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Context 

MS Istanbul Archeology Museums (Arkeoloji Müzeleri), 1498 is a copy of Muḥam-

med b. Bālī’s (alive before 838/1435)  Kitāb-i Güzīde that was copied for the Mamluk 

sultan al-Ashraf Qāytbāy (14681–1496).1 The manuscript stands out not because of its 

main text, since this Turkic translation of al-Sarakhsī’s Persian original survives in a 

fairly large number of copies and has already received considerable scholarly attention, 

especially within the context of the so-called Olga-Bolga Sorunu.2 The manuscript is 

nonetheless special for two reasons. First, there is the fact that the copy was owned by 

Qāytbāy and penned by one of his own mamlūks, Luʾluʾ min Muṣṭafā, inside Cairo’s 

Zimāmiyya barracks in 889/1484. The MS thus confirms what we already knew: that 

Turkic literature produced outside of the Mamluk Sultanate circulated within the sul-

tanate, and increasingly so from the second half of the fifteenth century onwards. 

Second, there is the hitherto unnoticed six-line paratextual note on f. 240r, two pages 

after the colophon, which provides two black cumin-based medical recipes. 

Given the close similarity between Turkic as written in the fifteenth-century 

Mamluk and Ottoman sultanates, it is difficult to decide whether it was added during 

the manuscript’s earlier, Mamluk phase or during its later, Ottoman one. On balance, 

considering the Mamluk ownership and some corroborative linguistic evidence, the 

former scenario seems most likely. Provided that this assessment is correct, the note 

adds a short new specimen to the corpus of Mamluk-Turkic writing.3 

 

1  Kristof D’hulster, “Nineteen Addenda to ‘A Preliminary Handlist of Manuscripts from the Library 
of al-Ashraf Qāytbāy’,” Journal of Islamic Manuscripts 17 (2026): 199. The manuscript is available 
online through https://portal.yek.gov.tr/works/detail/708562. 

2  In some previous publications, the name of the translator is given as “Muḥammed b. Bāydur,” but 
this is based on a misreading of “(…) ḳul kim Muḥammed b. Bālīdur (…),” as, e.g., in MS Manisa, İl 
Halk Kütüphanesi, 6886 (e.g. Zeynep Korkmaz, Ṣadru’d-dīn Şeyhoğlu, Marzubān-Nāme Tercümesi: 
İnceleme-Metin-Sözlük-Tıpkıbasım (Ankara: Ankara Üniversitesi Basımevi, 1973), 17). Fuad 
Köprülü posited that Muḥammed b. Bālī (translator of the Kitāb-i Güzīde) is no other than 
İbrāhīm b. Bālī (who dedicated his Ḥikmet-Nāme to Sultan Qāytbāy in 893/1488), but the date of 
the oldest Kitāb-i Güzīde copy (838/1435) almost certainly rules this out (Türk Edebiyatı Tarihi, 
2nd ed. (İstanbul: Ötüken, 1980), 374). 

3  I use “Mamluk-Turkic” as an umbrella term for the Turkic languages attested in the Mamluk Sul-
tanate over the course of its history. The linguistic record suggests a diachronic shift from what is 
traditionally called “Mamluk-Kipchak proper,” through what is described as a “mixed Oghuz-Kip-
chak” stage, to “Mamluk-Oghuz,” which is essentially indistinguishable from fifteenth-century 

https://portal.yek.gov.tr/works/detail/708562
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While the first proper pharmaceutical work in Mamluk-Turkic remains to be dis-

covered, the corpus already includes two hippological works, the Bayṭaratu’l-Vāżıḥ and 

the Kitāb fī Riyāżati’l-Ḫayl, which are of direct relevance here and have received con-

siderable scholarly attention (e.g. András Bodrogligeti, Hacı İbrahim Delice, Ali Köse, 

Can Özgür, Kurtuluş Özyetgin). Apart from hippology, several semantic fields 

pertinent to the present article have also been mapped in some detail, including those 

of food and kitchen (Kübra Dilaver Yıldırım), dairy products (Ayşe Şeyma Fındık), and 

health and sickness (Hasan Aydın, Duygu Temel). Even so, the paratextual note still 

presents several difficulties: given two blanks in the first recipe, it can only be 

identified in broad terms as an unidentified topical remedy, probably dermatological, 

while in the second recipe the reading of three words remains doubtful at best. At the 

same time, despite its brevity and several unresolved readings, the note offers a small 

but useful addition to the corpus of Mamluk-Turkic writing and to the history of 

practical veterinary materia medica. 

