the 

documentary that he is a retired performer who is no longer part of the current Istanbul 

music scene, although this is not the case.  

 As if to underline his place among the old guard in relation to a younger 

generation of musicians, there is a scene in which Külik and İl presumably meet for the 

first time and compare performance technique in Emin Bolat’s Beyoğlu-area percussion 

shop. For a portion of this scene Külik sits back observing İl stoically as he demonstrates 

his darbuka technique with an impressive flurry of trills and continually unfolding 

rhythmic figures. After a moment İl finishes playing and Külik speaks directly to the 
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camera giving a paternal critique of İl’s playing as not being “straight” or “clean” (“sek”) 

enough and sounding too much like a “mashup” (“karambol”). These somewhat harsh 

words were perhaps motivated in part by defensiveness on the part of Külik; İl’s 

performance style and percussion-centered musical aesthetic sharply contrast with 

Külik’s “older” sound and tend to emphasize the virtuosic technical skills of the 

performer to a greater degree. Külik’s “fatherly” advice, addressed more directly to the 

audience than to İl, helps to place Külik in a position of authority as an older member in 

the lineage of Turkish darbuka players, whose technique and musical aesthetic serve as 

the foundation for what İl and others have built on, which in turn supports the underlying 

evolutionary narrative of darbuka performance in the film. 

 While this exchange between musicians in the Düm Tek documentary marks the 

transition from a “historical” to a “modern” era of the darbuka in popular music, it 

obscures its role in both art and folk musical traditions. However, considering the 

documentary’s direct engagement with art music performers, the avoidance of an explicit 

discussion concerning the role of the instrument in art music is the most striking. This 

might indicate the effect of musicological discourse and colloquial discourse among TRT 

performers that downplays the use of language that associates the darbuka with art music. 

It is also possible that the film director Cengiz Özkarabekir and his assistants contributed 

to this lacuna in the interviewing and editing process. What is clear in any case is that this 

documentary constructs a narrative of the darbuka as an essentially popular music 

instrument with no clear ties to art or folk traditions. While a discussion of darbuka 

“history” through interviews with Hüseyin İleri, Güngör Hoşses, and Ahmet Külik 
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provided opportunities for discussion of the darbuka in art music performance these 

opportunities were deferred. 

 The documentary Terra Darbuka engages much less with musical performers and 

music making and instead focuses on the production of the new style of Turkish ceramic 

darbuka used primarily in urban popular music. While Düm Tek presents a modernist 

narrative that depicts the evolution of darbuka use from its “introduction” into Turkish 

music by Hasan Tahsin Parsadan to the hybridized popular music of modern times, Terra 

Darbuka portrays the construction techniques of the new style of ceramic darbuka as 

inherently modern and “professional” in contrast to earlier drum making practices. This 

documentary, which aired on Turkish television in the same year as Düm Tek, is set 

entirely within Mehmet Körükçü’s ceramic workshop in Avanos, a small town northeast 

of the city of Nevşehir. It begins with shots of Mehmet and his son preparing red clay for 

throwing followed by Mehmet working with the prepared clay on his potters’ wheel, 

shaping it into what will presumably be a darbuka. The documentary consists primarily 

of interviews with Mehmet Körükçü and Emin Bolat interspersed with shots of darbuka-s 

in various stages of completion and casual performances on darbuka and udu drums by 

Emin, Mehmet and Mehmet’s son. While the simple choice of the darbuka as a subject 

for a show about traditional Turkish handicrafts implies its identification as a traditionally 

Turkish instrument, statements made within the show itself complicate this notion. 

 In his opening monologue Emin Bolat immediately refers to “our darbuka” 

(meaning the Turkish darbuka) as the “copper darbuka that is played with the classic 

snapping style” (“bizim darbukamız klasik fiskeyle çalınan bakır darbukadır”). He 
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contrasts this style of darbuka construction and performance technique with the newer 

ceramic darbuka-s and the more recent performance technique involving direct finger 

strikes on the drum. In addition to identifying these “older” styles of performance and 

instrument construction as Turkish, he describes this newer performance style as an 

imported Arab style (“Araplardan gelme”). While his statements regarding the origins of 

the technique that this new style of ceramic instrument is designed for appear to conflict 

with the overarching theme of the Ellerin Türküsü series he continues on to explain a 

unique and important role for these ceramic darbuka-s in Turkish music. 

