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“Mike” Tschebull on Bags from SW and NE Iran
Posted in Uncategorized on January 12, 2014 by rjohn
On December 14, 2013, Raoul (“Mike”) Tschebull gave a Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning here at
The Textile Museum in Washington, DC, largely concerning Lur and Bakhtiyar flatwoven transport and
storage bags from Iran.

Mike was introduced by his friend and a long-time figure in the rug world, Russell Pickering, who said
that Mike grew up in N.J. in a home filled with oriental rugs and antiques. After graduation from
college in 1963, he initially pursued a career in international banking and then later became a dealer
and collector of oriental rugs and textiles. His primary collecting interest was in NW Persian and
Caucasian material. Mike has translated a number of German textile publications into English. In 1971
he wrote “Kazak,” a landmark publication on this variety of Caucasian rug (and still referenced). He
subsequently wrote a number of other articles and papers, especially in Hali, and frequently gives
presentations at rug conferences and to rug clubs. He was awarded the Joseph McMullan Award in
1997 and is currently president of the, McMullan founded, Near Eastern Art Research Center. He has
contributed to museum catalogues and was the curator for the New England Rug Society exhibition of

bags “To Have and to Hold”. Mike feels that the latter is his best work. I’ll give you a link to it on-line
at the end of this post under Bibliography.

Mike thanked Russell and made a few preliminary remarks on his subject.

He said that there are constantly new areas that come up in the market for rugs and textiles, Kaitag
and suzani embroideries being examples. In the past decade or so as Iran was squeezed more and
more by embargo and isolation likely causing textile items to came on the market that had rarely been
seen before.
In this session, Mike said, he would present 15 representative bags from the Lurs and Bakhtiaris in
Southwest Iran, and more particularly, from an area southeast of Isfahan. The specific villages where
the picker got these pieces is not known. Nomads settled in villages over time, often with their nomad
gear. They exhibit an unusual variety of weaves, of types not seen, or rarely seen before 2000. John
Wertime’s publication in the 1970s of Luri and Bakhtiari bags were mostly sumac, perhaps because
pieces made in these techniques had more value at that time.
Mike said that he had counted as many as 19 different structures used by the Lurs, Bakhtiari and
Kurds, evidently the groups with the most diverse weavings. In contrast, Turkman groups use the
least variety of weaves and the Shahsavan wove a middling number of distinctive structures.
Mike said, as he often does, that the true nomads didn’t often weave pile. Pile takes a lot of material
and a lot of time and is, often, market-oriented. This kind of expenditure was made mostly in areas
where there was a prospect of financial gain.
Mike now moved to treat the pieces he had brought.

TI

He said that this piece is probably Luri. It is what is called a “salt bag” (narrow-neck), but was, in
fact, used for carrying “anything they didn’t want to lose.” The structure is an overlay-underlay
brocading technique. This bag has its original strap, comprised of braided warps. Its colors strongly
suggest a Luri subgroup, including a characteristic rosy red in the field.
This piece is in perfect condition. These things are not durable and an unworn condition after,
perhaps,125 years seems remarkable. Later Mike mused: “Where was this stuff in the 1960s and
1970s?”
The back image of this piece shows more readily that there is a pile strip along the bottom. Such a pile
strip is a typical feature of these of these Luri-Bakhtiari bags. Such strips are usually comprised of 5
or 6 rows of pile. The pile strip on this piece is in alternating diagonal strips of blue and rose.
Someone in the audience noted that the multiple stripes on the back side of this bag side are like
borders on its front.

T2

This piece is probably Bakhtiari (it is hard to separate Lur and Bakhtiari and the subtribes). This side
has an overlay-underlay brocade structure and a wool foundation (suspect that cotton ones are made
later). Other techniques used in this piece include plain weave, supplementary wefts, and twining.
The design on this back is dominated by a series of concentric diamonds. As with the front, the back
exhibits various techniques (see the top of this side). Some of these bags were not sewn
together. Indicating that they might have been saved as capital for a later time.
Although largely undamaged, most of them were quite dirty with paint, food and grease. They’ve
been professionally cleaned.
T3

This piece is probably Luri.
It is the only complete sumak piece among those I have brought today.
This design is common in SW Iran in pile and sumac (ed. it may be frequently encountered but, for
me, it is one of the most attractive pieces Mike showed here).
The red dye of this oxblood color is typical for these weavers. Perhaps related to minerals in water in
Chahar Mahal and nearby areas.
Note the pile strip on the bottom.
The back, above, is woven in slit tapestry.
The professional who cleaned this piece also sewed up the sides.
T4

This delicate little bag with warp predominant plain weave ground, has yellow warps and
wefts.