 

Transcription4 

Edviye [blank] çörek otın ḳavuralar havanda döge // şiriş ile ḳaynada siriç yaġıla dürte 

derḥāl [blank] // at ki abraṣ ola evvel yuyalar issi ṣuyla ayaġ ṭaşıla // ḳanı çıḳınça 

dürteler banpuḳ ile kūş ṣuyın dürteler ḳızıl // inek südin <keke> ḳoyalar ki çig ḳaymaġ ola 

alalar <ḥurt> ile // ḳaraca çörek otın bir<birine> ḳaruşdura dürte saġ ola 

 

Translation 

[…] medicine. Let one roast black cumin, crush it into a mortar, boil it with powdered 

asphodel, and then apply it, (mixed) with sesame oil, […] immediately.  

As for the horse afflicted with white-patch skin disease, let one first wash it with hot 

water, rub it with a pumice-stone until it starts bleeding, and apply a ptisane with a 

 

Ottoman Turkish. Both the nomenclature and the periodization have rightly come under in-
creasing scrutiny, but these issues need not concern us here. 

4  See below for a lexical commentary. 
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piece of cotton. Let one then place some red cow’s milk <in a vessel> for it to become a 

raw cream, skim it off, mix <the dairy product> and black cumin <with one another>, 

and apply it. The horse will then regain health. 

 

Lexical commentary 

• Şiriş: only the forms şiriç and çiriş are attested for Mamluk-Turkic thus far. In 

Ottoman Turkish, çiriş means “shoemaker’s and bookbinder’s paste made of 

powdered asphodel root; paste, glue; powdered asphodel root.”5  

• Siriç: only the form sirīc is attested in Mamluk-Turkic thus far, as a loanword from 

Arabic shīraj, “sesame oil,” itself a loanword from Middle-Persian shīrag.6  

• Abraṣ:  When it comes to the two Mamluk-Turkic hippological works referred to 

above, the term beraṣ (coming from Arabic, hence abraṣ for a person or animal 

afflicted by it) occurs only in the Bayṭaratuʾl-Vāẓıḥ, and then only in the longer 

Istanbul copy  (TSMK, R 1695, ff. 61v–62r), not in the Paris copy (BnF, turc 179). It 

describes the symptoms and three possible treatments as follows: 

Ammā ol aġrıġlarnıñ taḳı biri beraṣ turur. Anıñ ʿalāmeti ol turur kim irini aḳ 

bolur, taḳı iki kibi ḳatında aḳ bolur, taḳı fercinde taḳı ḫuṣyesinde aḳ bolur. Anıñ 

ʿilāçı ol turur kim ol yirni şeraṭ ḳılġay sen, taḳı igne bir sançġay sen öküş kizler 

ançaġa tigürü kim ol yir kararġay, andan soñra anı zeyit birle yaġlaġay sen kim 

ol levni kiter, in şā’allāh taʿālā. Taḳı anıñ bir türlüg ʿilācı ol turur kim üç pāre 

sükker alġay sen, taḳı bir pāre kerrās alġay sen, taḳı anı töggey sen, taḳı 

kerrāsni sıḳġay sen, taḳı anıñ birle sükkerni ḳarışturġay sen, andan soñra ol 

yirge sürtgey sen, menfaʿat bolġay in şā’a llāh. Taḳı anıñ bir türlüg ʿilācı ol 

turur kim sırṭānnıñ iç yaġın alġay sen, taḳı anı uşnān birle ḳarışturġay, taḳı anı 

yumşaḳ tögülmiş tuz bolġay, taḳı anı közine sürtgey sen7 

 

5  See also Turhan Baytop, Türkiye’de Bitkiler ile Tedavi (Geçmişte ve Bugün) (Istanbul: İstanbul Üni-
versitesi Yayınları, 1984), 206. 

6
  See also Baytop, Türkiye’de Bitkiler ile Tedavi, 383: susam yağı ∼ şirik yağı. 

7
  Mehmet Emin Ağar, “Baytaratü’l-Vâzıh (İnceleme-Metin-İndeks)” (master’s thesis, Marmara Üni-

versitesi, 1986), 91. 



Kristof D’hulster, Two Medical Recipes in a Mamluk Manuscript │23 

“Another type of such ailments is beraṣ, the symptom of which is that the 

horse’s pus first turns white, then it turns white <alongside its two> (?), and 

then on its vulva and on its testicles. The remedy is as follows: you puncture it 

with a lancet, pierce it with a needle as many times as it takes for that spot to 

turn black, and then lubricate it with olive oil for that colour to go away, God 

willing. Another remedy is this: you take three portions of sugar and one por-

tion of leek, pound it, squeeze the leek, and mix the sugar with it. Then rub it 

on the affected spot. God willing, it will be beneficial. Another remedy is this: 

you take the inner fat of a crab, mix it with prickly saltwort until it becomes 

like finely pounded salt, and then apply it to its eye.” 

