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Abstract: Cuisine culture of a destination has become to be an important element of attraction in
tourist travels, especially in recent years. Local foods provide significant advantages for the region
in destination marketing activities. Consequently, it is thought to be important for the companies to
include local foods in their menus. For this reason, in this research it is aimed to evaluate if hotels
and restaurants operating in Adana and Mersin has given local foods a place in their menus. As part
of this aim, we had conducted semi-structured interviews with the managers of 82 businesses in
total in March 2015. It is ascertained that a considerable number of businesses (%81,7) included
local foods in their menus, the mean was calculated as %50. Besides, it was found that the most
common meat dishes were; Adana kebab, grilled meatballs, liver kebab, steak tartar a-la-turca,
stuffed meatballs, the soups were: thimble, tarhana, analikizli, eksili kdfte. Another outcome was
that indigenous drinks such as haslama and kaynar were rarely included in the menus. The research
ends with the suggestion that the ratio of local foods in menus should be increased.
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INTRODUCTION

Traditional foods are defined as foods that represent societies' indigenous traditional food
culture which has developed for many years as a result of the mutual interaction between
ecological and sociocultural environment (Evren and f., 2010, p.818; Zorba and f., 2010,
p.851). Traditional foods constituting a part of traditions, history and cultural heritage are
distinct explicitly from other similar foods in that: they have unique composition and
features, traditional raw materials and components are used in their production, traditional
methods are used in their treatment (Kolukirik and Sener, 2010, p.754). Foods that are
attained through preparation of nutrients with different process and methods is a result
reached with one's specific experience and effort, a development, a lifestyle and is a
human-geography relationship (Kéten and f., 2010, p.515). Food is one of the significant
factors reflecting the culture and identity of a society (Berik and Kahraman, 2009, p. 212)
and physical and cultural environment affects food culture greatly (Sitti and f., 2009,
p.208).

Turkish kitchen which has developed in the are we call Anatolia where numerous
civilisations emerged, settled and vanished, has a unique food tradition considered one of
the three major rich kitchens of the world after a period of thousands of years both due to
its ethnic and cultural heritage and its geographic features (Kan and Kaynakei, 2009,
p-268). Turkish kitchen which embodies flavours varying from region to region, has many
components that can be a source for healthy nourishment with regard to its rich variety and
convenience for the palatal delight (Ulusoy and Karakaya, 2010, p.527). There are a
considerable number of our foods unknown in national and international platforms but
known and consumed with pleasure in some parts of Turkey (Yurt and f., 2010, p.358).
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It was specified in research that foreign visitors want to know “Turkish Kitchen”,
(Stirticiioglu and Akman 1998:52; Hassan and f., 2010b, p.971) our cuisine culture plays
an important role in tourists revisiting our country and choosing a specific region (Aslan
and f., 2014, £.5). However, it is seen that the importance given to the Turkish kitchen in
hotels is too low in our country, that there is either no Turkish food or only doner, kebab
and pide are offered in menus of these businesses (Giiler, 2007, p. 25). However, rather
than being affected by foreign kitchens, featuring the unique and traditional kitchens of our
country/regions by hotel and restaurant staff in their workplaces will specially improve
gastronomy tourism in our country (Denizer, 2008, p. 2).

Food and beverage services are the most important branch of tourism industry. In recent
years, people participate actively in cultural touristic activities to taste local foods and see
how they are made. This situation increases the touristic attraction of local foods
(Sergeoglu, 2014, p.37). Nowadays the importance of food and beverage culture in a
region's being an attraction center is increasing more and more. The contribution of
gastronomy tourism to a region helps form a sustainable tourism vision, preserve and hold
the inventory of the foods made of local nutrients or substances thus preserving and
developing the regional values (Deveci and f., 2013, £.33).

In our research it is aimed to evaluate hotels and restaurants operating in Adana and
Mersin with regards to their inclusion of local foods in the menus. Besides, it is aimed to
draw attention to the importance of local foods with regard to gastronomy tourism through
specifying the perspectives of the businesses related with the region's cuisine.

RESEARCH METHOD

Framework of the research is the hotels and qualitative restaurants in Adana and Mersin
cities. Although we applied to municipalities for the acquirement of the qualitative
restaurant list (having alacarte and alcohol service), we obtained limited information. This
situation caused uncertainty about the list and capacity of the region. We resorted to
sampling and the data was collected by means of convenience sampling.

