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Textiles formed the chief furnishings of Ottoman homes 
during the early modern period; their abundance is at-
tested by extant objects, drawings, and paintings, as well 
as by written sources, including court cases and inheri-
tance inventories. This article discusses the widespread 
popularity of a specific type of silk—cushion covers 
made of velvet brocaded with gold—with a focus on  
the relationship between their consumption and pro-
duction. An examination of the objects themselves, in 
conjunction with other sources, reveals that the manu-
facture, purchase, and acquisition of these luxury goods 
was both more nuanced and more widespread than has 
been acknowledged. It is the breadth and depth of their 
consumption as well as their place in the cycle of distinc-
tion, emulation, and abandonment that led, in the years 
after 1700, to the emergence of a new and apparently 
more luxurious style. This is an instructive instance of 
innovations driven not by the court but by consumers 
themselves, whose patronage is rarely examined by his-
torians of Islamic art.

ÇATMA CUSHION COVERS: AN OVERVIEW OF THEIR 
CHARACTERISTICS, PRODUCTION,  

AND SCHOLARSHIP

The textiles at the center of this study were made in 
Bursa, Istanbul, and Bilecik, and are referred to in docu-
ments as cushion covers made of gold-brocaded silk 

velvet—çatma yaṣdıḳ yüzleri in Ottoman Turkish. As far 
as extant goods are concerned, cushions made out of 
çatma always share two salient features: a series of small 
niche-like forms, or lappets, usually six placed on either 
end, and their similar proportions, circa 65 by 105 centi-
meters. The consistent structure, size, and style make 
the cushion covers easy to identify in museums as well 
as in auction catalogues, old card files, photographs, and 
even in paintings. At the same time, Ottoman docu-
ments discussing çatma cushions or Bursa velvet (ḳaṭīfe) 
cushions with gold decoration refer exclusively to this 
type—there are neither extant textiles nor additional 
references that indicate any alternate formats of çatma 
cushion. Because the relationship between the type and 
references to them in written documents is secure, court 
cases about production, inventory lists from palaces and 
from more modest residences, correspondence, and 
even narrative sources may be deployed to reconstruct 
their history as artefacts.

The cushion covers are overwhelmingly crimson with 
gold motifs, though several green-ground examples exist 
(figs. 1–3); equally important is the existence of a small-
er subset of brocade-ground examples, dating to the 
decades after 1700, to which we will return at the end of 
this article. The motifs found on the cushions are part of 
a repertoire common in Ottoman art: carnations, medal-
lions, tulips, and series of hexagons filled with small 
blossoms. Most of the cushions fall into two formats: 
staggered rows of repeating motifs, or a central circular, 
oval, star-shaped, or floral medallion. That said, the 
variation in these two categories is immense. Borders 
may be added, as may interstitial leaves, finials, or span-
drels. The combinations and recombinations of ele-
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Fig. 1. Çatma cushion cover, Bursa, seventeenth century. Istanbul, Sadberk Hanım Museum, inv. no. 14069 
D.194. (Photo published with the kind permission of the Trustees of the Sadberk Hanım Museum)

Fig. 2. Çatma cushion cover, Bursa, seventeenth century. Istanbul, Sadberk Hanım Museum, inv. no. 10384 
D.121. (Photo published with the kind permission of the Trustees of the Sadberk Hanım Museum)
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weft threads are discontinuous—meaning that they do 
not stretch from selvedge to selvedge but only across the 
voided areas—and are passed through the satin struc-
ture in a 4/1 twill order. The last set of wefts are those 
that bind the supplementary velvet warp threads to the 
back of the cloth in the areas in which they are not being 
used as pile on the front; these are very narrow threads 
made of white silk, usually with very little twist.

The loom used to make çatmas, and other repeat-
figured textiles, is a five-shaft drawloom with an extra 
mechanism called a pattern harness; its presence in the 
Eastern Mediterranean was already hundreds of years 
old by the late fifteenth century, when the first Otto-
man-made figured silks are mentioned in written sourc-
es.2 On this type of loom, the supplemental warps that 
make the velvet pile, usually crimson or green, are con-
trolled by the harness mechanism, which must be con-

ments, as well as the introduction and disappearance of 
some details, suggests a large and enduring manufac-
ture, as well as an adherence to a shared aesthetic. 

Despite some variation, the çatma cushion covers 
comprise their own consistent category in terms of their 
structure and materials. A technical analysis of eighty 
objects reveals that, almost without exception, the tex-
tile is based on a five-shaft satin foundation; it uses very 
thin ivory or tan silk warp threads that entirely cover 
thick cotton weft threads, providing a smooth and 
sometimes shiny surface.1 The supplementary silk warp 
threads, which are looped and cut to make the colored 
velvet pile, are found in one or two channels within each 
group of five satin warp threads. The brocading weft 
threads, which cover the areas of the motif that are bare 
(or void) of pile, are made of silver or gilt foil wrapped 
around a silk filament core (ḳılabdān). The ḳılabdān 

Fig. 3. Çatma cushion cover, Bursa, later seventeenth century. London, Victoria and Albert Museum, inv. no. 620-1892a. 
©Victoria and Albert Museum, London.
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1691, they may have entered the collections a few years 
earlier, after the relief expedition sent to Vienna in 1683 
following the Ottoman battle there.6 Eighty years ago, 
A. J. B. Wace of the Victoria and Albert Museum (V&A) 
identified a pair of cushions given to King Frederick I of 
Sweden by ʿ Abdi Pasha of Algiers in 1731; they each have 
a medallion with a six-pointed star and a wide main bor-
der.7 Further documents pertaining to specific objects 
do not seem to exist. The collection of cushion covers at 
the Topkapı Palace Museum is not fully published; Hül-
ya Tezcan and Sumiyo Okumura’s recent catalogue of 
upholstery furnishings includes images of ten and lists 
many more.8 While palace inventories mention the 
çatma cushions, it is not possible to match surviving ex-
amples with the records.9 More of the cushions are scat-
tered through museums not only in Turkey, but also in 
Central and Eastern Europe; institutions in the Czech 
Republic, Greece, Hungary, Romania, Russia, and espe-
cially Poland each boast multiple examples. The 
 Calouste Gulbenkian Foundation in Lisbon, textile mu-
seums in Lyon, Riggisberg, and Washington, D.C., and 
the Musée des Arts Décoratifs in Paris also have hold-
ings, as do the Museums of Applied Arts in Cologne and 
Vienna. Institutional collections in the United Kingdom 
and North America were largely amassed in the late 
nineteenth and twentieth centuries, the goods acquired 
from dealers in the textile and decorative arts, based 
mostly in Paris, and from British and American donors.10 
In one case, an unidentified dealer seems to have di-
vided eight pairs of the cushions; he sold one set to the 
first president of the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, Mar-
tin Brimmer, who then donated them to his institution, 
and sold the other set to the V&A.11 