Mike counted five structures, including overlay-underlay brocading, with twining on the top & bottom
and pile along bottom.
Ed.: I also think this is a very attractive piece.
Note that this back is done in the same field designs as the front side, not in the plain-weave, which is
more usual.
Most of these bags don’t have straps and possibly never had them. Perhaps they were not meant to
be used. This one does have a small metal ring sewn into its top edge.

Mike said that he thinks it was intended to have a strap run through it, but the piece was never used.

T5

This is a small, complete, khorjin. It was woven in double interlock tapestry. Mike said that again he
has not seen the “like of this” before. The oxblood and red brown colors also appear in the pile rugs of
the area. The back, done in plain weave, appears almost as all beige, but actually decorated with
subtle, fairly wide, darker, horizontal stripes

T6

Probably a grain-flour bag (typically used with a cotton liner). This bag would not survived actual use
without substantial damage to its decoration. It may probably have been protected from use and out
of the light.
It exhibits various techniques, including plain weave ground, sumak, weft substitution, twining and a
type of brocade, the ivory bands have a brocade swag design that is certainly not durable. The black
wool selvedges and tassel-straps are fully intact. And there is no evidence of its being eaten by bugs,
this, primarily, because Iran is very dry.
Above is the back of T6. It is wool (virtually none of these bags have cotton). Notice that, as with T5,
it seems to have an undecorated plain weave.

Here are some additional detail images of the front of T6.

T7

T7 is another strapless bag, relatively small, decorated with weft-substitution weave.
Ralph Yohe’s similarly decorated complete joined bags were in the “Bosphorus to Samarkand”
catalog. Here, below, is the black and white image and caption from that catalog.

Mike said “My piece came through Isfahan. I don’t know if Basari/Basseri were in this area or not, or if
the bag came for somewhere else. There are some highlights of cotton.” It was very dirty, cleaned up
nicely by a professional.
The back of T7 is characteristic of the type with multicolored selvage wrapping, and is a timeless and
repeated traditional format that could have been made as late as 1920s or as early as 1600s.

T8

T8 is another strapless all purpose bag, too big to be a grain bag.
It has a repeat design in ever-changing color combination. It has the same weft substitution weave as
the previous bag in slightly different colors.
Again, with some cotton for bright white highlights. As you will see below, the back is essentially the
same.
This one has been damaged in the lower folded corners, perhaps from a rodent. This back on T8 is
similar to that on T7.
This bag might have been intended as a bedding bag. And if it was used, and it might have been held
in place with a packband, one of which we will treat next.
Note the un-joined sides of T8. Before we look at the pack band, below, here are some detail images
of the front of T8. Note the closure loops in the first detail.

T9

This is the most comprehensive image of this pack band that we were able to take. You can see that
there is quite a bit more spooled on the right.

Mike said that it is 23 feet long.
He described it as a narrow Bakhtiyari pack band.

It is wool and has been done in a warp-faced, reciprocal, warp weave. Colors are unusually clear and
strong.

It exhibits a continuous border-like pattern of half rhomboid medallions in blue and light ivory outlined
by a reciprocal saw-tooth border in red and brown separated with a yellow outline.

The wood buckle at the other end is typical of fruit wood, e.g., walnut, quince, pear or apple, crudely
carved. (Mike said that such buckles are also sometimes metal.)

The other end has three braided ties recombined into a single tassel. This huge tassel seems not
useful, but perhaps it is a talisman.
These bands do not last, and buckles are reused, but this band appears to be unused. Band weaving
ended by about the 1960s, and the good bands were made mostly before the 1930s. Old bands tend
to be wool, which is more elastic than cotton, less prone to break.