 
 
 
Yani bunun [darbukanın] metaller de var. 
Dökümler de var. Yani açık havalarda, 
sahnelerde kullanılır için. Ama kayıtlarda, 
stüdyo kayıtlarında, albüm çalışmalarında 
toprak darbuka kullanılır. Çanaktan yapılan 
darbuka kullanır...Toprak darbukan özelleri 
doğal olması, seslerin doğal olması. 
 

  
There are metal ones [darbuka-s]. There are 
also cast metal versions. Like, for use in open 
environments and on stage. But in recordings, 
studio recordings, in album work, the clay 
darbuka is used. A darbuka made from pottery 
is used…Being natural is an attribute of the 
clay darbuka, the naturalness of the sounds. 

(Emin Bolat in Terra Darbuka, translated by N. Ragheb) 
 
This role for the newer ceramic models as uniquely suited to studio recordings conformed 

to the opinions of many Istanbul percussionists whom I spoke with. A sentiment that was 

also widely shared was that this role for the ceramic darbuka was tied to its “natural” 

sound. Basing this division on the aesthetic qualities of the drum is an interesting contrast 

to the earlier adoption of metal drums that replaced most locally produced ceramic 

models in the earlier part of this century. While drums with metal shells and synthetic 

heads replaced the use of ceramic drums because of their louder potential volume, 

durability and the elimination of tuning problems due to humidity-sensitive natural-skin 
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drum heads, the newer ceramic models have reemerged for aesthetic reasons, particularly 

in controlled studio environments where issues of volume, and environmental concerns 

are minimal.  

 These newer ceramic drums are also distinguished from earlier ceramic models 

through an emphasis on scientific exactness and professionalism. Mehmet Körükçü 

explains how he began collaborating with Emin to produce musical instruments, and how 

this collaboration helped him to produce “professional” quality instruments. 

   
 
On yıldan önce de yani böyle çok profesyonel 
aletleri yapmadım. Yani amatör. Zaaten amatör 
rupla yaptım onlarda. Bilmiyordum işte bunun 
ölçüsüydü, boyu, kilosu, ağırlığı. Bunlar çok 
önemli bu aletlerin. Ama Emin’le tanıştıktan 
sonra daha profesyonel müzik aletleri yapmaya 
başladım. 
 

  
I didn’t make professional instruments like this 
ten years ago. They were amateur. I made 
amateur containers in them. I didn’t know the 
measurements, length, kilograms, or weight of 
this here. These aspects of the instruments are 
very important. But after meeting Emin, I 
began to make more professional instruments. 

(Mehmet Körükçü in Terra Darbuka, translated by N. Ragheb) 
 
Here Mehmet makes clear associations between scientific measurement and a 

“professional” quality instrument. He continues on to explain how he combined his skills 

in ceramic artisanship and his ability to reproduce shapes with Emin’s direction 

concerning the specific dimensions of the instrument in order to produce a “professional” 

quality product.  

 At several points this relationship of artisan and technical director is evident in the 

exchanges between Mehmet and Emin. At one point early in the documentary Mehmet is 

shaping a darbuka on the wheel, while Emin sits across from him inspecting the process. 

As Mehmet makes small adjustments to the neck of the drum shell Emin remarks “If we 
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can close it a little more, that will be better” (“Biraz daha kapatabilirsek daha iyi olur”). 

He leans forward on the stool he is seated at next to the potter’s wheel at which Mehmet 

is working and stares more intently at the drum shell Mehmet is shaping. Finally he 

remarks, “Naw, may I say something?” (“Yoo, birşey söylebilir miyim?”) as he stands, 

picks up a pair of calipers from a nearby table and begins to measure the narrowest 

portion of the darbuka neck while it continues to revolve on the potters’ wheel. A later 

scene depicts the upper half of a darbuka shell stationary on the immobilized wheel. With 

a small wooden stick resting across the mouth of the drum shell Emin extends a 

measuring tape into the interior of the vessel and uses the wooden stick as a reference to 

determine its exact height. Approving of the height of the vessel he remarks, “Very nice. 