Collection of the data took place in two stages. In the first stage semi-structured interview
was preferred from among qualitative data collection methods. The reason for the
qualitative approach is that the researcher has a participant role, the demand for the subject
to be researched in its own natural environment, ability to make an integrative approach,
presenting the perceptions, consent for the data to be collected from the senior
management and the flexibility of the research design (Yildinm and Simsek, 2008: 40;
Karasar, 2011: 157). In this context, two separate forms was made about the research
subject by means of literature scanning. In the first form designed as “Interview Form”
there are 15 open-ended and closed-ended questions in total. Three of questions are for
specifying the features of participant and the businesses and the other twelve are for
specifying menus and local food inclusion situation in menus. In March 2015, the
interviews made face to face with the owners, managers and sometimes kitchen specialists
took place in dates and hours decided by them and in their working places. At the end of
the interview period, 82 interviews took place in total. Half of these interviews were made
in Adana and the other half were made in Mersin. The questions addressed to paricipants
in the interviews are as follows:
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1. Do people outside of Adana/Mersin visit your business for food and beverage
needs?

2. What is the rate of people visiting your business for food and beverage needs being
native or foreigner?

3. How do you decide on foods and beverages in the menus of your places?

4. How often do you update your menus on average?

5. Do you include traditional/local foods in your menu?

6. How much is the revenue you get from local foods in percentage out of your total

revenue?

7. Please remark how often people who visit from outside of Adana/Mersin prefer
traditional/local foods?

8. Please write the five local foods people visiting from outside of Adana/Mersin
prefer most.

9. Why do you include traditional/local foods in your menu?

10. Why don't you include traditional/local foods in your menu?

11. Do you think the traditional/local foods have a role in development of gastronomy
tourism in the region?

12. Do you think Adana/Mersin are rich in traditional/local foods.

In the second form prepared as “Menu observation key” local foods list made up of eight
main categories was included. There are 23 meat foods, 14 olive oil foods, 14 pastries, 18
appetizers, 32 desserts, 12 breakfast food, 7 drinks and 20 soups in this key. In the second
stage of the research, menus of the interviewed businesses were collected and the local
foods included in these menus were marked over the menu observation key. All the data
collected was analysed after being transferred to computer environment.

FINDINGS AND DISCUSSION

Businesses attending in our research are half in Adana, and half in Mersin (Table 1). While
29 hotels attended in the research, we obtained information from 53 restaurants. It is
observed that one fourth of the businesses have 1-5 years of life, there are %30 percentage
of them between 11-20, and even one fourth of them survive more than 20 years. When we
take the ages of the businesses into account, we get the impression that they are pretty
experienced about foods and specially local foods. On the other hand, it also appears that
people from out of town visit related cities for food and beverage and a great part of these
people are local tourists. This finding confirms Ser¢eoglu's (2014) statements.
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Tab. 1. Data concerning businesses attending to research

Feature Frequency| % Feature Frequenc| %

y
City Situation of visiting from out of town
'Adana 41 50,0 Yes 76 92,7
Mersin 41 50,0 No 6 7,3
Type Nationality of the visitors (n:80)
Hotel 29 35,4 Majority local 55 68,8
Restaurants 53 64,6 [Local and foreigner rate is approximately

22 275

the same

Age of business Majority foreigner 3 3,8
Less than 1 year 8 9,8 [Title of the interviewee (n:80)
Between 1-5 years 20 24,4 Business owner 10 12,5
Between 6-10 7 8,5 [Food and beverage manager 9 11,3
years
Between 11-15 15 18,3 [Sales manager 3 3,8
years
Between 16-20 9 |11,0 Cuisine chief 2 525
years
More than 20 years 22 26,8 [Restaurant-hotel manager 16 20,0

Menu specification format and update frequency in attending businesses are shown in
Table 2. According to this, almost half (%47,5) of the businesses take customer demands
into account when specifying the menu. While in %40 it is decided by the business,
customer profile is being assessed in nearly one third of them. Thus, while on the one hand
a customer oriented attitude is shown in businesses for specifying the menu, and on the
other hand it appears that methods that take manager-business experience and intuition into
account are referred to. When it comes to menu update frequency, businesses change their
menu components when they feel predominantly (%45) the need. While approximately one
fifth of them make updates once in 6 months, another one fifth of business group make one
update in a year.
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Tab. 2. Menu specification format and update frequency in attending businesses

Feature Freqyuenc % Feature Frequency| %
How the menu is specified? Menu update time (n:80)
Center is specifying 12 15,00|We don't make updates 7 8,8
Business is specifying 32 40,00(Once in 6 months 18 22,5
Customer profile is taken into 25 31,25/0nce in a year 17 213
account
Customer demand is taken into 38 47,50(0Once in several years 1 1,3
account
It is specified by trial and error 6 7,50 [When necessary 36 45,0
General manager and business .