T10

This is a large, Bakhtiari, salt bag, with bold stepped design, and tuning forks, in single interlock
tapestry weave. Mike indicates that an expert source on stucture says this is an unusual structure for
this type of textile, but the coloration and the location where it was acquired militate toward a
Bakhtiyari origin.
It is a very soft textile.
There are no closure loops, and one cannot know if there ever were any.
The characteristic rose-red color may be with madder dyed in an acidic bath using diluted fermented
yogurt as a mordant.
The back of T10 shows horizontal stripes in weft-faced plain-weave.
Its palette includes several shades of madder red, including a purplish-red.

T11

Bakhtiari salt bag with single interlock tapestry weave on front. Minor zig-zag brocading in two of the
broad stripes on the neck and one on the main front.
Very delicate and un-damaged. It has mostly in the same colors as the prior bag, plus undyed beige
and black wool on front and back.
The back of T11 shows remaining bits of a braided warp strap in undyed ivory wool.
Here are some detail images of the front of T11.

Here are two detail images of the back of T11.

T12

T12 is a “make do” bag (ed. that is “constructed”) put together from remnants connected back and
front by warps and sewn up the sides. Salvaged from of a larger Bakhtiyari bedding bag that must
have been shredded by use.
The original bags were very large and made in pairs to use over mules. This piece has the typical
oxblood color,

The back of T12 is in supplementary weft weave, with pile at the bottom edge. One can barely make
out rows of marching birds.

T13

Bakhtiyari khorjin. A complete double bag with closure loops. It is predominantly warp faced. Mostly 3
colors, red, blue and brown-black.
Touches of yellow in the strips of pile at each end (i.e., the bottom of each bag)

The back shows converging wefts.
The weave on the back is in a different pattern as is usual with this type structure.
Here are two details of the back of T13.

T14

T 14 is a bag with a plain warp faced structure. Mike said that this piece is known to have been
collected in a town southeast of Isfahan called Mehme (sp?). Some white may be cotton. A lot of
color. We count about 6 colors, but their juxtaposition gives the impression of more.
There are very few bags in this weave, possibly, according to the expert Mike consulted, because the
structure/warp is is hard to prepare and inflexible in design implementation. To date, no jajim in this
structure has turned up, but there’s still time.

Side selvedge closures done lovingly with different colors. Closure loops done in the common
blue/dark brown combo.

Two detail images of the back of T14.

T15

The last piece among those that Mike brought was a geographic departure.
T15 is a salt bag is attributed to Kalat, a village/region in northeastern Iran. It was possibly woven by
Kurdish weavers there. There is weft substition with clear bright colors, and braided warp ends of clear
white wool.

Brown strips on front and back may be camel hair rather than beige sheep wool.
The surplus warp ends are braided on each side of the neck.
Here are some images of the back of T15.
T15 back

This was the end of Mike’s presentation proper, but a number of pieces had been brought in and we
moved to treat them next.
BI1

This is a Qashqai khorhin face. Both the field design and the border are familiar.
BI2

The next piece was another Qashqai khojin, this time one complete side of a set, opened up. The
striped back shows some of the structure we saw in the bags Mike treated in his part of the program.
Below are two detail images of this piece. The first is its mostly pile face (although notice the flat
weave techniques used on the bottom of the image (this area would be at the top of a closed up
khorjin).

BI3

The consensus was that this bag was woven in NW Persia. Someone observed that it is very dynamic
and attractive. Someone else noted that it warps are cotton and opined that that would likely make it

younger than if the warps were wool. It was also observed that the central medallion was adapted
from a border design.
BI4
This piece was placed in this orientation on the front board, despite that it warps run horizontally and
the design is directional.

I have turned it here to give you a proper look.

One expert observer said it seemed an Afshar khorjin front.
Another gave this longish opinion: “The cotton wars and the general textile and palette strongly
suggest NWP Kurdish, although the design is like a Salor gul adaptation that one might encounter in
the Veramin area. Nothing else says Veramin, however. The blue/white twining at the bottom
suggests NWP. I’m a bit puzzled by the 3 or 4 cord selvedges. That look original, but unnecessary, if
the was a bag front of some sort, which it seems to be by size and format.”
BI5

One experienced person said this is a Luri version of a Qashqai design.

