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From Auspicious Ornament to State Symbol
Th e Crescent Moon in Ottoman Art and Architecture
Ünver Rüstem

The star and crescent of Turkey must rank among the most 
eff ective national symbols in the world, as recognizable as it 
is semiotically rich. Famous also for its association with the 

Islamic world at large, the crescent moon in particular has achieved 
iconic status as a religio-political emblem rooted in Turkey’s 
Ottoman past (ca. 1299–1922). Yet the crescent’s place and meaning 
in Ottoman history are more complicated than modern perceptions 
may suggest, not least because the motif did not cement itself as 
the state’s preferred insignia until the 1800s. Against this perhaps 
surprising background, the present essay considers the multifaceted 
role that the moon — especially in its crescent form — played in 
the Ottoman Empire’s art and architecture, touching on its various 
illustrative, decorative, and symbolic uses as they developed and 
intersected over the centuries.

As a highly conspicuous celestial body that looms large in the 
human experience, the moon maintained an important position in 
Ottoman visual, scientifi c, and popular culture. Its physical impact 
and metaphysical appeal made it an irresistible object of interest and 
inquiry, a fascination whose artistic aspect reveals itself most directly 
in pictorial renderings of our world and the universe to which it 
belongs. Such images, which take the form of paintings in illustrated 
manuscripts, range from narrative and literary scenes set against 
the night sky to more complex depictions that explore the moon’s 
cosmological and astrological signifi cance.1 Although sometimes 
shown in its full phase, the moon in these works more oft en appears 
as a crescent (hilal), its most distinctive manifestation.

Fine examples of this kind of imagery can be found in 
the opening astrological section of the Metali‘ü’s-sa‘ade ve 
menabi‘ü’s-siyade (Ascension of Propitious Stars and the Sources 
of Sovereignty), a compendium of treatises that Sultan Murad 
III (r. 1574–1595) commissioned for his daughter, Ayşe Sultan 
(d. 1605), in about 1582 (see Cat. Nos. 31 and 33).2 One of the book’s 
more striking paintings — dominated by a roundel showing a harp-
playing Venus riding Taurus — features at its base a personifi cation 
of the moon, who, fl anked by the fi gures of Mercury and Saturn, 
presents herself to us as a seated woman with an upturned 
closed crescent framing her round face (Fig. 1).3 Mirroring the 

Fig. 1: Taurus Ridden by Venus, with Mercury, the Moon, and Saturn 
Below, artist(s) unknown, Metali‘ü’s-saʻade ve menabi‘ü’s-siyade, 
folio 9v, Istanbul, Ottoman lands, ca. 1582, opaque watercolour, 
ink, and gold on paper. The Morgan Library & Museum, New York, 
purchased from Demotte and Company, 1935, MS M.788.
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manuscript’s text, which is translated from an older Arabic source, 
this iconography draws on much earlier Islamic models, themselves 
rooted in the long-established poetic and pictorial trope of the 

moon-faced beauty.4 The conflation of female and lunar qualities 
here takes on greater resonance in light of the book’s dedication, 
where Ayşe Sultan is dubbed “in sublimity higher than the Sun and 
Moon.”5 As this praise suggests, and as the zodiacal content of the 
painting and its accompanying text makes clear, the moon was much 
more to the Ottomans than a thing of visual splendour; it was also 
reckoned among the most influential — and auspicious — forces 
governing human fate, and it is notable in this regard that the final 
part of the Metali‘ is dedicated to fortune-telling.6

These powerful associations with beauty and prosperity were by 
no means unique to the Ottomans, whose lunar interests were (and 
remain) shared across the world’s cultures, Islamic and non-Islamic 
alike.7 What makes the Ottoman case remarkable, however, is the 
sheer extent to which the crescent moon flourished as an artistic 
device beyond the illustrative realm. At once simple and arresting, 
the shape found widespread application in the arts of the object, 
where it functioned not only as a versatile and inherently attractive 
design element but also as an allusion to the moon’s welcome 
bearing on human affairs. The crescent had thus emerged by the 
seventeenth century as a favoured motif for brocaded velvet cushion 
covers, usually occurring as a bold repeat pattern and sometimes 
further multiplied to form sets of nested sickles, with floral designs 
always part of the mix.8 In one particularly beautiful example of the 
nested type, the largest crescents — executed in silver and gilt thread 
on a red ground — contain vines issuing stylized tulips (Fig. 2).9 
With their offset circular cores, the cushion’s crescent groupings each 
give the effect of a nazar, the famous eye-shaped amulet descended 
from ancient Mediterranean tradition and still used throughout the 
lands of the former Ottoman Empire to ward off the evil eye.10 That 
the crescent shape itself had also long served as a regional talisman 
strengthens this apotropaic connection.11 Providing an additional 
layer of meaning is the design’s incorporation of the tulip, another 
beloved Ottoman motif that, together with images of flowers more 
generally, may well have carried connotations of paradise.12 This 
evocative floral component harmonizes aptly with the dominant 
lunar pattern, and the two themes are fully amalgamated along the 
cushion’s arcaded borders, where rows of downturned crescents — 
each crowned with a tuft resembling the calyx of a pomegranate — 
grow like rosebuds from stems flanked by tulips.13