: . 29 36,25|As the competitors update 1 1,3
manager specifies it

It appears that a significant part of businesses (%81,7) include local foods in their menus.
Table 3 shows the rate of local foods in menus and in total income. There are businesses
that include local foods in a wide scale as much as there are those that include in a small
scale. In the data set, it is calculated that inclusion rate of local foods in menus is %50 on
average. Consequently, we can say that one in every two foods in the attending businesses'
menus is regional. On the other hand, the rate of income generated by local foods within
total income has a similar distribution as the inclusion rate. In other words, as there are
those that generate low income from local foods there are also others that generates high
income. Generated income from local foods on average compared to the total income is
confirmed as %43,27. This shows one in every two foods is regional but this is not
reflected in the generated income, contribution of the local foods to the total income is
lower. It can be inferred that this situation may be related with the costs of local foods and
competition.

244



Tab. 3. Rate of local foods in menus and within total income

Rate of local foods in P Rate of local foods income compared to £l oo
menus total

Less than 10% 11 17,5 Less than 10% 13 | 20,6
11-20% 6 |95 11-20% 6195
21-30% 5179 21-30% 9 1143
31-40% 5179 31-40% 5179
41-50% 6 |95 41-50% 6|95
51-60% 1 |16 51-60% 2132
61-70% 4 |63 61-70% 4163
71-80% 4 163 71-80% 3148
81-90% 12 119,0 81-90% 8 12,7
91-100% 9 143 91-100% 7 | 11,1
Total 63 100, Total 63 100,

0 0

Mean 50,26% Mean 43.27%

25 % of customers who visit from out of town for food and beverage prefer local foods
“pretty often”, %35 of them prefer “often”. About %40 of them “rarely” and “sometimes”
shows an interest in these local foods. %78 of business managers attending in research
think that local foods are important for the development of gastronomy tourism in the
region. Besides, %58,5 of the same managers think that cities of Adana and Mersin are

rich of local foods.

Most preferred foods by the customers who visit Adana and Mersin for food and beverage
are shown in Table 4. Accordingly, kebap, types of grills, sa¢ kavurma and igli kofte are
the most preferred ones from among meat dishes. It is noteworthy that the restaurants in
Adana has a distinct superiority in these preferences. On the other hand, Mersin becomes a
little more prominent in appetizers and in local desserts.
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Tab. 4. Most prefered foods by the people visiting Adana and Mersin for food and

beverage
Local Food Adana | Mersin | Total Local Food Adana Mersin | Total
Name f (%) f (%) Name f (%) f (%)
Kebap 28 (71,8) |11 (28,2)] 39 [Haydari - 9 (100,0) 9
Begendik 1 (100,0) - 1 Saksuka - 4 (100,0) 4
Sa¢ kavurma 3(30,0) | 7(70,0) 10 [Babagannus 1(16,7) | 5(83,3) 6
Lahmacun 5(100,0) - 5 Tepsi kebabi - 2 (100,0) 2
Pide 2 (100,0) - 2 [Kagit kebab1 - 1 (100,0) 1
icli kofte 8 (80,0) 2 10 [Deniz boriilcesi - 1 (100,0) 1
(%20,0)
Analikizli 1 (100,0) - 1 Izgara gesitleri 9(643) | 5(57) 14
Sikma 1 (100,0) - 1 Biber dolma 2 (100,0) - 2
Gozleme 1 (100,0) - 1 Imambayild: 1(100,0) - 1
Cokertme 2 (100,0) - 2 [Bumbar 1(100,0) - 1
Kuzu incik 4 (100,0) - 4 |Fellah koftesi 1(100,0) - 1
Sigara boregi 2 (100,0) - 2 Eksili kofte 1(100,0) - 1
Kahvalt1 1(100,0) - 1 |Giliveg - 2 (100,0) 2
Mant1 1(50,0) | 1(50,0) 2 Kerebig - 2 (100,0) 2
'Yiiksiik soup 4 (%80) |1 (%20) 5 Tantuni - 3 (100,0) 3
Ciger 5(83,3) | 1(16,7) 6  |[Et haslama - 1 (100,0) 1
Kusbasi 5(%83,3) | 1 (16,7) 6 Stizme yoghurt - 2 (100,0) 2
Etli tava 2 (100,0) - 2 |[Ezme 1(50,0) | 1(50,0) 2
Cig kofte 5(62,5) |3 (37,5 8  Mercimek soup - 2 (100,0) 2
Kiilbast1 1 (100,0) - 1 'Yayla soup - 1 (100,0) 1
Humus 3(16,7) |15(83,3)] 18 [Menemen - 2 (100,0) 2
Tarator - 5(100,0) 5 Tava 2 (66,7) 1(33,3) 3