In addition to the scholars mentioned above, Jennifer 
Wearden of the V&A, the authors of İpek: Imperial Otto-
man Silks and Velvets—Nurhan Atasoy, Walter Denny, 
Louise Mackie and, again, Hülya Tezcan—and Hülya 
Bilgi of the Sadberk Hanım Museum in Istanbul have 
also focused on cushion covers, each adding examples 
to the corpus of published objects and insight into the 
circumstances that surrounded their production.12 
Though scholarship has successfully outlined the main 
features of the çatma cushions, as well as their probable 
dating, the origin of the type remains murky. One schol-
ar has tried to link the format and in particular the lap-

figured before weaving can begin. It is manipulated by 
a semi-skilled artisan, usually called a drawboy, who 
works in tandem with the weaver at the latter’s com-
mand. The programming of this harness, which is a se-
ries of threads and cords attached above or to the side 
of the massive drawloom, is achieved in several steps, 
which for reasons of space cannot be fully described 
here.3 However, it is important to note that the success 
of the format and motifs of the cushion cover, and there-
fore of the elegance of the whole, depends on the skill 
of two experts: an artist who makes a first drawing of the 
motifs, and a second, equally skilled and specially 
trained artisan, the naḳşbend, who understands the ar-
rangement of the motifs on the textile and renders a 
fraction of the element or elements—which are repeat-
ed to form a whole by the mechanics of the loom—in 
the strings and cords that eventually become the har-
ness. 

The cushion covers share many features with Otto-
man çatmas in other formats, such as floor coverings 
with major borders and simple undifferentiated lengths, 
and, of course, they share some structural and material 
features with plain and figured solid-pile velvets.4 The 
five-shaft satin foundation is also found in another pop-
ular Ottoman-figured compound weave, kemḫā (a type 
of lampas), in which it is combined with a twill weave. 
There is variation within the group of çatma cushions, 
as in all Ottoman silk textiles, but it is mostly found in 
the thread counts and quality of the materials, rather 
than in the structure as a whole. It is tempting, perhaps, 
to see the consistency as a failure to innovate on a tech-
nological level or as an equally damning lack of creativ-
ity on the part of the weavers. However, as we shall see, 
a surprising agility in production emerges in the early 
part of the eighteenth century, in response to a strong 
demand for a new product.

The vigor of the weaving tradition is indicated by the 
number of extant cushion covers: an estimated five hun-
dred or more may be found in museum stores, ecclesi-
astical settings, and private collections in Turkey, 
Europe, and North America.5 In two well-known cases, 
records establish dating, and in one, a sort of prove-
nance. Two crimson covers, with sunburst medallions 
and wide main borders, are part of the Türkenbeute at 
Karlsruhe, and although they were first inventoried in 
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almost certainly meant to indicate Ottoman Istanbul 
(fig. 5). Other elements in this painting—the tray 
perched on wooden legs and the decorated felt floor 
covering underneath it—and in other paintings from 
this manuscript indicate that the artist had a keen eye 
for contemporary detail. It seems likely that production 
of this type of çatma cushion endured into the mid-
eighteenth century; however, sometime after 1760 or so, 
fashion would change, and the lappets disappear. 

pets along each edge to the so-called banner of Los 
Navas de Tolosa—the fifteenth-century Marinid stan-
dard, which had been, until recently, misidentified with 
the Almohads and their early thirteenth-century battle 
with allied Spanish Christian forces—but evidence for 
this connection is thin.13 More plausibly, cushions with 
lappets have been identified with Mamluk Egypt; print-
ed cotton cushion covers with lappets were traded in 
the Indian Ocean in the medieval period, as shown by 
Ruth Barnes.14 The mechanism that allowed the transla-
tion of somewhat humble goods into luxurious ones, 
though, is more difficult to establish. In November 1583, 
Giovanni Morosini, the Venetian bailo in Constantino-
ple, sent a letter to his colleagues in the Senate on behalf 
of the valide, Nurbanu Sultan; she requested, among 
other items, “cushions of some pleasing and pretty stuff, 
fashioned with their endings thus, from one as from the 
other extremity.”15 The drawings accompanying Moro-
sini’s letter were lost, and for this reason the reference 
remains tantalizing rather than elucidating—lappets 
might well be “thus” and were certainly used at either 
end. A single Italian version of the çatma cushion cover 
is known, and has been dated to the late sixteenth cen-
tury, which only tantalizes further.16 

Establishing a widespread presence of Ottoman çat-
ma cushions by the end of the sixteenth century is more 
straightforward. Two paintings from the Hünernāme 
(ca. 1579–82), probably by the court artist Nakkaş 
ʿOsman, depict the sultans ʿ Osman and Orhan Gazi each 
enthroned and leaning against a crimson cushion with 
lappets outlined in gold.17 During the following decades, 
the cushions appear in paintings in diverse manuscripts, 
from the Siyer-i Nebī (ca. 1594) to the Eğri Fetīḥnāmesi 
(1598), to the Destān-i Ferrūḥ u Hūmā (1601), to a copy of 
a Jāmiʿ al-Siyer (ca. 1598–1603) made in Ottoman Bagh-
dad.18 A set of sultans’ portraits, probably dated circa 
1600–1650 and modeled on the painter Nakkaş ʿ Osman’s 
series from the Şemāʾilnāme (ca. 1585), also feature the 
cushions, rendered in blue and red, with sizeable main 
borders containing tidy rinceaux (fig. 4).19 Depictions of 
crimson and gold çatma cushions are found in a 1738 
copy of the Ḫamse-i ʿAṭāʾi; in this painting, five of them 
line the back of a sedir (the low bench that ran around 
the perimeter of the room in some houses in the seven-
teenth and eighteenth centuries); the representation is 

Fig. 4. Unknown artist, Mehmed II, ca. 1600–1610, opaque 
watercolor on paper. Harvard Art Museums/Arthur M. Sack-
ler Museum, The Edwin Binney, 3rd Collection of Turkish 
Art at the Harvard Art Museums, inv. no. 1985.233. Imaging 
Department © President and Fellows of Harvard College. 
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Fig. 5. Anonymous artist, Two Women and a Casanova, from the Ḫamse-i ʿAṭāʾi, Istanbul, 1738. Istanbul, Topkapı Palace 
Museum Library, R.816, fol. 102a. (After Sumru Krody, Flowers of Silk & Gold: Four Centuries of Ottoman Embroidery [Wash-
ington, D.C.: Textile Museum, 2000], fig. 33, p. 78) 

The painting in the Ḫamse-i ʿAṭāʾi, which accompa-
nies a story about two women playing a trick on a would-
be Casanova, depicts the cushions in a domestic setting, 
rather than in an enthronement vignette. Written re-
cords—many of them much earlier—support the argu-
ment that the çatma cushion covers were found in 
private residences. A certain Hadice Hatun, who died in 
the Kuloğlu neighborhood of Galata in 1612, left four 
çatma cushions, ranging in value from 270 akçe (Otto-
man silver coins) for a blue one to 1600 akçe for a pair 
whose color was not recorded.20 In Edirne, Sünbül 

Hasan ibn Hüseyin (d. 1604) left a single velvet cushion, 
valued at 668 akçe.21 They were also sold outside the 
core Ottoman territories of Anatolia and Thrace: an un-
fortunate merchant who was ambushed outside Aleppo 
in 1781 lost not only his life but a saddlebag full of Bursa-
style cushions.22 The case of ʿ Abdi Pasha of Algiers, men-
tioned above, also signals the appeal of these cushion 
covers beyond the Eastern Mediterranean. 