BI6

The owner of this piece asked about it. Seems Northwest Persian, Kurdish, pile (not sumak), Jaf
design. The owner said that it does not have the offset knots that might be expected in steep
diagonals. One expert said: Seems to me that it does have offset knots on the bottom border. I can
see them. I would guess Sanjabi or Jaf Kurd.
Another said: Clearly this is NWP Kurdish. The bottom skirt might well have offset knotting because of
the steepness of the diagonals, but the rest of it might not use offset knotting. The field is an
adaptation of a border design. Here are some details of BI6.

BI7

To me this is a nice rendition in the field of the “mina khani” design. The flowers are naturalistic and
the color usage is very effective (I especially admire the use of closer darker colors).
One expert observer noted: Baluch, probably a pushti or pillow cover. No evidence of closures. Too
long to be a khorjin face, but may have been a single bag, perhaps made without a back or, perhaps
the closure panel was cut off. Possibly made for market in Mashad. Mike said, after, that he thinks all
Baluch pile was made for market.
Here are some closer details of BI7.

BI8

One expert observer said “clearly Chahar Mahal.” Two agreed that it is probably or possibly
Bakhtiyari. One said that some might call it Luri. Mike said, after, “Chahar Mahal is a province in
central Iran, an artificial construct for nomads. Nomads didn’t respect borders. It could be Lur,
nobody knows. I would agree that we can Lur-Bakhtiyar.” Here are some details of BI8.

BI9

Someone suggested that this piece might be Veramin. After, one experienced person said “Clearly a
Veramin khorjin face.” Another expert wrote: “Yes, the selvedges are typical for nomads from the
Varamin plain. But which ethnic group wove it? Dunno.” Here are some details of BI9.

BI10

On experience person said that “with the extra border, some sort of Kurd.” Another said, “Clearly
Kurdish, possibly from the Sauj Bulag area. Here are some details of BI10.

BI11

This is one half of a khorjin set opened up and showing both the front and back panels. In use it
would be sewn up on the side at a halfway point on its sides.

One observer said: Birds on the skirt are a Bakhtiyari feature. Could also, possibly be Kurd. Hard to
tell. Another said: “Another Charar Mahal khorjin. Either Bakhtiyari or Luri. I’ve never heard anyone
call these Kurd.”
Here are some details of BI11.

The birds are upside down here but would be right side up when the back panel is folded upward and
sewn up.

BI12

This is an Afshar piece in a familiar boteh field design. Color is more muted than some of this type
that we see. Crisp drawing. Effective use of outlining. Good framing by white ground main
border. Shame about the missing minor side borders.
Here are some details of BI12.

B13

One experienced person said: “This is South Persian, but there would be debate about whether it is
Qashqai or Luri. I’d call it Qashqai.”
Here are some details of BI13

BI14

This seems like some Qashquai faces we saw earlier, but one person wondered whether the presence
of the two animal forms might signal a Kamseh attribution.

One experienced person said: “This design is prototypical Qashqai, but the Lurs woven coarser
versions of it. Can’t tell from the images which it might be. The closure loops look Qashqai.”
Notice that the two animal forms in the central medallion are upside down despite the face being
oriented with the closure system at the top (as it would be when in use).

Weavers are usually pretty good about remembering to weave directional items so that they will be
oriented right side up when in use, but in this case, the weaver seems to have forgotten to do that.
Here is another detail of the front BI14.

BI14 has a back.

This is dramatic and colorful and is surprising when one turns it over. It is nearly all in slit weave
tapestry.
One observer noted that if one is using slit weave tapestry and wants a design with vertical color
changes, the use of a zig-zig pattern makes the fabric stronger.
Here is a detail of it.

BI15

BI15 seems to be yest another Qashqai khojin front, this time with a 2-1-2 field design featuring
Memling guls in both 2 positions. Colors not as good.
One experienced person said that it is a Luri version of a Qashqai design. Here is one detail of BI15.

BI16

One is tempted when birds appear to say “Kamseh.” One experienced agreed that it is Kamseh.

BI17

This is clearly a Jaf Kurd piece. The absence of more serious side border makes me wonder whether it
could have been an end panel in a cargo-type mafrash, but I don’t remember seeing a Jaf Kurd
mafrash.
Two experienced people agreed that is not a panel from a mafrash. One said: “I think the borders
were simply cut off. One sees a secondary side border so it wouldn’t be a mafrash end panel.”

BI18

One experienced person said: “Baluch group.”