Availability of the breakfast in menus of businesses is shown in Table 5. Accordingly, deri
tulum cheese, gézleme and sikma are the ones most encountered. These are followed by;
bazlama, ¢okelek and turung jam. It was seen that local breakfast components also existed
in businesses. Least found breakfast foods are Siirk and Yoriik cheese. Siirk being
indigenous to Hatay province, it appears that it's not preferred by businesses.

246



Tab. 5. Availability of breakfast foods in menus

Breakfast Food Adana | Mersin | Total Breakfast Food Name| Adana | Mersin | Total
Name f (%) f (%) f(%) | £(%)
1. Siirk cheese - 1(100,0)| 1 [7. Yoriik cheese 6(85,7) | 1(14,3) 7
2. Sikma 12 (70,6) | 5(29,4) | 17 [8. Turung jam 9(75,0)|3(250)| 12
3. Bazlama 9(69,2) [4(30,8)| 13 9. Siinme cheese 6 (85,7) | 1(14,3) 7
4. Cokelek 9(75,0) [3(25,0)| 12 |10. Carra cheese 4(80,0) | 1(20,0) 5
5. Gozleme 11(61,1) | 7(38,9)| 18 |[11.Lavas cheese 6 (75,0) | 2 (25,0) 8
6. Deri tulum cheese| 15 (60,0) (10 (40,0)| 25 1§. Ezme-yaprak 5(71,4) | 2 (28,6) 7
cheese

Table 6 shows the availability of pastries in business menus. Accordingly spring rolls is the
most included one out of pastries. This is followed by manti, water heurek and findik
lahmacun. These pastries that we confirmed are the most included ones in menus appear to
be the most known pastries by local and foreigner tourists (Hassan and f., 2010a, p.949).
Less included pastries in the menus are kaytaz heurek and katikli bread. The reason for this
is thought to be that these foods are indigenous to Hatay province.

Tab. 6. Availability of the pastries in menus

Pastries Name Adana | Mersin | Total | Pastries Name Adana | Mersin | Total

f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%)
1.Kaytaz heurek - 1 (100,0) 1 8. Peynirli 8(72,7) | 3(27,3) 11
dolama heurek
2. Peppered bread |4 (44,4) | 5(55,6) 9 9. Katmer 4(80,0) | 1(20,0) 5
3.Katikli bread - 2 (100,0) 2 |10. Muska 5(41,7) | 7(58,3) 12
heurek
4. Manti 11(57,8) 8(42,1) 19 [11. Springrolls | 17 (54,8) |14 (45,2)| 31

5. Findik lahmacun | 8 (53,3) | 7 (46,7) 15 |12. Sag heurek 6(75,0) |2(25,0) 8

6. Kiymali dolama |5 (55,6) | 4 (44,4) 9 |13. Susamli 2 (50,0) | 2(50,0) 4
heurek heurek
7. Ispanakli dolama | 5 (55,6) | 4 (44.,4) 9 |14. Water 12 (66,7) | 6 (33,3) 18
heurek heurek

Table 7 shows the availability of soups in business menus. Accordingly; tarhana, diigiin,
yiiksiik, analikizli, eksili kofte and eristeli green lentil soup with noodles are the most
encountered ones. It was observed that local soups are primarily included in menus and are
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balanced mixes for healthy nourishment. Ogmag, arabasi and tutmag¢ are less common
soups in menus of the region. Our traditional soups ogmag, toyga and tutmag are not
known by the youth (Sanlier and f., 2010c, p.926), that is to say, sinks gradually into
oblivion. On the other hand batirik, eriska and zilif soups are never included in restaurant