The trade appears to have been lively. Evliya Çelebi, 
in his account of the festivities that Sultan Murad IV 
sponsored in Istanbul in 1638, wrote that the procession 
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Bursa, Edirne, and other cities in the later sixteenth, sev-
enteenth, and eighteenth centuries. However, they can-
not account for the longevity of the distinctive format 
or for the small and large changes in motif and palette 
that occurred over the decades. Perhaps most impor-
tant, these documents do not address the place of the 
çatma cushions in the constellation of goods found in 
Ottoman residences; here, inheritance inventories, ex-
tant objects, and paintings add depth, color, and detail 
to the picture. 

EVERYDAY LUXURIES: OTTOMAN HOMES  
AND TENTS 

The popularity of the style, defined here by the three 
distinctive features of the çatma cushion—the lappets, 
palette, and materials—stems in part from their func-
tion in the Ottoman house. Ottoman furnishings, like 
those elsewhere in the early modern world, were rela-
tively sparse. Rooms in many houses were multi-func-
tional, and different textiles would be used because they 
were necessary to, and because they helped to define, 
the activity taking place there. In the late sixteenth and 
first part of the seventeenth century, quilts made of silk 
fabrics are some of the most expensive items listed in 
inheritance inventories, along with wool pile carpets 
and felt floor coverings. In a record from 1636, an espe-
cially costly quilt, made of gold and silk taqueté (serāser), 
cost 5,000 akçes, which is almost as much as a blue satin 
kaftan with decorative pearl frogging and silver buttons 
listed in the same document.32 Though the quilt was not 
in use during the day, it was almost certainly neatly 
folded and placed on a cupboard shelf where it would 
be visible. Wool pile carpets and decorated floor cover-
ings made of felt, similar to those seen in figure 5, were 
on average equally expensive and equally popular. 

Inventories rarely mention hard furnishings, espe-
cially before 1700. Even the most common items—Ko-
ran stands (raḥle), chests (sanduḳ), and stools or small 
chairs (iskemle)—occur infrequently.33 The absence of 
couches, tables, beds, desks, and similar objects con-
firms the hypothesis that the sedir was the chief, and 
often sole, item of furniture.34 It also furthers the notion 
that textiles played an important role in defining and 

of guilds included four hundred men selling velvet 
 cushions from Bursa (and other places) who shared one 
hundred shops between them.23 Another merchant, 
ʿAbdurrahman Efendi (d. 1658), who had a shop in the 
Han of Mustafa Pasha in Edirne, left twenty-eight pairs 
of çatma cushions.24 Occasionally, the cushions stood 
as surety for a loan, as in the case of the aforementioned 
Sünbül Hasan of Edirne, who was holding four çatma 
cushions when he died, one of them black, and a fifth 
that was carefully specified as belonging to the wife of a 
certain Uzun Bali.25 In 1650, a complaint about an un-
paid debt in the Camiʿ el-Kebir quarter of Bilecik listed 
the collateral: nine pairs of çatma cushions, with varying 
amounts of gold, whose values were set low, between 
eighteen and twenty-seven akçe apiece.26

Documents about the production of the cushions are 
equally abundant. In 1640, Evliya described the popula-
tion of Bursa as heavily involved with many aspects of 
silk working, singling out velvet couch cushions with 
golden thread as important products.27 The manufac-
ture there had a substantial history too: gold-brocaded 
velvet from Bursa comprised part of a gift from the sul-
tan to the Venetian bailo in 1483, and gold-brocaded 
velvet cushions in green and black are found in a palace 
inventory from 1505.28 Court cases concerning the regu-
lation of silk weaving and administrative price lists—
like the famous one issued in 1640—also indicate that 
the cushions were made in Bursa, as well as in nearby 
Bilecik and in Istanbul.29 It seems, however, that the 
çatma cushion covers were most often associated with 
the famous silk-trading and weaving city of Bursa—no 
matter where they might actually have been made. Fur-
ther confirmation comes from another price list, this 
one issued for Bursa itself in 1624: it lists nine kinds of 
cushion covers, seven of which are ḳaṭīfe.30 A detailed 
analysis of two hundred inventory lists confirms this 
prejudice; Bursa çatma (as well as ḳaṭīfe) is mentioned 
dozens of times, Bilecik twice, and Istanbul not at all. 
Perhaps part of the bias toward Bursa reflects the city’s 
place in Ottoman thinking about silk-weaving tradi-
tions—the style of the fabric was closely associated with 
that city alone.31 

The documents that attest to the history of designing 
and making çatma cushions provide glimpses of the 
continuum of textile production and trade in Istanbul, 
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come more prevalent in the eighteenth century, as we 
shall see.

The çatma cushion is part of this material culture, in 
which textiles play a crucial part in furnishing the home 
and in which some items have distinct roles. In the por-
trait of Mehmed II (fig. 4), like those of many other sul-
tans, the lappets at either end of the cushion frame the 
sitter, defining the space and his possession of it. Aside 
from their role in framing the sultan or another notable, 
the lappets at either end of the main field are one of the 
cushion’s chief features; as noted above, a cushion with 
lappets was almost always made of çatma, which, with 
its silk and gold materials, was a relatively expensive 
fabric.38 Once this association was established, the pres-
ence of lappets makes the cushion immediately identifi-
able as a luxury item. For an Ottoman artist, placing a 
çatma cushion in a painting may have acted as a kind of 
shorthand, indicating the sophistication of the setting 
and its inhabitants. The illustration in the Ḫamse-i ʿ Aṭāʾi 
confirms this: the çatma cushions, propped along the 
sedir, are among the most prominent furnishings; there 
is a strong element of display in their positioning.