Widely acquired among the upper classes, such cushion 
covers afforded a luxurious yet practical medium by which to 
bring lunar and other favourable motifs into the homes of well-
to-do Ottomans.14 Clothing, too, secured the moon’s place in the 
iconography of elite life, as exemplified by a seventeenth-century 
royal caftan whose crimson silk surface bears strikingly large gold-
thread appliqués of nested crescents alternating with tulip silhouettes 
(Fig. 3).15 This sumptuous garment would have rendered its wearer 

Fig. 2: Cushion cover decorated with nested crescents and tulips, 
Bursa or Istanbul, Ottoman lands, ca. 1625–1650, voided and brocaded 
silk velvet, gilt- and silver-metal thread, and cotton. The Cleveland 
Museum of Art, purchase from the J.H. Wade Fund, 2009.282.
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both an impressive sight and 
a living embodiment of good 
fortune, combining the moon’s 
positive symbolism with the 
tulip’s paradisaical redolence.

Other silk and velvet items 
display crescents in triangular 
sets of three together with 
pairs of wavy stripes.16 Th is 
curious design is a distinctly 
Ottoman take on a more 
widespread triple-ball pattern 
that art historians have dubbed 
chintamani in reference to its 
presumed (though doubtful) 
Buddhist origins. Most likely 
a Central Asian talismanic 
composition based on spotted 
animal skins, the chintamani
motif underwent several 
elaborations in Ottoman 
art, where the three balls — 
besides being joined by waves 
resembling tiger stripes — 
assumed a number of guises: 
in some cases left  as solid 
circles, they also (and perhaps 
more usually) appear as closed 
or open crescents, as if to 
redouble the original design’s auspicious properties.17 Examples of 
this crescent-chintamani hybrid can be found in a range of media, 
including polychrome tiles made in the renowned factories of Iznik 
during the second half of the sixteenth century. One such tile recalls 

the cushion cover discussed 
above, with each chintamani
“ball” fashioned out of nested 
crescents that enclose a small 
circle, an arrangement that 
might also be read as three 
chintamani balls placed one 
within the other (Fig. 4).18 Th e 
design’s colour scheme — dark 
red inside turquoise inside white 
on a cobalt ground — here 
makes the resemblance to the 
nazar unmissable, though the 
trilobed red ornament affi  xed 
to each outermost crescent is 
more diffi  cult to interpret. As 
its oblong shape tells us, the tile 
once belonged to a repeating 
border pattern that probably 
framed an expanse of fl oral 
tilework within a mosque or 
palace, settings that warranted 
decoration as propitious as it 
was beautiful.19

A more blatant invocation 
of the moon’s benefi cial force is 
at play in banners (sancaks) that 
were carried into battle or on 
the pilgrimage to Mecca. Shaped 

like pentagonal shields and typically made of brocaded red, green, or 
white silk, these fl ags bear Qur’anic and other religious inscriptions 
together with a variety of recurrent motifs that more oft en than not 
include the crescent moon.20 It is no accident that analogous designs 
were used for both warfare and pilgrimage: the Ottoman sultans 
framed their military exploits as holy endeavours that advanced the 
cause of Sunni Islam, a claim bolstered in the sixteenth century by 
their assumption of the caliphate and acquisition of the holy cities of 
Mecca and Medina.21 Such banners thus demand to be understood 
as religio-political statements whose ornamentation must have 
carried a semantic charge that built on — and went beyond — its 
more generically talismanic import.