menus.
Tab. 7. Availability of soups in menus
Soup Name Adana |Mersin| Total| Soup Name | Adana | Mersin | Total
f(%) | £(%) f(%) | £(%)
1.Dul avrat soup 3(100,0)| - 3 |11. Batirik soup - - -
2.Toyga soup 1(25,0) |13 (75,0)] 4 |12. Erigka soup - - -
3.Eksili kofte soup 8 (80,0) |2 (20,0)| 10 |13. Zilif soup - - -
4.Tarhana soup 12 (85,7)|2 (14,3)] 14 |14.0gmag soup |1 (100,0) - 1
5.Siit soup 2 (66,7) 1 (33,3)] 4 |15. Topalak soup | 3 (60,0) | 2 (40,0) 5
6.Tatar soup 3(100,0)| - 3 |l6.Yarma soup 1(50,0) | 1(50,0) 2
7.Diigiin soup 11 (84,6)|2 (15,4)] 13 |17. Arabasi soup - 1(100,0)| 1
8. Eristeli green lentil soup | 6 (60,4) 4 (40,0)] 10 |18.Tutmag soup (2 (100,0) - 2
9.Yiiksiik soup 10 (71,4)4 (28,6)| 14 (19. Analikizli 6(60,4) | 4 (40,0) | 10
soup
10.Un soup 4 (66,7) 12 (33,3)] 6 [20. Sulu kofte 6(66,7)13(333)| 9

Table 8 shows the availability of appetizers in business menus. Accordingly, humus,
haydari, babagannus and hot spicy tomato dip are found in menus. These are followed by
onion salad, aubergine yoghurt, cacik, tarator, saksuka with yoghurt, olive salad and
muhammara. Less found appetizers in menus are fresh siirk salad and ¢okelek salad.
Although there is no statistical evidence, Adana is superior in terms of meat dishes, Mersin
becomes prominent with regard to appetizers. This situation is thought to stem from
Mersin being a coastal city and there are more fish restaurants in the city.
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Tab. 8. Availability of appetizers in menus

Appetizer Name | Adana | Mersin | Total Appetizer Name Adana | Mersin | Total
f(%) | f(%) f(%) | £(%)
1.Babagannus 22 (55,0)|18 (45,0)] 40 [10. Cokelek salad 5(71,4)|2(28,6)| 7
2. Humus 24 (52,2)|22 (47,8)| 46 |11. Haydari 25 (55,6)|120 (44,4)| 45
3. Hot spicy tomato |23 (57,5)(17 (42,5)| 40 (12. Muhammara 15 (65,2)| 8 (34,8)| 23
dip
4. Aubergine 17 (58,6)|12 (41,4)| 29 |13.Saksuka with 14 (56,0)|11 (44,0)| 25
yoghurt yoghurt
5.Zahter salad 6(46,2)|7(53,8)| 13 |14. Onion salad 23 (74,2)| 8 (25,8)| 31
6.0live salad 14 (63,6)| 8 (36,4)| 24 |15. Baked onion salad |11 (64,7)| 6 (35,3)| 17
with pomegranate
molasses
7. Fresh siirk salad | 2 (40,0) | 3 (60,0) 5 |16. Cacik 23 (62,2)|14 (37,8)| 27
8.Tarator 13 (50,0)[13 (50,0)] 26 [17.Fava 10(76,9)|3 (23,1)| 13
9. Red pepper with |10 (76,9) 3 (23,1) | 13 |[18. Saksuka 22 (64,7)|112 (35,3)| 34

walnut

Table 9 shows the distribution of olive oil included in businesses menus. Accordingly,
mostly included foods in menus are dolma-sarma with olive oil and kidney beans with
olive oil. They are followed by green beans with olive oil, artichoke with olive oil and
imambayildi with olive oil. These foods are observed to be the most included ones in the
menus and most preferred ones (dolma, imambayildi and miicver) by the youth at the same
time (Sanlier and f., 2010c, p.927). The promotion of traditional foods to the local and
foreigner tourists along with young generations for the sake of its maintainability. The
least included olive oil dishes are eggplant with green lentil and stuffed turnips.
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Tab. 9. Availability of olive oil dishes in menus

Food Name Adana |Mersin| Total Food Name Adana [Mersin| Total
f(%) | f(%) f(%) | f(%)