Here are two details of BI18.

Mike took questions, and closed his session.

The usual audience migration to the front began.

Someone brought on of Mike’s “Kazak” catalogs for him to autograph.

I done it myself. I found a copy in a Capitol Hill book store and told Mike I had paid $9 for it (it’s very
pricey).
He offered me $12. (Reading this Mike said that he only offered $5. This is the way that individual
memories work over time.)
I want to thank Mike for coming to make this presentation and for his considerable work after editing
this post. Jim Henderson provided me with a wonderful set of notes and and number of
images. Mike, Jim and Wendel Swan helped a lot with the descriptions of the pieces brought in.
Bibliography
The New England Rug Society has done some outstanding work pioneering on-line textile
exhibitions. They published one called “To Have and To Hold.”
http://www.ne-rugsociety.org/gallery/bags/
This is the on-line exhibition that Mike Tschebull curated, and that he considers to be his best work.
I hope you have enjoyed this strong, unusual material and Mike’s authoritative treatment of it.
Regards,
R. John Howe 1

Retrieved by the Arthur D. Jenkins Library on 4/16/19 from:
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2014/01/
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Archive for January, 2014
Ali Aydin on Turkish and Caucasian Rugs
Posted in Uncategorized on January 28, 2014 by rjohn
On November 2, 2013, Ali Aydin, gave an Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning program on Turkish
and Caucasian rugs, here at The Textile Museum in Washington, D.C. Ali is a well-known dealer and
skilled restoration practitioner, here in the D.C. area and is associated with a family member in
Istanbul. He has given several previous RTAM programs.

Ali began with some Caucasians.

This rug is termed a “Borchalo” Kazak woven in the Southwestern Caucasus.. It is similar to rug 6 in
Ralph Kaffel’s Caucasian Prayer Rugs, 1998. The border and the field design and palette are
all characteristic.
Ali called attention to the “dragon” or “double-headed eagle” design used in the two larger outer
borders. He said that the Seljuks used this design, as did the Chinese.
A second rug was also a Kazak, this time of the Fachralo type.
A2

The main border usages is very characteristic. Compare with Kaffel, rugs 10 and 11. The “insect like” devices in the red-ground field are present in both rugs 10 and 11.
I want to put these two rug ups side-by-side in order to pass along something an experienced dealer
pointed out to me.

Now these are both strong rugs, but the old dealer said that he thought that the treatment of the
niche-topped area of the rug on the right is aesthetically superior to that in the rug on the left. He
said that a niche-topped area that does not touch the inside of the main border on the edge of the
field, tends, both to “float” in the red field and move in a different plane than does the red field. The
niche-topped treatment of the rug on the left looks “flat” and lacks the “depth” of the one the
right. One doesn’t have to agree with him to see what he means. An interesting observation.
The next rug was a niche-design from Shirvan.
A3

The rug above is a white ground field with a “lattice with flower forms” design. The border is fairly
frequent, but this version strains toward a curvilinear look. Many versions of this border are more
abstracted with a more rectilinear, conventionalized appearance.
Here are some details of A3.
Flower forms seems to repeat. approximately, every other lattice, reading horizontally.

Ali said that his fourth Caucasian piece was flat-woven.

A4

This piece is done in sumac. Its designs seem derived from Caucasian embroideries (See
Schurman,139 on page 353). The “armature” devices in the four corners of the field echo usages in
the “Caucasian dragon rugs.”
Here are some details of A4.

A5

Ali described A5 as “Marasali.” It does not have the frequent boteh-dominated field of many pieces
with a Marasali attribution, but Kaffel says that striped designs were woven in “niche” rugs in every
part of the Caucasus, excepting the Kazaks of the southwest. He notes that a glowing red is as
indicative of Marsalis as is design.
Here are some detail images of A5.

Ali took us to his next piece.

A6

The dark field background that would tempt one to put this piece in the “black Marasali” Shirvan group
is actually dark blue. Ali says that in his experience, blue Marsalis tend to be younger. Its curved
niche is noteworthy and the drawing immediately under the niche, moves toward the curvilinear. It
does not exhibit the use of color in the field devices to create diagonal effects.
Here are some details of A6.

A7

Ali described A7 as “Shirvan.”
Here are some details of A7.