Okay. We can take this one.” (“Çok güzel. Tamam. Alabiliriz bunu.”). 

 Mehmet also discusses the practical necessity and importance of an evenly 

weighted instrument. 

 
 
Eğer bu darbuka yaptığımızda dengede 
durmuyorsa kucağımızda bu hiç bir anlamı 
kalmaz bu darbukanın. Yani çalarken ne öne 
doğru eğlecek darbuka ne arkaya doğru 
düşecek. Öne düştüğü zaman çalamaz 
müzisyen arkaya düştüğü zaman yine çalamaz. 
Tam dengede durması lazim. 
 

  
If this darbuka is not balanced when we make 
it, it will not work at all on our lap. So, like, 
when playing it will neither stop straight 
forward or fall right back. When it falls 
forward the musician cannot play and when it 
falls backwards s/he also cannot not play. It 
must be balanced exactly. 

(Mehmet Körükçü in Terra Darbuka, translated by N. Ragheb) 
 
The value that Mehmet places on scientific measurement and exactness may be seen as 

an extension of earlier trends in drum making that began with the initial production of 

metal drums in the early 20th century. Prior to this time individual ceramic artisans in 
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villages produced darbuka-s or related variants of drums for local consumers. These 

instruments were not produced by artisans specializing in instrument production but were 

only one of a number of different products produced by local potters. Because this type of 

production was inconsistent it provided little opportunity for the standardization of the 

dimensions of the instrument. The few pictures of older regional ceramic goblet-shaped 

drums in Turkish musicological literature demonstrate this variance in the size and shape, 

and Picken’s survey demonstrating the variety of roping and pasting techniques for 

attaching the drum head to the drum shell indicate a great deal of variety in this latter 

stage of instrument construction (Picken 1975: 118-119).  

 Technologies such as metal spinning (sıvama) undoubtedly lead to more 

consistent overall dimensions for the drum shell because the final dimensions of these 

types of metal instruments are largely determined by the size of the initial metal plate that 

is molded into the drum shell. While artisans working with copper, tin, and bronze also 

did not specialize entirely in instrument production, they would likely have produced a 

greater number of these instruments in the urban environments in which they worked. 

Cast metal darbuka production undoubtedly intensified this trend towards 

standardization. Because the production of cast aluminum drums requires the use of 

molds, they lead to the production of near exact duplicates from a single model. While 

the fabrication facilities in which they are produced are not specialized for instrument 

making, the tools used to produce the instruments are designed to duplicate the drum 

vessel with scientific exactness, and the instruments are produced on a significantly 

larger scale. In addition to the casting process itself, the more recent introduction of tools 
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such as the CNC drill press and the application of paint with electrostatic sprayers are all 

examples of greater attention to exactness and consistency in instrument production. 

 As the heightened emphasis on the dimensions and consistency of the instrument 

in the Terra Darbuka documentary indicate, the renewed attention to ceramic materials 

has still maintained the value placed on exactness and consistency that has evolved 

through the use of these metalworking technologies. For Mehmet Körükçü this is a 

development that has resulted in the production of “professional” instruments in contrast 

to earlier “amateur” models. His dependence on Emin for direction in this regard also 

points to a somewhat unique notion of artisanship. In the cast aluminum darbuka 

production process the identity of “instrument maker” is diffused through collaboration 

between the modelci, tornacı, the artisans involved in painting and heading the 

instrument, and the entrepreneur directing the process. This diffusion exists, albeit to a 

lesser degree in the newer ceramic production process. In this case the creation of the 

drum shell and decorative work is completed by the ceramic artisan, Mehmet, under the 

direction of Emin, who ensures the standardization of the instrument’s length, weight, 

balance, and overall shape. More than simply an overseer or someone connecting this 

portion of the production process to the later heading of the instrument and sale in an 

urban environment, Emin employs a specialized knowledge of the appropriate dimension 

of the instruments based on his experience both as a musician as well as a retailer who is 

deeply familiar with his consumers physical and aesthetic needs. As “director” 