Th ere is, however, no obvious ideological signifi cance to the 
banners’ incorporation of the crescent, whose variability from piece 
to piece further complicates the issue. Although sometimes granted 
pride of place in the design, the motif is more usually subordinated 
to depictions of Dhu’l-Fiqar, the legendary bifurcated sword that 
the Prophet Muhammad is supposed to have given to his son-in-

Fig. 3: Royal caftan with appliqué nested crescents and tulips, 
traditionally associated with Sultan Süleyman II (r. 1687–1691), probably 
Istanbul, Ottoman lands, seventeenth century, silk, cotton, gold 
thread, and silk gauze. Topkapı Palace Museum, Istanbul, 13/514.

Fig. 4: Tile with chintamani (ball-and-stripe) 
decoration, Iznik, Ottoman lands, 1560–1590, 
fritware, polychrome underglaze painted. Victoria 
and Albert Museum, London, 425-1900.
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law — and the fourth Sunni caliph — ‘Ali (d. 661).22 Th e relationship 
of these forms to one another is epitomized by a handsome red 
standard now housed in the Topkapı Palace, which for four hundred 
years served as the main residence of the Ottoman sultans in the 
empire’s third and fi nal capital, Istanbul. Traditionally ascribed to 
Selim I (r. 1512–1520) but more likely produced in the seventeenth 
century, this banner is decorated down its long sides with six thick 
crescents fi lled with Arabic inscriptions, four of them clasping star-
like sunbursts (Fig. 5).23 Rising between these stacked moons and 
dominating the banner’s main axis is Dhu’l-Fiqar, whose pommel 
is itself shaped as a little crescent. Despite their number and eye-
catching designs, the crescents here play second fi ddle to the sword, 
and this should not surprise us: Dhu’l-Fiqar provides a far more 
literal reference to the theme of holy warfare.

Yet the crescent enjoyed too much prominence in the banner 
tradition not to have taken 
on certain meanings tied to 
the Ottoman imperial project. 
We might be tempted to seek 
an explanation in the story of 
Osman’s Dream, a fi ft eenth-
century foundation myth 
that tells of how the dynasty’s 
progenitor, Osman I (r. ca. 
1284–1324), had a vision of the 
moon sinking into his chest 
before a tree sprang from his 
naval and grew to encompass 
the whole world. Suggestive as 
this story is, however, it cannot 
alone account for the crescent’s 
popularity, especially since the 
moon described in the dream 
is not explicitly identifi ed as a 
sickle.24

More relevant to elucidating 
the crescent’s ideological value 
to the Ottomans is its long-
standing function as a symbol 
of Islam.25 Th is, too, is a far 
from a straightforward matter, 
for the crescent, unlike the 
Christian cross, has no intrinsic 
religious meaning beyond 
its possible evocation of the 
Islamic lunar calendar, which 
regulates many facets of Muslim 

practice. Nevertheless, the motif was already among the insignia 
brandished on the battle standards of Islamic polities long before 
the Ottomans inherited it, having been adopted — probably from 
Sasanian royal iconography — in the seventh century.26 Its well-
known and widespread use as a fi nial on mosques is likewise very 
old, the earliest recorded instance dating back to the 1160s, when 
the Seljuqs converted the Armenian Cathedral of Ani.27 Th at the 
crescent replaced a cross at Ani prompts us to wonder whether the 
motif ’s connection with mosque architecture came about at least in 
part because of the strong visual contrast it presented to its Christian 
equivalent. Indeed, with no overt religious credentials of its own, 
the crescent seems to have acquired its Islamicness in a somewhat 
accidental and cumulative manner: used and reused in the 
contexts of holy war and congregational prayer, the motif gradually 
transcended the factors behind its original embrace — its kingly 

and auspicious overtones and 
aesthetic appeal — to become 
an emblem more fi rmly tied to 
Islam itself.

Such were the associations 
with which the crescent came 
to the Ottomans, who, as 
the dominant Islamic power 
between the sixteenth and 
early twentieth centuries, did 
much to consolidate its existing 
religious symbolism. Evident 
already from the motif ’s 
routine appearance on imperial 
banners, this symbolism found 
still more compelling expression 
in Ottoman architecture, where 
the crescent fi nial — though 
employed alongside a number 
of alternative designs — reigned 
supreme as the pinnacle 
of choice for mosques and 
other religious buildings.28 A 
magnifi cent case in point is the 
Sultan Ahmed Mosque, now 
popularly known as the Blue 
Mosque, which was constructed 
between 1609 and 1617 in the 
heart of Istanbul by the young 
and pious Ahmed I (r. 1603–
1617). Unrivalled in number 
in the Ottoman tradition, its 