An alternate artistic strategy is deployed in a painting 
found in an eighteenth-century album at the Topkapı 
Palace Library (fig. 6). This painting shows a well-
dressed man sitting in an elegant tent set up in the coun-
tryside. He is having an animated conversation with a 
Sufi dervish, who wears a brown wool robe with a green 
lining. Another two men listen to the discussion; one 
peers from the back of the tent in a conventional listen-
ing and watching pose familiar from Timurid manu-
script painting, while another kneels just outside the 
tent, holding what may be a metal coffee pot and a ce-
ramic cup. The servants are tending a cooking fire, 
kneading dough for flatbread, and grooming and water-
ing the horses and pack animals. In the background, 
another man is leading a pair of oxen pulling a haywain 
across a bridge; a mill and waterwheel are located on the 
same river, which loses itself among the hills and trees 
in the distance. Around the camp most of the animals 
have been divested of their saddles, save the one in the 
foreground, whose colorful gold-worked cloth and sad-
dle bag and gilded stirrup suggest it belongs to the gen-
tleman seated in the tent. This gentleman is the 
protagonist, as is indicated by his position and cross-

transforming a space—mattresses, pillows, and quilts 
for sleeping (döşek, yüz yastıġı, yorġan); specially desig-
nated fabrics used as napkins, serving cloths, and hand-
towels (yaġlık, ṣofra, maḳrama); and cushions for 
leaning and sitting, bolsters, and even special pillows on 
which to prop one’s elbow (yastıḳ, minder, gird bālīn, 
ḳoltuḳ yastıġı); as well as special cloths on which to sit 
(maḳʿad). Textiles covered or framed doors, hearths, 
and possibly windows (ḳapı perdesi, ocaḳ perdesi, perde), 
and inventories also list fabrics used to cover walls (du-
var maḳraması). The long-distance trade in textiles also 
guaranteed that the fabrics reflected not only the abun-
dance of the empire—cottons from northern Syria, 
 carpets from Egypt, silks from Bursa, felt from Thrace 
and Bulgaria—but also the riches of the Old World—
chintz from India, cashmere from Kashmir, velvet from 
France, woollens from Lancashire, and carpets from  
Persia.35

The specialization in textile types goes beyond gen-
eral format, material, and origin. In the households of 
the wealthy, at least, these were designated sometimes 
by the object’s particular place in the constellation of 
goods. For instance, there are several categories of car-
pets: prayer (sejjāde), small or side (yan), and main or 
middle (orta), each with distinctive features. Other ex-
amples of this variation are more subtle, and refer to 
their specific and narrowly defined use. The estate of a 
Deveci Mehmed Bey (d. 1641) comprised 425 items 
whose total value was just under 120,000 akçe.36 The 
scribe recording the items, perhaps overwhelmed by his 
task, has left fairly short descriptions of the goods in the 
house, but among these are several cloths that he de-
scribed as şerbet maḳraması, ḫōşāb maḳraması, and 
ḳahve maḳraması, or napkins or other sorts of serving 
towels dedicated, respectively, to the Ottoman bever-
ages of sweetened fruit juice (şerbet), stewed fruit with 
quantities of juice (ḫōşāb), and coffee.37 Something 
about these cloths indicated their use, whether it was 
their shape or decoration. The specialization may find 
parallels in other objects, especially those related to 
serving sweet drinks or coffee. Mehmed Bey also owned 
vessels for ḫōşāb and şerbet, and no fewer than four cof-
fee-making pitchers (ḳahve ībrīḳ or ībrīḳi). He was not 
unusual in his consumption of coffee and sweets, and in 
fact, the presence of both in Ottoman houses would be-
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and sophistication of the gentleman; he is clearly at lei-
sure in a tent whose brocaded satin lining and striped 
trim set him apart from the labors of the camp and in-
dustry of the landscape itself. The cushions are most as-
suredly part of his milieu, however temporary. 

Other painters employed fewer details, and in these 
cases the lappets did become a useful and easily deci-
pherable code for indicating the nature of the scene and 
its characters. The artist of the 1738 Ḫamse-i ʿAṭāʾi took 
advantage of this (fig. 5). The painter is more economi-
cal with his detail, and the scene—in a residential inte-
rior—is itself less populated either with people or with 
objects. Here, the lappets and the centrally planned mo-
tifs are rendered with a minimum of strokes. The metal 

legged posture; he sits in front of two çatma cushions.39 
Two sets of lappets are evident but only one main field, 
which is centrally planned, with a curvilinear medallion 
filled with and surrounded by small gold motifs. 

The exquisitely rendered details show the delibera-
tion with which the artist set about signaling the nature 
of the scene and its characters. Because the painting is 
part of an album, which has been unevenly published 
and researched, the circumstances of its creation re-
main a mystery. Whether it is a single painting made on 
speculation or for a patron, and whether it is meant to 
give visual impact to a written text or otherwise cannot 
be known.40 This painter used such fine detail that he 
did not need a strategic shorthand to indicate the wealth 

Fig. 6. Anonymous artist, Gentleman in a Landscape, Istanbul (?), ca. 1700–1725. Istanbul, Topkapı Palace Museum Library, 
H.2148, fol. 8a. (After Serpil Bağcı, Filiz Çağman, Günsel Renda, and Zeren Tanındı, Ottoman Painting [Ankara, Ministry of 
Tourism Publications, 2010] fig. 194, p. 237) 



AMANDA PHILLIPS160

ness and appreciation of the çatma cushion cover. The 
first requires a brief reassessment of the construction of 
public and private in the Ottoman residence.43 Plans of 
some eighteenth-century Istanbul houses indicate sepa-
rate spaces for male and female members of a house-
hold and their visitors.44 This is often simplified, in 
English-language literature, as public and private space; 
however, it is probably better described as gendered 
space.45 The women’s areas of a house were open not 
only to their female relatives—who might extend 
through several layers of cousins and in-laws—but also 
to female guests. Anecdotal evidence, such as the letters 
of Mary Wortley Montagu and court cases from the eigh-
teenth century, describe women visiting other women 
in their homes.46 Another salient example comes from 
the seventeenth century: a married couple named Me-
leki Hatun and Şaban Kalife, who had both been brought 
up in the precincts of the Topkapı Palace, used their Is-
tanbul residence to meet with people who were seeking 
their aid—direct or advisory—in petitioning the pal-
ace.47 This presumably included women who visited 
Meleki Hatun. Men, of course, if invited, could enter 
space set aside for male visitors, and there is no reason 
to believe that furnishings there were less showy than 
those of their female relatives.48 It is clear that both men 
and women, if separately, entered some parts of some 
Ottoman residences and there would have been ample 
opportunity for both sexes to admire furnishings and 
decoration. Nor was the presence of çatma cushion 
 covers in Ottoman homes a novelty in the seventeenth 
century: they are found in estate inventory lists in  
the later sixteenth century as well, though in smaller  
numbers.49

After the increasing commercialization of çatma 
cushion covers in the seventeenth century, men and 
even women might also have come to admire them after 
seeing them in shops. In Edirne, ʿAbdürrahman Efendi 
left several kinds of Bursa çatma cushions, divided by 
quality, totalling just under thirty pairs, as mentioned 
above.50 His shop was in the Mustafa Pasha Han, and 
when he died in 1658 he was stocking fabric that ranged 
from humble (cotton cloth from Diyarbakır) to opulent 
(kemḫā, serāser, and çatma). The Mustafa Pasha Han, 
which may be tentatively identified as part of or asso-
ciated with the Defterdar Mustafa Pasha Mosque (1542), 

in the paint has tarnished or otherwise faded, unlike 
that in figure 6, but nonetheless unmistakably delin-
eates the lappets. This shorthand worked because of a 
shared visual culture among the upper echelons of ur-
ban Ottoman society; the painters not only knew about 
this style of cushion themselves—probably firsthand—
but also relied on their patrons or potential patrons to 
recognize them as well. 