(yönetmen) of the construction process, then, Emin provides one part of the necessary 

knowledge and experience needed to produce instruments of “professional” quality. 
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 The contemporary darbuka is thus portrayed in Turkish popular media as both 

“modern” and “professional” in contrast to earlier “traditional” and “amateur” variants of 

the instrument. The Turkish darbuka is seen as the modern and professional version of a 

historically foreign instrument, and the drum’s historical presence in Turkey prior to the 

production of metal variants in urban centers is largely ignored. This view has also led to 

an interesting combination of values embodying a “modern” emphasis on exactness and 

standardization with the language of authenticity that draws on this notion of the 

darbuka’s perceived foreign origins. This is exemplified by the description of Mısırlı 

Ahmet’s line of darbuka-s on the website for his Galata Rhythm School (Galata 

Ritimhanesi) in the neighborhood of Beyoğlu. Following a more verbose description of 

the instruments sold at the Rhythm School on the school’s website, a set of bullet points 

summarizes their key attributes: 

 
Darbukalarımız; 

• Mısırlı Ahmet’in tecrübesi ışığında 
belirlediği ölçülerde tasarlanmıştır. 

• Mısır’ın en iyi ustalarının elinden 
çıkmaktadırlar. 

• Toprağı, darbuka yapımı için 
kusursuzdur ve özel olarak Mısır’dan 
temin edilmektedir. 

• Gerçek sedef bezeli, tamamen el 
yapımıdır. 

• Farklı seri numaralarına sahiptir. 
• Eksiksiz, satış sonrası servis. 

Ayrıca; 
• Hasarlı darbukaların onarımı, 
• Eskiyen derilerin yenilenmesi, yeni 

deri çekimi, deri satışı, 
• Toprak darbuka için özel tasarlanmış 

çanta satışı (softcase, hardcase) 
• Darbuka ısıtıcısı satışı 

gerçekleştiriyoruz. 

  
Our darbuka-s; 

• They are designed to the dimensions determined 
in light of the experience of Mısırlı Ahmet. 

• They are made by hand by Egypt's greatest 
masters. 

• Clay is obtained from Egypt, because it is 
flawless and exceptional for darbuka production. 

• Real mother-of-pearl decoration is completely 
made by hand. 

• Each possesses individual serial numbers. 
• All-inclusive service after sale. 

Moreover; 
• Restoration of damaged darbuka-s 
• The replacement of worn drum heads, 

application of new drum heads, sale of drum 
heads 

• The sale of specially designed bags for ceramic 
darbuka-s 

• We conduct the sale of darbuka heaters 

(http://www.misirli-ahmet.com/enstrumanlar.asp accessed 4/7/2012, translated by N. Ragheb) 
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The qualities described for the darbuka-s on the Galata Rhythm School’s website clearly 

emphasize the darbuka-’s perceived Egyptian origins, with both the craftsmanship of 

Egyptian artisans and the exceptional quality of Egyptian clay highlighted as important 

aspects of quality darbuka production. At the same time the very first bullet point 

addresses the issue of the instrument’s dimensions (ölçü), which are not determined by 

artisanal practices rooted in the language of authenticity, but instead based on the 

practical experience of Mısırlı Ahmet himself.  

 Even the brief description of Egyptian clay, while clearly associated with a 

country that is more authentically linked to darbuka production and performance in this 

context, emphasizes consistency through the use of the term kusursuz, which may be 

literally translated as “without defect” or “without flaw.” The mention of each instrument 

containing unique serial numbers is also an interesting combination of standardization 

and authenticity. The very practice of numbering each instrument conveys a consistent 

and standardized production method, which places it in a precise location within a 

defined series of completed instruments. At the same time the serial number marks the 

instrument as unique and helps to associate it with the artisan or artisans who produced 

the instrument. The serial number offers a unique way for the instrument to be identified 

both as unique but also as embodying the qualities of scientific consistency, which are 

important to many Turkish and non-Turkish consumers. 