Ali called attention to the slight color difference from the yellow ground in the tax diamond device
surrounding the “cross” in the image below. Alie thinks such areas (and there are a number of them)
are likely camel hair.

A8

Compartmented designs are frequent in Central Asian rugs (e.g. engsis) and in Anatolian rugs (e.g.
many Ghiordes designs) but do occur in some Caucasian rugs.
Ali said this piece was woven in western Anatolia. The main border is unusual in Anatolian rugs but
similar ones occur in Shirvans.
Here are some details.

He said that this piece may have animal and human forms in its designs. See the white “face” and the
upside down “bird” forms in the detail below.

Here are a few more details of A8.

A9

Ali said that this graphically attractive long rug was woven in the Konya-Cappadocia area of
Turkey. Although the rich gold is common in the Konya area, he said that you can only tell which is
which by closely examining the weave. The weave of this piece features nine wefts. The higher
number of wefts more frequent Cappadocia usage.
There was a question about whether the wefts were unplied. Unplied wefts are often used as a
indicator that a given piece was likely woven in Turkey, and that led to the more general question of
whether un-plied wefts could be considered to be a defining characteristic of a Turkish piece. Ali said
after that some Moroccan rugs have unplied wefts, but these would not be confused with Anatolian
rugs, so for most purposes, un-plied wefts can be used as a defining characteristic of a rug suspected
of being Anatolian.

Here are some detail images of A9.

Many Turkish weavers were Turkmen, who had come to Anatolia in waves from Central Asia. Ali
included some Central Asian Turkmen pieces as part of his Turkic examples.
This is an engsi (door rug) and was distinctive, in part, because the pile is thick for the Tekke location
in which it was woven.
A11

Here are some details of A11.
Relatively few “candalabra with animal head” devices staggered row to row on the four panels of an
engsi is sometimes seen as an indicator of age. The articulation of the “combs” in the “animal heads”
could also suggest age, since this is the sort of thing that is dropped out in
conventionalization. Wonderful red.

The main border with “winged” devices is unusual and simpler than some other Tekke engsi uses.

The next piece is a well-known Anatolian yastik, published, among other places, in Morehouse’s
“Yastiks” catalog, number 39. It has a wonder green and some purple.

A12

Morehouse places this piece in western Anatolia and says that these repeating field forms occur in
17th century Ushak and Bergama rugs. Here are two details of A12.

A13

This yastik was described as from Karapinar. Different color and design. Morehouse offers a similar
design (number 79) and places his in Mucur, although he admits it narrowness is not “pure” Mucur.
Here are some details of A13.

A14

Morehouse offers four very similar pieces that he places in the Mucur area near Kirsehir or
Karapinar. Ali says that the Mucur pieces tend to have a much finer weave than do those from
Karapinar and he places this piece in the latter area. Here are some detail images of A14.

A15

The next piece was another yastik of this design: better and much older than the previous one. It was
also woven in Karapinar. The design of the last two pieces is one of the most frequently encountered
in the market.
I have what I think is an older one but in very poor condition.

Here is a detail of A15.

A16

Ali indicated that this rug was woven in the village Inlice in the Konya area. Very nice Memling gul,
white-ground border. Here are some details of A16.

A17

The next two yastic have striped fields and distinctive muted colors. Morehouse shows four yastiks
(81, 82, 83, 84) that are similar. He says that such pieces are often attributed to Kirsehir but some
have features typical of other areas. For example this piece has a border similar to that on Morehouse
83. He says a rug with this border was discovered near Arapkir, southeast of Sivas. Morehouse 84
has a field closest to that in this piece but no real borders.
Here is a detail of A17.

The second yastik of this type is this one. Ali says this its Mucur from the Kirsehir area.
A18

Notice that A18 has two borders and lappets.

Morehouse calls attention to the deliberate variation in the color placement in the stripes in some of
these pieces.

A19

This piece has some similarities with A14 and A15, but its “armature” devices in its field are more
abstracted and its red-yellow palette is harsher. Likely Mucur. Here are some details of A19.

A20

This is yet another yastik, but now we have moved to Eastern Anatolian. Ali noted its purple ground
and said that despite the fairly steep diagonals, especially in its border devices, there is no offset
knotting in this piece. Here are some details of A20. Notice the use of a good, strong orange.