 

Mehmet Emin Ağar, who edited this copy of the Bayṭara, renders beraṣ as “leke 

hastalığı,” while András Bodrogligeti, who devoted an article to the text’s medical ter-

minology, translates it as “leprosy.”8 Broader scholarship has rendered the term 

variously as “vitiligo,” “trichophytosis,” “abraşlık hastalığı,” “alaca hastalığı,” “cüzzam 

hastalığı,” and related white-patch skin diseases.9 What is clear is that we are dealing 

with an equine disease marked by white patches, perhaps comparable to vitiligo or 

another depigmenting dermatosis. Sadly, none of the remedies given in the Bayṭara 

match the black cumin-based recipe discussed here. 

• Ayaġ taşı: unattested in Mamluk-Turkic thus far but attested in Ottoman Turkish as 

“a pumice-stone used to abrade the sole of the feet.” 

• Banpuḳ: “cotton”, attested in a variety of forms in Mamluk-Turkic sources, though 

not the present one.  

 

8  Ağar, Baytaratü’l-Vâzıh, 137; András Bodrogligeti, “The Medical Terminology in the Kitāb Bayṭarat 
al-Vāżıḥ, a Fourteenth-Century Mamluk-Kipchak Treatise on Veterinary Science,” Türk Dili ve 
Edebiyatı Dergisi 21 (1973): 121. The lexeme is not discussed in Can Özgür, “Kıpçak Sahasına Ait 
Sözlük ve Kaynaklarda At ve Atçılıkla İlgili Terminoloji,” Turkish Studies 4, no. 4 (2009). 

9  Note that in Ottoman Turkish there has been contamination between the Arabic lexemes abraṣ, 
denoting a disease, and abrash, denoting a coat colour (“spotted, speckled, dapple-grey, pie-bald, 
spotted red and white”). As the latter ended up being used to denote both, one thus finds 
Ottoman hippological works glossing baraṣ as “abraşlık.” 
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• Kūş ṣuyı: unattested in Mamluk-Turkic thus far. Clearly a loan translation of Persian 

kūshāb, “syrup of grapes, new wine boiled with herbs, barley-water, ptisane; the juice 

or broth of meal.” In Ottoman Turkish, kūşāb means “treacle of grapejuice, grape 

juice, molasses.” 

• Ḳızıl inek südi: with “red” referring not to the milk but to the cow, denoting a coat 

colour rather than a particular breed. Red cow’s milk is a known ingredient used in 

the treatment of several diseases.10  

• <Keke>, written KʾKʾ: given the context, it should either be a recipient in the dative 

case or the A-gerund of a verb. Possible emendations, each with their own issues, 

include kepke, “into a mould” (< kep); ḳapka, “in a receptacle” (< ḳap); keñ, “wide, 

spread out”; ḳaḳa, “churning (?)” (< ḳaḳ-, “to incite, prod”);  ḳaḳ, “something dried; a 

hole in the ground or on top of a rock in which water collects”; and kek ekmegi, "dry 

bread”. Note that for süt to turn into ḳaymaḳ, one just lets it sit so that the fat rises to 

the top and then skims off the cream, so neither the semantic field of “drying” nor 

that of “beating” seems to fit. 

• <Ḥurt>, written ḤuRT: possible emendations, none without their problems, include 

ṣorat (“wheat, millet, corn”), ḳurut (“dried milk product”), çuġrat (“yoghurt”), jurd 

(Arabic, “hairlessness or short hair for a horse”), and jur‘at (Arabic, “dose, dosage”).  

• Ḳaraca çörek otı: the same as çörek otı, in an expanded designation.11 

• <Birine>, written BuVSNYaH:  given the context, it should either be the noun of a 

recipient or of the result of mixing in the dative case, a measure noun, or the A-

gerund of a verb. Options include emending it as yumşaya (< yumşa-, “to become 

soft, pliant, yielding”) or as būysā (Persian, “a stone for rubbing powders”). Perhaps 

the most plausible option is to combine it with the preceding bir into birbirine 

(“together, into one another”). 

 

 

 

10
  See, e.g., Büşra Seda Yılmaz, “Mîr Salih b. Havabin’in Risale fi’t-Tıbb Adlı Eseri (Değerlendirme ve 

Metin Neşri)” (master’s thesis, Sakarya Üniversitesi, 2021), 16, 17, 82, 84. 
11  See also Baytop, Türkiye’de Bitkiler ile Tedavi, 21: çörek otu ∼ kara çörek otu. 
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Facsimile 
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