1. Dolma-sarma with |17 (68,0)|8 (32,0)| 25 [8. Mercimek kofte 6 (60,0) |4 (40,0)| 10

olive oil

2. Imam bayild: 9 (60,0) |6 (40,0)| 15 9. Green beans with (12 (70,6)|5 (29,4)] 17
olive oil

3. Zucchini ¢intme 5(50,0) [5(50,0)| 10 |10. Artichoke with |12 (75,0)|4 (25,0)| 16
olive oil

4. Stuffed turnips 4(100,0)| - 4 |11. Celery with olive |10 (71,4)|4 (28,6)| 14
oil

5. Kidney bean with 13 (56,5)| 10 23 [12. Leek with olive |11 (84,6)|2 (15,4)| 13

olive oil (43,5) oil

6. Eggplant with green | 1 (33,3) (2 (66,7)] 3 |13. Dry black-eyed |6 (66,7) |3 (33,3)] 9

lentils peas with olive oil

7. Sarimsakli kofte 7(77,8)(2(22,2) 9 |14. Miicver 6 (66,7) 13(33,3)] 9

Table 10 shows the frequency distribution of meat dishes included in the menus of
attending businesses. Accordingly, while the most include food is Adana kebab, it is
followed by respectively grilled meatballs, liver kebab, steak tartar a la turca and stuffed
meatballs. In the research in which familiarness of meat and meat dishes by university
youth was reviewed as part of Turkish cuisine culture, the most preferred ones are
respectively; steak tartar a la turca (%98.5), stuffed meatballs (%96.5) and farci (%91.2)
and the least known ones are oruk and lamb casserole (Sanlier and f., 2010a, p.375).
Moreover, as far as it is seen a local food based situation is prevalent. Some and less
known foods such as Ottoman maklube, oruk, bumbar and sirdan dolma were included

relatively less.
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Tab. 10. Availability of meat dishes in menus

Yemek adi Adana | Mersin | Total Yemek adi Adana | Mersin | Total
f(%) | f(%) f(%) | (%)

1. Adana kebab 27 (60,0)[18 (40,0)| 45 [12. Kagit kebab 4(30,8)19(69,2)| 13

2. Tantuni 2 (20,0) | 8 (80,0) | 10 |13. Tepsi (Sini) 4(30,8)19(69,2)| 13
kebab

3. Liver kebab 18 (62,1)(11 (37,9)| 29 |14. Oruk 1(33,3)2(66,7)| 3

4. Bumbar stuffed 2 (100,0) - 2 |15. Grilled meatballs|24 (63,2)(14 (36,8)] 40

5. Sirdan stuffed 1(50,0)|1(50,0)| 2 |[16.Kadmbudu kofte |11 (68,8)5(31,3)| 16

6. Stuffed green pepper- |7 (100,0) - 7 |17. Kuru kofte 9(64,3)|5@357)| 14

zucchini-eggplant with

chickpea

7. Ottoman maklube 1 (100,0) - 1 [18. Hiinkar begendi |7 (53,8) |6 (46,2) | 13

8. Seasoned rice 10 (58,8)| 7 (41,7) | 17 |19. Karniyarik 10 (66,7)| 5 (33,3)| 15

9. Stuffed meatballs 15 (57,7)[11 (42,3)| 26 [20. White bean stew |12 (66,7)| 6 (33,3) | 18
with meat

10. Steak tartar a la turca|14 (51,9)(13 (48,1)] 27 [21. Chick peas with | 8 (57,1) | 6 (42,9)| 14
meat

11. Incik 9 (50,0) | 9 (50,0) | 18 [22. Zucchini with 6(54,5)|5@45,5) | 11
meat
23.Tiirla 6(54,5)|5@45,5) | 11

Turkish kitchen is considered as a very rich kitchen in terms of dessert variety
(Kemahlioglu and Yazar, 2010, p.505). The most common desserts in Turkish kitchen are
milk puddings such as baklava of which main ingredient is flour and can be made adding
pistachio, walnut and nuts, kadayif and that can be made with diary products such as
crema, cheese (Donmez and f., 2009, p.36). Table 11 show the availability of desserts in
menus. Accordingly, most included ones in the business menus are siitlag, kazandibi and
tel kadayif. These are followed by baklava and muhallebi. Desserts commonly consumed
countrywide and not local can be said to be included more in menus. It appears that local
desserts such as haytali, bicibici and karsamba¢ reach costumers through smaller
businesses and peddlers, from among the desserts about to be forgotten, dilberdudagi,
zerde and vezirparmagi are not included in menus as required. It was specified n researches
of the familiarity with traditional desserts that; most popular desserts among university
students are semolina helva, flour helva, asure, kiinefe, giillag, baklava and kazandibi
(Sanlier and f., 2010b, p.935), most popular ones among local and foreigner tourists
primarily baklava and respectively asure, lokum, helva, lokma, pismaniye, siitlag, giillag,
hosaf and muhallebi (Hassan and f., 2010a, p.949). It was observed that primarily karakus,
tag kadayif, sam dessert and halka dessert are included from among the local desserts in
Adana and kerebi¢ dessert in Mersin.
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Tab. 11. Availability of desserts in menus