A21

This piece has an unusual “architectural” design and was placed in Eastern Anatolia. Odd coloration in
the spandrels ground.
Here are two detail images of A21.

A22

This Karpinar fragment was once thought by its owner to be from a large carpet. He had in fact down
a speculative elaboration of what the design of the large rug looked like.
But he has come to think that, despite the large scale of its major elements, it is from a yastik. One is
always awed anew by its aubergine.
I need to acknowledge that my photographs of the next very old fragment do not do it justice, but I
am going to share what I can manage with you anyway.
This is said to be a fragment of a 16th century Anatolian rug from the Ushak area.

A23

It does not look much like more recent Anatolian rugs we know. Ali said that it has two wefts between
rows of knots and that the wefts are un-plied, the latter often taken to be an indicator supporting an
Anatolian attribution.
Here are some additional details of A23. These details are a little sharper than the comprehensive
image above.

A24

The next piece was a fragment of an Anatolian kilim. It was described as having been woven in the
18th century in Central Anatolia, close to the Cappadocia area.
Attention was called to its colors, especially the gold.
Here are some details of A24.

A25

This Caucasian piece is likely a side panel from a cargo-type mafrash. It is done in the flat-woven zili
technique. Nooter says that zili is woven in a number of places in the Caucasus.
Here are details of A25.

Notice that the warps are horizontal in the image above but that we have rotated the image below to
orient them vertically.
Notice the “corduroy” effect in this weave. Zili is a species of brocade. This weave results in
rectilinear designs.

The next piece has the same weave structure.
A26

This is a complete Caucasian khorjin set. Again notice the crisp rectilinear design. Nooter places two
pieces very similar to the two we see here in the Kazak area. Wertime places a newly identical zili
khorjin set in Karabagh. Here are some detail images of A26.

A27

Its owner said that this lovely and unusual niche design was sold to him as woven in Anatolia, in
Mihalic, near Dazkir. Early 19th century. Here are some details of A27.

A29

This piece was described as Anatolian woven in Bergama before 1900. It measures 3′ 1″ by 3′ 10.
Here are some details of A29. The green designs in the field are similar to those in some very old
Anatolian rugs in the Christopher Alexander Collection. There they are seen a “Seljuk” type devices.

A30

It features a field with cross-panels decorated with abstracted palmettes. Its main border suggests
that it may have been woven in the area where the “eagle” Kazaks were made.
Here are some details of A30.

It is inscribed with what seems to have been intended to be a date. On the left top we seem to see a
date of 1222 which would be a hard-to-believe: that is, early in the 19th century. A second “date”
seen above is 12222, which does not compute at all.

A31

A31 is a Lenkoran long rug (Southeast Caucasus) with some wear. Here are some details of A31.

This piece has at least two shades of green.

The outer trefoil border is nicely articulated and uses dark blue, red and a nice green ground skillfully.

A32

This four-medallion long rug was likely woven in either the Kazak area of Karabagh or in Northeast
Turkey. It’s palette suggests that it is 20th century. Here are some details of A32.

A33

This seems very likely to be new production. It is probably from Afghanistan. It uses Caucasian
motifs, but with orientations that one would not find in an antique Caucasian rug. The corners are
unusual. That type of drawing would not be found on an old rug. Note that the corners are perfectly
resolved, another indication of new commercial production.
Here are some details of A33.

A34

This is a sumak mafrash end panel. Someone suggested that it might be Moghan, but neither the
color or the drawing suggest Moghan. It was woven somewhere in Northwest Persia. Here are some
details of A34.

A35

This piece is a classic Shemakha Shirvan flatweave. Despite being larger than usual (27″ x 27.5″) this
is an end panel from a cargo-type mafrash. Some have suggested that it is too large to be an end
panel a cargo-type mafrash, but the dealer from whom it was bought said that two other panels from
this bag were still with it when it was purchased.
Notice that the basic design elements “decay” on the sides, something seen in many Jaff Kurd bags.
Here are some details of A35. Notice the classic Shirvan brown and white warps.

A36

It appears to be woven in weftless sumak, a strong indicator that it was woven by Kurds in Eastern
Turkey. The owner once thought that it might have been one face of a large khorjin, but has become
convinced that it was part of a mafrash when he compared its size to that of A35. They are almost
the same. This piece is very finely woven and supple.
Here are some details of A36.