OTTOMAN COLLECTIVE TASTE: THE LIMITS OF 
ACCEPTABLE EMULATION AND QUALITY

The study of styles and motifs in the Ottoman Empire 
often places the palace at the center of each successive 
spread of a new fashion. Much has been made of the 
royal workshops, in particular, which between about 
1550 and 1575, housed a central atelier. This was the 
source of motifs and formats that were then rendered in 
tiles, textiles, ceramic vessels, leatherwork, and other 
media. Evidence for this phenomenon comes from writ-
ten sources and from the objects themselves, which 
show marked affinities with one another. This model, 
however, probably never explained the entirety of lux-
ury craft production in Istanbul, Bursa, and other cities. 
The palace’s role in commissioning new styles and ob-
jects, and even favoring new motifs also becomes less 
clear after the 1590s. The seventeenth century poses sev-
eral problems for those who hope to assess the shape of 
the later royal workshop; chief among them are the brief 
tenures of several successive sultans after Ahmed I (r. 
1603–17) and the removal of the sultan, his entourage, 
and his artisans to Edirne in 1653. Outside the palace, 
the production of luxury goods in Bursa, Istanbul, and 
other cities certainly continued, probably with a mini-
mum of direct contact with the sultan or his minions.41 
For these reasons, an alternative impetus for both con-
tinuity and change in the decorative arts must be sought.

While it is beyond the scope of this article to specu-
late on the nature of fashion, a word on the mechanism 
for the adoption of a particular style is necessary. For 
any emulation of a good, style, or motif to occur, the 
object in question must first be seen and admired.42 
There are two scenarios that help explain how some 
wealthy Ottoman city-dwellers came to share an aware-
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this document, the cushion covers from Bilecik alone 
were available in three qualities, priced at 3,200; 2,980; 
and 2,720 akçe, respectively.56 The variation in extant 
goods, however, is far wider than that described in any 
document.57

One subset of çatma cushions in particular seems to 
fall outside any standard set by regulation or given in the 
price list.58 The objects in this group are significantly 
smaller and their brocading weft threads—the expen-
sive ḳılabdān—are found only in the small areas in the 
centers of the medallions. The density of the velvet warp 
is lower, though it is surprisingly variable within the 
group.59 The silk thread used is also much less smooth 
and less richly colored; it is probably a lower grade of 
silk made from discontinuous filaments reeled from 
broken cocoons.60 Instead of using two colors of velvet 
pile throughout the textile, the weavers have econo-
mized by using a red field with green main borders, 
which saves half the amount of the expensive dyed silk 
thread. But the most significant difference is the draw-
ing.61 In several cases, attempts at scalloping the edges 
of the central medallion have resulted in an awkward 
and uneven fringe, and in another, the medallion itself 
becomes almost square (figs. 7 and 8). The wide main 
borders, medallions and finials, and rosettes find paral-
lels in the cushion covers that date to the late seven-
teenth or early eighteenth century; they almost 
certainly date to no earlier than 1680.

The mediocre draughtsmanship together with the 
smaller size shows that this group of cushion covers 
was—from the very moment the artist picked up his 
pen and the naḳşbend began constructing the thread 
models—made to be sold for less. Weavers and the 
other workers were responding to demand: men and 
women with shallower pockets also aspired to own 
çatma cushions. They must have agreed, collectively 
and perhaps tacitly, that the palette, format, and struc-
ture, rather than the absolute quality of the materials or 
fineness of the motifs, were the distinguishing charac-
teristics of the cushion covers. These far less fine exam-
ples show that the craftsmen recognized and responded 
to this demand. These cushion covers, then, succeeded 
in their emulation; they signalled, if weakly, the same 
thing as their finer and more expensive counterparts: a 
participation in a widely recognized and admired 

was one of several in the city. One of Abdürrahman’s 
competitors, Hüseyin Çavuş (d. 1669), had three shops 
in three different souks, and in his case, they are de-
scribed as having two or four doors or gates (bāb) each, 
with commensurate rental fees per shop.51 These bābs 
should probably be imagined as sections of a shop 
front—the interstice between the supporting columns 
or arcades—which would remain open during the day 
and be securely shut at night by means of a large grille. 
Goods could be artfully arranged at the front of the shop, 
on a low platform. Antoine Galland, who lived in Istan-
bul during the 1670s, commented that during holiday 
celebrations, the shops of Galata and the Old City re-
mained open into the evening, “spilling out into the 
street, their sofas covered in the most beautiful Persian 
carpets and cushions.”52 And, as the cushion left as sure-
ty for a loan to the wife of Uzun Bali shows, a market for 
second-hand, and we can assume, third- or fourth-hand 
and even older goods flourished. Shop displays, visits, 
and the percolation down through the hands of used-
goods dealers and auctioneers seem to have given rise 
to a shared appreciation for the distinctive çatma style, 
even as they remained the province of wealthier indi-
viduals.53

An understanding of some mechanisms that helped 
circulate styles and objects among the large and diverse 
populations of major Ottoman cities does nothing, how-
ever, to explain how one fashion might become popular 
at the expense of others. For the çatma cushions, I argue 
that a combination of palette, motifs, and structure con-
tributed to their éclat, rather than merely the gold bro-
cade or the crimson silk. The use of a shorthand to 
indicate opulence was not limited to Ottoman painters 
but also existed in the material world itself. And in the 
case of the cushion covers, the éclat lent by the format 
sometimes disguised a substantially inferior object. 

Ottoman regulations allowed for several levels of 
quality of most craft goods, including çatma cushions. 
Some court cases from the late sixteenth and seven-
teenth century describe in detail the standards for 
thread type and count for çatma in general and for cush-
ions in particular.54 A compendium of set prices issued 
for Istanbul in 1640 also lists çatma cushions from sev-
eral places as well as their corresponding values.55 In 
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covering, framed by a level of shuttered windows and an 
upper register of stained glass. The most prominent fur-
nishings are several matching çatma cushions. Each has 
a pale ground on which fine curvilinear flowering 
branches twine around a small scalloped medallion. The 
lappets, numbering six on each end, are filled with a de-
tailed blossom framed by two leaves. While the motifs 
appear to be rendered in red velvet pile, green may also 
be present; it is less visible against the ground and was 
probably employed in smaller quantities. Corfiz’s cush-
ion covers mark a departure—in palette, motifs, and 
even, to some extent, format—from the earlier exam-
ples, which mainly use a crimson ground embellished 
with gold detail. If the cushions in the Ḫamse-i ʿAṭāʾi 
represent the continuation of one tradition, those in the 
Graf represent something new. 