Dessert Adana Mersin | Total Dessert Name Adana Mersin Total
Name
f (%) f (%) f (%) f (%)

1.Halka 3(60,0) | 2(40,0) 5 17.Tel kadayif 15 (75,0) | 5(25,0) 20
dessert

2.Karakus 2(66,7) | 1(33,3) 3 18.Biilbiilyuvast | 3 (75,0) 1(25,0) 4
dessert

3.Irmik 9(64,3) | 5(35,7) 14 19.Dilberdudag: | 2 (100,0) - 2
helvasi

4.Un helvasi 5(83,3) | 1(16,7) 6 20.Tulumba 4(57,1) | 3(42,9) 7

dessert
5.Asure 7 (63,6) | 4(36,4) 11 21.Ekmek 4 (80,0) 1 (20,0) 5
kaday1fi

6.Kiinefe 8(61,5) | 5(38.,5) 13 22 .Keskiil 8(72,7) | 3(27,3) 11
7.Giillag 8(72,7) | 3(27,3) 11 23.Revani 5(55,6) | 4(444) 9
8.Lokma 4 (100,0) - 4 24, Karsambag 1 (100,0) - 1
tatlis

9.Baklava 10 (58,8) | 7(41,2) 17 25. Siitlag 16 (59,3) | 11 (40,7) 27
10.Kazandibi | 15 (75,0) | 5(25,0) 20 26. Muhallebi 7(46,7) | 8(53,3) 15
11.Kerebig 1(11,1) | 8(88,9) 9 27. Tavukgogsii 8(57,1) | 6(42,9) 14
12.Haytali 1 (100,0) - 1 28. Kalburabast1 | 3 (75,0) | 1(25,0) 4
13.Sam tatlist | 4(80,0) | 1(20,0) 5 29. Sekerpare 7(58,3) | 5(41,7) 12
14.Bicibici 1 (100,0) - 1 30. Sobiyet 2 (66,7) 1(33,3) 3
15.Kabak 8(61,5) | 5(38.,5) 13 31. Zerde 1 (50,0) 1 (50,0) 2
tatlisi

16.Tas 7(70,0) | 3(30,0) 10 32.Vezirparmag: | 2 (100,0) - 2
kadayif

Table 12 shows the availability of drinks in menus. Accordingly, our traditional drink tea
is the most included one in our menus. This is followed by Turkish coffee and buttermilk.
This situation reflects the situation acoss the country. Drinks such as Haglama and kaynar
being available in menus though in small amounts is noteworthy.

252




Tab. 12. Availability of the drinks in menus

Drinks Name Adana | Mersin | Total Drinks Name| Adana | Mersin | Total
f(%) | £(%) f(%) | £(%)
1. Salep 12 (44,4)|15 (55,6)] 27 5. Buttermilk (33 (66,0){17 (34,0)] 50
2. Haslama/Aslama (Licorice) |5 (100,0) - 5 6. Turkish |31 (54,4)|26 (45,6)| 57
coffee
3. Kaynar 6 (100,0) - 6 |7.Tea 35 (59,3)|24 (40,7)| 59
4. Turnip juice 31 (60,8)|20 (39,2)| 51

CONCLUSION AND SUGGESTIONS

Due to the our present day, conditions and great changes, the chance of our culture being
persistent is decreasing day by day (Sanlier and f., 2008, p.1123). Changing living
conditions and exposure to western culture, rapid industrialisation and urbanization,
women participating working life, and their educational level increasing cause the eating
habits and related appreciation habits to change (Sanlier and f., 2010c, p.925). However
with the increase of local foods in menus, gastronomy tourism which is recently becoming
prominent both in our country and in the region will be supported and will help these foods
to survive without losing their essence and to pass on to new generations preventing them
to be forgotten. The ultimate way to increase the number of tourists in the region and
gastronomy tourism to accelerate across the country is the inclusion of our local foods
hotels and restaurants menus and the promotion of regional cuisine ideally.

When the acquired data in the reasearch is evaluated, it is possible to reach following
summary results:

1) In addition to breakfast foods popular across the country (tulum cheese, gzleme) local
breakfast foods (sikma, bazlama, ¢okelek and turung jam) are also included in business
menus.

2) Pastries of which familiarness by local and foreigner tourists is pretty high (manti, water
heurek) (Hassan and f., 2010a, p.949) appear to be included in the menus.

3) Regional soups (such as yiiksiik, tarhana, analikizhi eksili kofte) are specified to be
often included in business menus.