Fig. 5: Battle standard decorated with Dhu’l-Fiqar (bifurcated sword of 
‘Ali) and crescents, traditionally associated with Selim I (r. 1512–1520), 
probably Istanbul, Ottoman lands, probably seventeenth century, 
silk with metal thread. Topkapı Palace Museum, Istanbul, 1/824.
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six soaring pencil-shaped minarets each hold aloft  a gilt baluster-
shaped fi nial that culminates in an upturned crescent (Fig. 6). A 
bulkier version of the fi nial crowns the mosque’s mighty central 
dome, whose completion was celebrated with a grand ceremony at 
which local and foreign spectators eagerly watched the crescent’s 
installation.29 It is notable that, inside the mosque, the motif is not 
to be found among the tilework and paintwork that coat the walls, 
occurring only as a fi nial on the stone mihrab (“prayer niche”) and
minbar (“pulpit”).30 Th is again indicates that the crescent derived 
its religious signifi cance less from any concrete iconographic 
connection with Islam than from its repeated use in certain contexts. 
By the eighteenth century, the lunar fi nial had become such an 
entrenched expectation that the Ayazma Mosque — a smaller royal 
foundation erected between 1758 and 1761 on Istanbul’s Asian 
side — reduplicates the motif on its outer walls, where a series of 
crescent-topped balusters are self-referentially carved in high relief 
between the mosque’s windows (Fig. 7).31

Another art form demonstrating the extent to which the 
Ottomans both capitalized on and cultivated the crescent’s religious 
potential is the hilye-i şerif, a kind of calligraphic portrait of the 
Prophet Muhammad that was oft en carried or displayed on walls. A 
specifi cally Ottoman invention, the hilye owes its canonical layout 
to the famous seventeenth-century calligrapher Hafız Osman (d. 
1698), who arranged its Arabic text — a description of the Prophet’s 
appearance and virtues that is attributed to ‘Ali — in a characteristic 
composition centred on a large roundel with four smaller medallions 
around it.32 Th e central roundel, which contains the bulk of the 
description, is typically set within a crescent, as can be seen in a 

beautiful folding example executed by Hafız Osman himself (Fig. 8; 
see also Cat. Nos. 22–23).33 Th ere is nothing in the standard hilye
text to necessitate this lunar frame, whose combined appearance 
with the roundel instead evokes other writings that compare the 
Prophet to the sun and moon.34 Beyond its reference to this trope, 
however, the crescent is also serving in its wider capacity as an 
Islamic marker, its slender form and upward orientation inevitably 
bringing to mind the fi nial of a mosque.35 In a manner that recalls 
the motif ’s proliferation at the Ayazma Mosque, an eighteenth-
century hilye by İsmail bin İbrahim Bosnavi (d. 1748) takes the 
lunar theme even further than Hafız Osman’s prototype, arranging 
the description in four crescent-framed roundels across two pages 
and augmenting ‘Ali’s text with another that calls the Prophet “more 
beautiful than the moon” (see Cat. No. 22).36

Th ese numerous Ottoman experiments with the Islamic 
crescent paved the way for its emergence as the defi nitive emblem 
of state toward the end of the eighteenth century. As we have seen, 
the crescent before this time was neither the only nor the most 
important imperial device, being second in rank to the Dhu’l-Fiqar. 
Western images and conceptions of Ottoman insignia, however, 
had long given greater prominence to the crescent than to ‘Ali’s 
sword, perhaps because the former was more readily intelligible to 
European viewers.37 Th e Ottomans showed varying — and ultimately 
increasing — levels of awareness of this foreign perspective. Gülru 
Necipoğlu has suggested that Mehmed the Conqueror (r. 1444–1446, 
1451–1481), nicknamed for his capture of Constantinople in 1453, 
deployed the crescent “as a heraldic emblem” in gift s he sent abroad, 
a move that would have been consistent with the cosmopolitan 

Fig. 6: View of the entrance facade of the Sultan Ahmed Mosque 
(Blue Mosque) showing the crescent fi nials of its central dome and 
minarets, architect Sedefkar Mehmed Agha, Istanbul, Ottoman 
lands, 1609–1617. Photograph courtesy of Güven Erten.