The drawloom and pattern harness used to make fig-
ured compound textiles exerted a largely conservative 

 aesthetic with links to an urban elite, as illustrated in 
both the Ḫamse-i ʿAṭāʾi and Gentleman in a Landscape.

AFTER 1700: A NEW FASHION İN ÇATMA CUSHION 
COVERS

The çatma cushion covers illustrated in the 1738 Ḫamse-i 
ʿAṭāʾi, however, stand in stark contrast to those painted 
only a few years later by Jean-Étienne Liotard (d. 1789), 
in his portrait of Graf Anton Corfiz of Ulfeldt (d. 1760), a 
Habsburg emissary to Constantinople between July 1740 
and May 1741 (fig. 9).62 Here, Corfiz holds a document 
bearing the tughra of Sultan Mahmud I and stands in the 
middle ground, at the center of a room in what appears 
to be an Ottoman house. The space is well-appointed, 
though uncluttered: the consul poses in front of a low 
sedir covered in a scarlet cloth, on a woven reed floor 

Fig. 7. Çatma cushion cover, Bursa, later seventeenth or eighteenth century. London, Victoria and Albert Museum, inv. no. 
781-1897. © Victoria and Albert Museum, London.
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first decades of the seventeenth century. The painting 
in the Ḫamse-i ʿ Aṭāʾi, the Algerian Pasha’s gift to the King 
of Sweden, and even the subset of poorer-quality ex-
amples suggest that the crimson-ground type continued 
to be used, if not produced, in some quantities in the 
eighteenth century. The sort of cover found, however, in 
Liotard’s painting as well as in extant examples, seems 
to be the result of a sudden and radical departure (figs. 
10 and 11). The introduction of previously unknown mo-
tifs organized in new arrangements, the reversal of the 
use of the velvet and brocade to form the ground and 
contrasting motifs, and an increase in size, especially 
length, set this group apart. However, most features of 
the çatma structure remain constant, as does the use of 
lappets and their interior decoration. There is nothing 
to suggest the introduction of a new technology, the 

force on changes in format and motif because it was la-
bor and time intensive to attach the thread model to the 
loom; a single model, though, could be used indefinitely 
or set aside for later use, or even sold or traded to other 
workshops. Creating an entirely new thread model—
necessary for new designs, whether fine or poor—re-
quired paying or otherwise compensating a naḳşbend 
and refitting the harness; only an immediate financial 
benefit, such as a demonstrated demand for a new style, 
format, or quality, could offer a reasonable incentive.

Fluctuations in style surely did occur; several motif 
and format changes mark the years between about 1600 
and 1720. A sequential analysis suggests that all-over 
patterned examples (i.e., fig. 1) seem to be a feature of 
the early part of this period, whereas main borders are 
added to the centrally planned versions sometime in the 

Fig. 8. Çatma cushion cover, Bursa, later seventeenth or eighteenth century. London, Victoria and Albert Museum, inv. no. 
777-1897. © Victoria and Albert Museum, London.
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Fig. 9. Jean-Étienne Liotard, Anton Corfiz, Graf of Ulfeldt, Istanbul, 1740 or 1741. Louvre Abu Dhabi, inv. 
no. LAD 2011.015. (© Louvre Abu Dhabi, photography Agence photo F)
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Fig. 10. Çatma cushion cover, Bursa, eighteenth century. London, Victoria and Albert Museum, inv. no. 103-1878. © Victoria 
and Albert Museum, London.

Fig. 11. Çatma cushion cover, Bursa, eighteenth century. Istanbul, Sadberk Hanım Museum, inv. no. 10448 D.124. (Photo 
published with the kind permission of the Trustees of the Sadberk Hanım Museum)
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of these well-to-do and well-connected subjects. Here 
we also find the driving force behind the creation and 
adoption of the new style. Just as a subset of lower-qual-
ity cushions met the growing demands of men and 
women of modest means, and in turn played a role in 
the corresponding disappearance of other çatma for-
mats, so a more opulent version emerged to meet the 
expectations of an increasingly wealthy upper segment 
of Ottoman society, whose estate values climbed much 
further and much faster than those of their less wealthy 
peers. 

It is difficult to trace the personal and professional 
circumstances that might have influenced an individu-
al’s decisions about furnishing his or her home.66 A 
prosopographical approach may serve: Ottoman sub-
jects of the capital cities were witness to the artistic and 
architectural revitalization that occurred in Istanbul, 
and perhaps elsewhere, in the first part of the eighteenth 
century. Scholars have written extensively on the in-
creasingly vibrant social life in Istanbul in this period.67 
The building and renovation of yalıs, the waterfront 
mansions that line both the European and Asian shores 
of the Bosphorus, absorbed the attention and funds of 
Ottoman princesses and viziers, diverse ʿaskerī mem-
bers, and even some individuals belonging to a mer-
chant class, including Muslim, Christian, and Jewish 
subjects.68 Floral decoration, though not new, found 
novel expression in public architecture, like the large 
fountain of Sultan Ahmed III (1728) near the Bab-i Hu-
mayun and that of Mahmud I (1732) in Tophane. As 
Shirine Hamadeh has noted, a new and more playful 
decorative style is also seen in the commissions for small 
fountains of several types, whose patrons were major 
and even minor functionaries, rather than sultans.69 A 
small boom in the production of illustrated copies of the 
Ḫamse-i ʿAṭāʾi occurred; between 1691 and 1738, no few-
er than six were commissioned, which accounts for all 
known versions.70 The Ḫamse was itself older—the poet 
Nevizade (d. 1635–36) wrote it about a century earlier—
but its half-moralizing, half-comic themes seemed to 
resonate as much with an eighteenth-century audience 
as with a seventeenth-century one.

The inventories from the first half of the eighteenth 
century indicate some shifts inside the home as well. 
Most notably, coffeepots appear in greater numbers in 

emergence of a new center or, even less, a non-Ottoman 
origin for this group.

Any attempt to identify the force behind this sea 
change brings us tidily back to the relationship between 
the groups and individuals producing, selling, and ac-
quiring the goods. Part of this dynamic may be reflected 
in the price and ownership of the cushion covers. Anal-
ysis of the prices of the çatma cushions given in inven-
tories in Edirne between 1600 and 1740 reveals a steep 
rise, but one that does not keep pace with the rise in the 
value of the estates of their owners—in this sample of 
probate inventories, almost all of them were wealthy 
ʿaskerī, members of the Ottoman military and bureau-
cratic class.63 In 1740, the richest third of this group also 
owned çatma cushions valued at more than those 
owned by the middle third, whose cushions were as-
signed prices about 40 percent less. This finding is 
echoed in the extant goods: a group of lesser-quality 
çatma cushions, like those in figures 7 and 8, might well 
be within the reach of the somewhat less wealthy. Oth-
er trends emerge. The inventories show that the cush-
ions were owned in larger numbers in 1740 than earlier: 
33 inventories include 36 çatma cushions, whereas in 
1640, only 56 are found in 99 lists.64 At the same time, 
however, plain velvets, other formats of çatma (such as 
lengths, quilt covers, or sitting cloths), and cushions 
made of other luxury fabrics, like kemḫā or serāser, had 
disappeared almost entirely by 1740—a trend that 
 appears to originate sometime in the second half of  
the seventeenth century.65 The preferences of Ottoman 
subjects in several strata of the upper echelons might 
have stimulated production of the çatma cushion covers 
over and above other formats and other fabrics. An 
 increased demand for çatma cushions and their ability 
to generate a tidy and instant profit for the weavers 
might have meant fewer looms making other luxury 
silks and other çatma formats, which in turn disap- 
peared. 