 The current image of the darbuka in Turkish popular media is constructed through 

a variety of means including historical narratives of darbuka performance, presentation of 
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darbuka making as a form of contemporary artisanship, and trends in darbuka 

consumption as exemplified in online advertisements. This constructed identity is of an 

instrument with Arab origins that has been made Turkish through the development of a 

distinctly modern style of performance technique and instrument construction. The 

modernity of the newer Turkish performance style is marked by its hybridity, which is 

ironically characterized by its associations to Arab performance techniques, despite 

substantial differences. While directly striking on the drum head as oppose to snapping 

the finger off of the thumb in the older Turkish fiske style may have been adopted from 

Arab performance styles, the distinctive use of multiple fingers in one or both hands that 

is sometimes referred to by Western performers as “split-hand” or “split-finger” 

technique is unique to Turkish darbuka performance. This performance technique is 

perceived of as drawing from Arab technique but as “developing” or “modernizing” it 

and thereby making it uniquely Turkish. In terms of instrument construction the history 

of early ceramic goblet-shaped drums in the region of modern day Turkey has been 

ignored and metal darbuka-s produced in urban centers are depicted as the first “Turkish” 

goblet-shaped drums. Because of this historical lacuna, the ceramic darbuka, and indeed 

darbuka-s of all types are seen as essentially Arab. In terms of its construction, the 

Turkish ceramic darbuka is seen as an originally Arab instrument that is “modernized” 

through scientific exactness and standardization. It is through this modernization that it 

becomes identified as Turkish. These processes appear to reflect popular narratives of 

Turkish identity dating back to Ziya Gökalp, who framed Turkish identity around notions 

of modernism and a cultural trajectory towards “Western” cultural values and away from 
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“Eastern” ones (Gökalp 1959). In this case we might read the language of exactness and 

standardization as reflections of Western cultural ideals and the supposed Arab origins of 

the darbuka as markers of the “East.” While most contemporary Turks do not embrace 

Gökalp’s rigid denigration and avoidance of “Eastern” culture this notion of Turkey as 

being defined in comparison to Arab countries by its modernity is a related narrative, 

which frames this perception of the darbuka drum as originating in Egypt but becoming 

truly Turkish through its adoption and modernization in the Turkish context. 
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Conclusion 
 
 The Turkish darbuka has undergone a number of important changes in its 

construction. I use the term “construction” here in its broadest sense, referring to the 

physical construction of the instrument, but also to a number of different social 

constructions that have reinforced differences between social groups, affected notions of 

artisanship and instrument making, and reinforced a narrative of Turkish modernity. By 

understanding the darbuka as a cultural node that is articulated to a number of different 

social networks we may view the darbuka as a metaphysical site for the construction of 

language, a physical object that both shapes and is shaped by the actors involved in its 

production, and a cultural symbol through which historical narratives and identities are 

constructed and reinforced. 

 In terms of linguistic construction, the darbuka mediates the formation and 

maintenance of social differences through representations signified by the terms darbuka 

and dümbelek. These names are articulated to a number of socially constructed binaries 

like city/village, musical/amusical, and masculine/feminine. These binaries in turn 

produce the social differences that contribute to the notion of the urban darbuka as a 

man’s instrument and the masculinization of the darbuka playing profession in urban 

environments. Moreover the very notion of a darbuka as a singular instrument has been 

formed at least in part through the erasure of its history in Turkish regional folk music 

and the unmarked use of the name for the various goblet-shaped drums that have been 

historically known by different names and constructed by individual artisans in 

idiosyncratic styles in different villages across Turkey. 
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 In addition to these linguistic articulations to the darbuka that contribute to the 

construction of social differences, the physical construction of the darbuka shapes the 

identity of those directly engaged with the production of the instrument. The workflows 

that are integral to the construction of cast aluminum and newer style ceramic darbuka-s 

contribute to the social construction of new notions of “instrument maker.” While newer 

ceramic production techniques are somewhat less compartmentalized and thus retain 

some notion of “instrument maker” in relation to the potter who shapes the darbuka shell, 

both production techniques contain a more diffused notion of instrument maker that is 

partly or entirely intertwined with the role of the director (yönetmen) who contributes a 

unique knowledge of specifications and aesthetic judgement. The relationship between 

performance technique and instrument construction also blurs the line between physical 

and social construction as the older angular-edged models now signify the fiske 

performance technique that is in turn associated with the “high” culture tradition of 