Fig. 7: Southwest facade of the Ayazma Mosque, carved with 
decorations in the form of crescent fi nials, Üsküdar, Istanbul, Ottoman 
lands, 1758–1761. Photograph by Ünver Rüstem.
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visual culture nurtured at his court.38 A rather diff erent situation 
is implied by the report of Yirmisekiz Çelebi Mehmed Efendi (d. 
1731), the fi rst Ottoman ambassador to France, who in 1721 saw the 
crescent used to represent his homeland at a French fi rework display 
and found the conceit unfamiliar enough to write, “Our sultan’s 
mark is apparently the moon.”39

By the start of the nineteenth 
century, however, the crescent’s 
identifi cation with the Ottoman 
state had become a matter of 
consensus, as vividly signalled 
by a well-known portrait of 
Selim III (r. 1789–1807, d. 
1808) that was executed in 
1803 by the Ottoman Greek 
painter Konstantin Kapıdağlı (fl . 
1789–1806). Here, the sultan sits 
regally on a sofa and commands 
our attention with his gaze, 
while behind him hangs a black 
oval panel emblazoned in gold 
with his tuğra (calligraphic 
monogram) and a thin open 
sideways crescent facing a little 
star (Fig. 9).40

What had happened since 
Mehmed Efendi’s report to 
bring about this strengthening 
of the crescent’s political 
symbolism among the 
Ottomans? As already hinted 
by the Ayazma Mosque, the 
eighteenth century was a 
time of momentous aesthetic 
introspection and innovation 
for the Ottoman Empire, 
which now entered into closer 
visual dialogue — and hence 
competition — with the arts of 
Western Europe. Th is change 
was tied to larger processes 
of institutional modernization by which the empire was seeking 
to reaffi  rm its place in the European political landscape.41

Kapıdağlı’s portrait is a striking testament to these shift s: a large-
scale naturalistic oil painting quite unlike traditional manuscript 
depictions of the sultans, the image presents Selim in internationally 
prestigious terms while still celebrating his Ottoman identity 

through his costume and pose.42 Th is careful balance is encapsulated 
by the oval panel, which employs authentically Ottoman elements 
to create a new heraldic design capable of appealing to both foreign 
and local tastes (Fig. 10). Th e transcultural currency of the crescent 
is here fully instrumentalized, for though on the one hand intended 

to answer long-established 
European expectations, the 
augmented emblematic status 
accorded to the motif also 
builds on its existing cachet 
in Ottoman eyes. A similar 
approach can be seen in the 
tuğra, whose swirling lines, in 
an ingenious play on European 
perspectival conventions, are 
shown as if three-dimensional.43

More openly related to Western 
models is the oval’s gilt garland 
frame, which is surmounted by 
a miniature trophy of weapons 
and standards that emanate 
from a European-style crown. 
Even this, however, is suitably 
Ottomanized, since the crown 
and some of the standard poles 
terminate in crescent fi nials.44

It is no coincidence that 
the sultan shown sitting 
beneath this panel is Selim III. 
An enthusiastic modernizer, 
Selim presided over a series 
of ambitious military reforms, 
and it was in this context 
in 1793 that the ancestor of 
today’s Turkish fl ag — a white 
star and crescent on a red 
fi eld — was born as a naval 
ensign.45 Th e choice of red in 
preference to green, which 
had predominated in earlier 
ensigns, was determined both 

by the colour’s durability and by its magnifi cence, as explained in 
the imperial decree ordering the change.46 As for the star, which 
we saw anticipated in the sunbursts of Selim I’s putative standard, 
its addition brought greater specifi city to the crescent device, 
distinguishing it from other kinds of lunar imagery.47 Already 
a motif of venerable religio-political heritage and widespread 

Fig. 8: Verbal portrait (hilye-i şerif) of the Prophet Muhammad, 
calligraphed by Hafız Osman, probably Istanbul, Ottoman lands, 
dated 1099/1687–1688, decoration and mounting later (eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries), ink and pigment on paper mounted 
on three folding panels. University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, 
Special Collections, Hatcher Graduate Library, Isl. Ms. 238.
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recognizability, the crescent was thus acknowledged and showcased 
as the emblem most suited to furthering the empire’s global image in 
an age of heightened cross-cultural interaction. Th is development, 
which may have followed on from slightly earlier offi  cial 
implementations of the star and crescent,48 proved decisive: the 
motif soon became ubiquitous in the empire’s visual culture, used 
in everything from royal portraits (as we have just seen) to military 
decorations and processional standard fi nials (see Cat. No. 42).49