In summary, the records show a range of prices for 
çatma cushions, which were intermittently affordable 
to diverse members of an upper stratum; they were not 
the exclusive preserve of the palace or the pashas. How-
ever, the real prices of the çatma cushions listed in these 
inventories also increased between 1640 and 1740, as did 
their concentration in the estates of the wealthiest third 
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terial level. By reversing the relationship from colored 
velvet field and brocaded motif to brocaded field and 
colored velvet motif, the weavers had made an enor-
mous savings. For velvets, the amount of expensive 
green and red silk required to make the loops that in 
turn formed the pile is estimated at an order of about 
seven times the length of the satin warps. 76 By using 
thread models that demanded only a small amount of 
pile—to make light and airy motifs instead of a solid 
ground—the weavers needed to purchase as little as a 
quarter of the quantity of expensive high-quality silk as 
they would have had to obtain for the colored ground 
types.77 This significant saving did not diminish the 
prices of the finished textile, as shown by the probate 
records. They looked luxe—and in many ways were—
but could be produced for far less. 

The richest third of the men and women in the 
 sample group purchased and used more çatma cushion 
covers than their earlier counterparts; these eight eenth-
century goods were more expensive than their earlier 
counterparts as well as more expensive than those 
owned by the group’s less wealthy contemporaries; this 
combination of factors reflects the role of this upper-
most echelon in sustaining, if not creating, the produc-
tion of this new type.

The source of this change, if it is based on demand for 
a new fashion, can be explained in part by the subset of 
small, poor-quality cushions. Once the original style—
invented during the late sixteenth century and popular-
ized during the seventeenth—had spread far and deep 
enough to be emulated in these rather shabby examples 
and had even appeared in the decidedly unopulent set-
ting depicted in the Ḫamse-i ʿAṭāʾi, the very wealthy 
abandoned it in favor of novel cushion covers like those 
belonging to the Graf. 

CONCLUSION

Despite the elegance of the new type of çatma cushion 
cover, it endured for only a few decades. During the sec-
ond half of the eighteenth century, and especially the 
last quarter, a series of small shifts eventually resulted 
in the loss of the type’s defining lappets. These were at 
first replaced with curling vines, and then with garlands; 

1740—almost half of the men and women in this survey 
owned one or more—than they did in 1640, when only 
one in six did. Much has been written about social life 
at the Ottoman coffeehouse, but it seems that some sub-
jects were also enjoying this beverage at home.71 This 
might be due in part to the periodic bans on the public 
coffeehouse, but it may also indicate that women, un-
able to frequent such venues, were making and serving 
coffee at home. As noted above, the ḳahve maḳraması 
joined a variety of other cloths designated for the pre-
sentation and serving of sweets, as well as special cups, 
bowls, and goblets. The inventories from Istanbul and 
Edirne suggest that the numbers of these objects in-
creased between 1600 and 1750. It is tempting to relate 
the increase to the practice of entertaining in the home. 
Eighteenth-century sociability in public spaces seems to 
have had a domestic equivalent, and with this came the 
need for special dishes and foods, as well as for hand-
some and fashionable furnishings, especially the cush-
ion covers that lined the back of the sedir.

At the same time, the pale-ground cushion covers 
themselves suggest an increased agility on the part of 
the men producing them. The new style reflected a 
growing taste for lighter colors and glimmering grounds, 
features also found in Safavid and Mughal textiles of this 
period; perhaps the Bursa çatmas were inspired by these 
imports.72 The silk used in the warp threads that make 
up the satin ground of these textiles is shinier and whit-
er than that of their earlier counterparts; in several 
cases, the weavers have taken the opportunity to stint 
on the ḳılabdān weft, leaving large areas of the satin 
ground void of metal.73 The shimmer of the ivory satin 
ground, however, ensures that the aesthetic is less com-
promised than it might have been otherwise. Not all dif-
ferences are the result of economizing: in a pair of covers 
at the V&A, the strands of ḳılabdān have been doubled 
in some areas, making the brocade especially dense.74 
Another example, at the Boston Museum of Fine Arts, 
also uses doubled ḳılabdān for its brocading weft 
thread.75 The density of both the colored silks used to 
make the pile and the ivory silk used to make the satin 
face is variable in this group, but is on average similar to 
that of their earlier, velvet-ground counterparts. 

However, the lustrous surfaces of these handsome 
new cushion covers hide a profound change on the ma-



AMANDA PHILLIPS168

Ottoman Silks and Velvets (Istanbul and London: Azimuth 
Publications, 2001); Daniël de Jonghe, Marie-Christine 
Maquoi, Ina Vanden Berghe, Mieke van Raemdonck, Chris 
Verhecken-Lammens, and Jan Wouters, Ottoman Silk Tex-
tiles of the Royal Museums of Art and History in Brussels 
(Turnhout: Brepols, 2004); and the files at the Metropolitan 
Museum of Art in New York. Several cushion covers, which 
appear to be from the sixteenth century, use an all-silk 
foundation: e.g., Museum of Fine Arts, Montreal, inv. no. 
1950.51.Dt.15, illustrated in Atasoy et al., İpek, pl. 86.

2. Topkapı Palace Museum Archive (Topkapı Sarayı Müzesi 
Arşivi; hereafter TSMA), E 962; for a history of drawlooms 
and pattern harnesses in the Eastern Mediterranean, see 
Atasoy et al., İpek; and Louise Mackie, “Toward an Under-
standing of Mamluk Silks: National and International Con-
siderations,” Muqarnas 2 (1990): 127–46.

3. For descriptions of a similar process, see Rahul Jain, “The 
Drawloom and Its Products,” The Textile Museum Journal 
32–33 (1993–94): 50–75; Pupul Jayakar, “Naksha Bandhas 
of Banares,” Journal of Indian Textile History 7 (1967): 7–22; 
and Hans Wulff, The Traditional Crafts of Persia: Their 
Development, Technology, and Influence on Eastern and 
Western Civilizations (Cambridge, Mass.: MIT Press, 1967); 
Atasoy et al., İpek, give a helpful summary, 197–99.
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in Atasoy et al., İpek, figs. 349, 352, and 355.