Turkish art (sanat) music, while newer round-edged drums signify the newer “split-hand” 

technique, which is tied to popular commercial (piyasa) music traditions.  

 Moreover, representations of the construction, history, and performance of the 

darbuka in Turkish media present narratives of modernization in relation to the 

instrument. The physical construction of the instrument as presented in Terra Darbuka is 

one of an instrument made “professional” through scientific exactness and 

standardization. Likewise the history of darbuka performance in Düm Tek presents an 

entirely urban narrative that avoids mention of the darbuka-s role in art music and 

completely erases its long history as a Turkish folk instrument, but depicts a gradual 
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progression from spun metal fiske drums to newer ceramic styles and associated 

“modern” performance techniques. These types of narratives contribute to the widely 

held view of the darbuka as an essentially Arab instrument that was “modernized” in an 

urban Turkish setting to create something uniquely Turkish. 

 While the construction of difference through language, the construction of notions 

of instrument making though production processes, and the construction of Turkishness 

through narratives of modernity via television and the Internet are often viewed as 

distinct and separate social processes with disparate implications, they are all articulated 

to one cultural node: the Turkish goblet-shaped drum. A number of different theoretical 

innovations in Science & Technology Studies (STS) and related fields have provided 

some tools with which to understand the significance of the interrelatedness of these 

social processes, most notably in Actor Network Theory (ANT) developed by scholars 

Bruno Latour and John Law (Latour 1996; Latour 2005; Law 1992). This approach 

examines “agency” in terms of effect and not intentionality, thus foregrounding the role 

of interactions between human and non-human agents and revealing power relations that 

are mediated by non-human actors, which were previously obscured. This broader 

perspective reveals power as something distributed throughout these networks of 

articulations between humans and non-humans and the ability to transform these power 

dynamics is dependent upon an understanding of the durability of these networks. As 

Bates notes in a recent publication: 

 
ANT scholars write of the durability of networks – the tendency for some 
networks to stay similar in form over long periods of time, and durability 
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is a key issue in the analysis of musical instruments that seemingly have 
produced similar effects for hundreds of years. Yet, we must always be 
attentive to differently structured networks around the same instrument 
type, and the multiplicity of networks that may include even one particular 
instrument.  (Bates, forthcoming) 

 
This notion of durability is quite similar to Hall’s notion of “lines of tendential force” and 

it reflects the importance of understanding the temporal embededness and the 

interconnected nature of these assemblages or social networks. Understanding the 

darbuka as a node of articulation within a network that influences both societal notions of 

gender in relation to linguistic signification, artisanal identity in relation to production 

practices, and also ethno-national identity in relation to a modernist narrative of musical 

development reveal the interconnected nature of these processes. Naming practices that 

reinforce gendered notions of the performer are reified through increasing standardization 

of production techniques and narratives that depict the darbuka as an urban, “modern” 

Turkish instrument, while erasing the history of the instrument in rural settings and its 

professional use by women in urban and non-urban spaces. Other connections between 

the predominantly masculine role of the director (yönetmen) of the darbuka production 

process and the masculinization of the instrument through language and historical 

narratives may also be drawn. In this case, an organological focus reveals a number of 

different historically embedded relationships, which must be accounted for in order to 

effectively disrupt them. As Bates notes, musical instruments may often be found at the 

axis of multiple networks and the darbuka is no exception. By addressing the 

construction of social difference in each of these networks simultaneously we may more 

effectively address all these historically embedded issues.  
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