By the mid-nineteenth century, a version of the red naval ensign 
— its star now invariably fi ve-pointed — had become the principal 
Ottoman fl ag. Coupled with its green-backed counterpart, which 
stood for the caliphate, the fl ag was subsequently incorporated 
into a new imperial coat of arms (Arma-ı Osmani) consisting of an 
elaborate trophy of weaponry and state attributes below a crescent-
framed tuğra (Fig. 11).50 Th is design expands on the more tentative 
heraldry of Kapıdağlı’s earlier portrait, and it is signifi cant that 
the crown, which was evidently felt to be too Western, has been 
discarded in favour of a turban.51

So successful was the late Ottoman fl ag that it not only survived the 
empire’s fall in 1922 to serve the Republic of Turkey but also inspired 
a host of other fl ags created for newly formed countries in the Islamic 
world.52 Capturing the transition from imperial to national symbol is 
an extraordinary portrait of Turkey’s founder, Mustafa Kemal (d. 1938), 
painted in 1923 by Hüseyin Tahirzade Behzad (d. 1961) (Fig. 12).53 In 
an arrangement indebted both to the hilye and to the Ottoman coat of 
arms, Kemal’s bust rises from an upturned crescent braced by two little 
medallions that bear the words peace (sulh) and victory (zafer), written 
in the as yet unreformed Ottoman script. Th e crescent itself is inscribed 
“Th e Great Warrior, His Excellency Mustafa Kemal Pasha” (Gazi Büyük 
Mustafa Kemal Paşa Hazretleri; the honorifi c title of “Atatürk” would 
not be granted until 1934). Above the portrait fl y green and red versions 
of the star and crescent fl ag, their convergence marked by another 
instance of the motif in gold. More remarkably, the fl ags’ poles — each 
bearing an additional star and crescent — are carried by angels adapted 
from fi ft eenth- and sixteenth-century Persian paintings of the Prophet 
Muhammad’s celestial ascension (mi‘raj), and this borrowing from the 
arts of the book is echoed by the portrait’s lavishly illuminated borders.54

Tahirzade, who himself hailed from Iran, has here invoked classical 
Islamic precedent to imbue his image with the authority of tradition, 
and he is helped rather than hindered by his use of the late Ottoman 
lunar emblem, which, by the early twentieth century, already passed 
as an age-old device in spite of its recent ascendance.55 Reproduced 
through the modern technology of colour printing, Tahirzade’s 
simultaneously inventive and historicizing portrait contributed to 
the process by which the young Turkish republic grappled with 
and selectively absorbed its Ottoman heritage. Th e crescent moon, 
accompanied by its latterly added star, endures today as one of the most 
outstanding and generative legacies of this imperial past. 

Fig. 9: Portrait of Selim III seated on a sofa by Konstantin 
Kapıdağlı, Istanbul, Ottoman lands, oil painting on 
canvas. Topkapı Palace Museum, Istanbul, 17/30.

Fig. 10: Detail of Fig. 9 showing the heraldic 
panel that hangs behind the sultan.
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Fig. 11: Marble panels decorated 
with the Ottoman imperial coat 
of arms (Arma-ı Osmani) and 
bearing the tuğra (monogram) 
of Abdülhamid II (r. 1876–1909). 
Left: Late nineteenth or early 
twentieth century, original context 
unknown, now displayed at 
the Topkapı Palace Museum, 
Istanbul. Right: Dated 1314/1896, 
with modern repairs and 
overpainting and with its original 
turban missing, fi tted above 
the Nuruosmaniye Gate of the 
Grand Bazaar, Istanbul. Sergey 
Pristyazhnyuk/Alamy Stock Photo 
(left); Picade LLC/Alamy Stock 
Photo (right).

NOTES
1.  Night scenes of the narrative and literary 

variety are comparatively rare. For some 
sixteenth- and eighteenth-century exam-
ples, see Emine Fetvacı, Picturing History 
at the Ottoman Court (Bloomington and 
Indianapolis, 2013), 195; Esin Atıl, Levni 
and the Surname: The Story of an Eigh-
teenth-Century Ottoman Festival (Istan-
bul, 1999), 164–165, 200–201, 218–219; 
and the fi nal image in Sunil Sharma, “The 
Ottoman Turkish Zenanname (‘Book of 
Womenʼ),” Asian and African Studies Blog
(British Library), Accessed January 18, 
2019, at https://blogs.bl.uk/asian-and-af-
rican/2016/11/the-ottoman-turkish-ze-
nanname-book-of-women.html.

2.  For this manuscript, see Barbara 
Schmitz, Islamic and Indian Manuscripts 
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