4) Appetizers with high familiarness and commonly encountered in the southern kitchen
(such as humus, haydari, babagannus, acili ezme) are included in the menus.

5) It is specified that foods with olive oil (dolma-sarma with olive oil, kidney bean with
olive oil) with high familiarness (Sanlier and f., 2010c, p.927) primarily by young people
are included in menus.

6) As for the meat dishes Adana kebab which has a special place in southern kitchen is the
first place. Along with that other meat dishes (grilled meatballs, liver kebap, steak tartar a
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la turca, stuffed meatballs) with high familiarities (Sanlier and f., 2010a, p.375) are
specified to be included in menus.

7) Desserts with high familiarness by local and foreigner tourists (Hassan and f., 2010a,
p.949) frequently consumed and not local traditional desserts (baklava, siitlag, kazandibi,
tel kadayif) are seen to be included in menus.

8) Traditional honouring drinks of Turks, tea and Turkish coffee are included in all
business menus. This situation not being a regional feature, is prevalent all across the
country.

It is reported that income level of tourists is an important variable in their attendance in
gastronomy tourism activities, tourists with high income prefer regional and premium
restaurants, take interest in local foods, buy various gastronomic products (Bekar and
Kilig, 2014, p19). That is to say, local foods can play a role for the specification of the
profile of tourist mass visiting the region. Accordingly as the rate of inclusion of local
foods in menus will create attraction for tourists with high income, there will be benefits in
increasing this rate. Besides, promotion, advertisements, creating separate menus from
business menus can be a motivation for drawing attention to the foods and thus to region.

Gastronomy tourism is one of the developing types of tourism currently. Regions which
are tried to be developed by featuring local foods can increase their familiarity by creating
awareness. Gastronomic variety which is one of the cultural elements ensures cooking and
eating habits to be preserved and improve in regions where it turned into a touristic
attraction element (Deveci and f., 2013, p.29). In our country local foods of each region
differ and are varied. Tourism businesses play an important role regions drawing attention
with their own cuisine cultures. In planning of these businesses' menus, ensuring local
foods and drinks to certainly take place in the menu has a primary importance in making
the region a preferable attraction center as a gastronomy tourism destination. Replies
received to the question directed to business managers “Why do you include
traditional/local foods in your menu?” are put in a good way for this argument. Because a
great number of managers replied this question as “As it's our customers' demand” (40
managers) So there is a demand for local foods. For this reason, rich cuisine culture must
be used as a tool for maintaining region's destination image.

Increasing the inclusion rate of local foods will create long term benefits. Namely,
awareness and familiarness will turn into attention in time and this will turn into demand if
proper maintaining effort is made. Thus we will get a chance to prevent some troublesome
and long time-consuming local foods to be defeated by convenience food industry in a
wide scale. On the other hand, it can be said that ensuring national and international
familiarness will make it easy for these foods to be passed on to future generations and
thus will contribute to its maintenance. Expressions of business managers as “we are
including local foods in our menus for making the new visitors taste local foods, promoting
our regional cuisine, protecting and maintaining our culture” support this argument.
Business managers saying they don't include local foods in their menus attribute its reason
to the difference in their concepts.

Prominance of some local foods in research can be interpreted as positive. However, the
awareness that regional cuisine is not made up of only Adana kebab or stuffed meatballs,
that there is a rich culture in the region, other local foods should also be cared about.
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Moreover, the fact that research area is close to regions such as Gaziantep and Hatay where
regional cuisine is prominent must be considered an advantage, efforts for national and
international integrated marketing of the region in terms of gastronomy tourism must be
raised.

The fact that no class discrimination was made among businesses in the research area to
obtain as much data as possible in this research aiming at reviewing the inclusion rate of
local foods in menus of hotels and restaurants, is the most sigificant limitation of the
reasearch. The research performed with 82 businesses in total from two cities constitutes
another limitation in terms of sample size. On the other hand, struggle to sample
qualitative businesses as far as possible is another limitation. In other words, places that
can be defined as small or booth are not included in universe. So as for the researches to be
made, there is benefit in reviewing all the restaurants regardless of their size having
hygiene and cleanliness to get more generalisable results.

In sequential researches, factors affecting restaurants' traditional/local food and beverage
preferences can be specified. With regard to the detected factors, elaborate interviews can
be made with the ones that prefer the least or the most by mens of situation sampling.
Based on these interviews, it can be set forth in detail why local foods and drinks take
place less in menus and how they can be raised. Delphi studies can also be performed
concerning the problems and their solutions.
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