5. I have photographs of more than three hundred, including 
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Prof. Dr. Nurhan Atasoy, which she generously shared with 
me, and there are certainly more. Among other institutions, 
the Topkapı Palace Museum and the Benaki Museum hold 
other unpublished examples and each of the London auc-
tion houses seems to have offered one or two of the type at 
sales during the 1990s and 2000s. Many more—and espe-
cially those in poor condition—must still lurk in museum 
and other storerooms.

6. Ernst Petrasch, Reinhold Sänger, Eva Zimmerman, and 
Hans Georg Majer, Die Karlsruher Türkenbeute: Die “Türcki-
sche Kammer” des Markgrafen Ludwig Wilhelm von Baden-
Baden; “Die Türckischen Curiositaeten” der Markgrafen von 
Baden-Durlach (Munich: Hirmer, 1991).

7. A. J. B. Wace, “The Dating of Turkish Velvets,” The Burling-
ton Magazine for Connoisseurs 64, 373 (1934): 164–70.

8. Hülya Tezcan and Sumiyo Okumura, Textile Furnishings 
from the Topkapı Palace Museum (Istanbul: Republic of 
Turkey Ministry of Culture and Tourism, 2007).

9. TSMA E 962 (887/1483); D 3 (907/1501); D 4 (911/1505); D 
12 (1091/1680); D 2314 (975/1568); and D 7108 (1053/1643).

10. London, Victoria and Albert Museum Archives, Blythe 
House, MA/1/S3643, S2845, S7353: Stora, M. et Cie (1894–
1920). London, Victoria and Albert Museum Archives, 
Blythe House, MA/1/B1080, B5140, B53402, and B101111: Ben-
guiat, Vitall (1892–99). For a somewhat longer discussion of 
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Ottoman Velvets, 2011–1572: Scholars, Craftsmen, Consum-
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they were finally diminished to form part of a main bor-
der. By the 1770s, motifs included arms and standards 
arranged to make medallions, kiosks, or pavilions, and 
ribbon-tied garlands. In their overall aesthetic, these 
somewhat more static and centralized designs hark 
back to the formats of the seventeenth century, with 
their central medallions and regularized placement of 
contained motifs. Designs featuring a velvet ground, 
however, never enjoyed any substantial revival, perhaps 
due to an irreversible shift in taste and fashion, or to 
competition within the Ottoman Empire from similar 
European and Indian goods.78

Decorative and functional objects from the Islamic 
world are often grouped under the general and plausible 
rubric of “art of an urban middle class.” Close examina-
tion of the exact role played by men and women outside 
the palace and its immediate surroundings in spurring 
luxury production, however, has largely escaped the 
scrutiny of scholars.79 The relationship between the pro-
duction and consumption of çatma cushion covers is a 
small subject in itself, but it may have broader implica-
tions for the study of textiles, luxury goods, and fashion 
in the early modern Islamic world. It would be useful to 
consider further the happy collusions between produc-
er and consumer and changing sizes and compositions 
of urban populations, as well as their expenditure on 
luxury goods and their imitators. This, and similar stud-
ies, would invigorate and make more compelling the art 
of daily life, which in turn forms the basis of many mu-
seum collections worldwide and in fact, the bulk of what 
we consider Islamic art.

Marie Curie Fellow of the Gerda Henkel Stiftung,
Centre for Byzantine, Ottoman and Modern Greek  Studies,
University of Birmingham, U.K.
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the author in 2007 and 2008 on forty cushion covers in 
collections at the Victoria and Albert Museum (V&A), the 
Museum of Fine Arts, Boston (MFA), and the Whitworth 
Gallery in Manchester; this also takes into account analysis 
published in Nurhan Atasoy, Walter Denny, Louise Mackie, 
and Hülya Tezcan, İpek: The Crescent and the Rose; Imperial 
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Ravżat al-ʿUşşāḳ, ca. 1560 (Harvard University Art Muse-
ums, inv. no. 1985.216) and another, at the same institution, 
that shows a prince in a landscape (inv. no. 1985.243), as 
well as a sixteenth-century (?) manuscript at the Biblio-
thèque nationale de France, Supplement Turc 447. The 
album with the Gentleman in a Landscape also contains late 
sixteenth-century engravings from Holland, but the archi-
tectural perspective—relying heavily on orthogonals—is 
not found in the Ottoman painting. Instead, the details, 
which may have found inspiration in Western pictures, 
seem to belong as much to an older source, perhaps a Book 
of Hours, as to the strict mathematical perspective of a 
High Renaissance painting. For a thorough discussion of 
even earlier antecedents, see Ayşin Yoltar, “The Role of 



OTTOMAN VELVETS AND THEIR OWNERS, 1600–1750 171

hierarchy of “low, medium, [and] high” grades of goods, 
reflecting codes of decorum from Ottoman architecture to 
textiles and other media.

56. Kütükoğlu, Osmanlılarda Narh Müessesesi, 175.
57. A summary of technical analysis is given in Phillips, “Weav-

ing as Livelihood,” chap. 2.
58. These cushions share the structure and general material 

of the others, and there is no reason to think that they 
should be assigned to a different date or center. This group 
includes V&A 776–1897, 781–1897; for the latter, V&A 780–
1897. The V&A has seven, and several more are found in 
other collections (Grünberg in Paris) or in auction cata-
logues for past sales (i.e., Paris Boisgirard, Sale June 1995, 
lot 117bis). Several more use red fields and green borders, 
along with careful drawing and a more typical size. And 
more elegant economizations are evident in some cushions 
that cleverly conceal the fact that the red weft and green 
weft are used in alternating sections (i.e., Bonhams Sale, 14 
October 2004, lot 458).

59. The density of the pile ranges from about 12 × 12 cm to 18 × 
18 cm in the larger group, and from 8 × 8 cm to 12 × 12 cm 
in the subset.

60. Dalsar, Bursa’da İpekcilik, document 261.
61. Problems with the drawing cannot be explained by mate-

rial shortages (i.e., a sudden increase in silk prices or an 
unavailability of silver for ḳılabdān-making), which could 
explain some deficiencies in these or other çatma cushion 
covers. 

62. Marcel Röthlisberger, Liotard, 2 vols. (Doornspijk: Davaco, 
2008), 1:283–85.

63. The statistics and real-price calculations are given in Phil-
lips, “Weaving as Livelihood,” chap. 5. The real price history 
is based on the Ottoman Price Index, compiled by Şevket 
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ABSTRACT

This article traces changes in Ottoman voided and brocaded velvets (çatma) between the years of 1580 and 1740. It argues that demand for a distinctive type of cushion cover—which became an emblem of refined taste—substantially changed the nature of silk production in the weaving center of Bursa. Using estate inventories to trace the quantities and prices of çatma cushion covers, several trends emerge, the most significant being an increasing range of prices for the same category of textile and a sudden jump in çatma prices for the years after 1720 or so. Moreover, through technical analysis of extant 
çatmas, the agility with which the weavers diversified their production becomes clear. Finally, analysis coupled with price history also reveals a surprising fact: the new, elegant, and apparently sought-after style of çatma cushion cover commanded a higher price but cost less to weave.
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