Ali took questions, and brought his session to a close.

The audience moved to the front, but today, I didn’t follow them. Sometimes folks bring textiles not
related to the program of the day for sharing with someone at the session and I followed Connie and
Jim Henderson, who had brought an interesting Tunisian piece for Bill and Sondra Bechhoefer, who
lived for awhile in Tunisia, to consider.

Sondra and Bill are the first and third from the left. Connie is on the far right and Jim is second from
the left. Second from the right is Ed Elmendorf, a member of the Textile Museum Advisory Council,
who attended this program
Jim has given me a few more studied straight-on photos of this piece that he believes show its more
muted palette accurately.

Jim also reported on the outcome of their examination of this cover with the Bechhoefers.
The piece is Tunisian, Gafsa Oasis region, c.1870, about 8’ x 7.’ It is a cover and might be used as a
blanket by an entire family. It features square devices amd a camel caravan. It has a single
dovetailed warp sharing weave. There is also some diagonal and curvilinear wefting, e.g., at camel
neck lines.

The main question was whether this piece was constructed from parts of a large cover format called a
“huli” or a complete example of a smaller one called “ferachiya.”
To rehearse some of the points made, at one point Bill Bechhoefer wrote: “… Sondra and I can say
with a fair degree of certainty that [your piece] it is from Gafsa, as indicated by the color palette, the
design vocabulary and the evidence of white ground in the “caravan” and the squares in the center.
Usually the squares make up the entire composition of the type called “ferachiya” … The stripes and
caravan are typical of huli. But it is unusual to find both in the same piece. I suspect [if a huli] the
piece was originally considerably longer (typically 5 meters), as these were often used as blankets to
cover a whole family — the fact that the ends are turned over supports this. The dating to the end of
the 19th century is reasonable, given the apparently natural dyes.”

The Bechhoefers had seen illustrations of end panels of a longer (about 5 m.) “huli” and the
Henderson’s piece was not that long. After examining it they concluded jointly that it was
not composed of portions of a “huli,” but was, instead, a complete and intact, but unusual,
“ferachiya” cover.
Bill Bechhoefer wrote afterward that he had found a similar piece in a book on Tunisian weavings
published in 1953.

This ferachiya that is very similar to the Henderson’s. The book calls its example “moderne.” That
would put it in the first half of the 20th century.
The mixing of squares, caravans, and stripes may not be as typologically unusual as Sondra and I had
originally thought, but the fact is that in the late 1960’s when we were regularly in the souks, we
never saw anything quite like it. The Henderson’s is a fine piece, with good color, wool and design.
Very “collectable” and “unusual” as a survivor.
I want to thank Ali for this program with strong material and the Henderson’s and Bechhoefer’s for
letting us eavesdrop on their joint consideration of an interesting Tunisian textile. This side
conversation illustrates that these “rug mornings” are not just valuable for the programs themselves,
but are often the occasion for rich interchange between members of the local rug community.
I hope you enjoyed yet another virtual version of The Textile Museum’s Rug and Textile Appreciation
Morning programs.
Have a fine New Year,
R. John Howe 2
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Dennis Dodds: A Few of My Favorite Things
Posted in Uncategorized on February 10, 2014 by rjohn
On October 26, 2013 Dennis Dodds gave a Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning program
appropriately entitled “A Few of My Favorite Things.”

Wendel Swan provided a fulsome introduction of Dennis, that I will not attempt to replicate. The TM
Members’ Magazine said that Philadelphia collector and head of the International Conference on
Oriental Carpets, Dennis Dodds, will share a sampling of his favorite pieces from decades of
collecting. Dennis is a long-time international figure in the textile world.
I want to add, as we come to the last of the RTAMs to be held in the Myers Room, that Dennis was
among the early presenters of these sessions and has frequently supported them with his active
participation.

In 2007, he gave the first RTAM program posted on this blog.
There’s a fair amount of preparation for a “rug morning” program. Rugs have to be hung on the front
board.

Dennis had five or six levels. But when all was arrayed, Dennis began.

I made a recent post, on my Eccentric Wefts blog, in which I argued, tongue in cheek, but also not
quite, that collecting is a kind of disease. Dennis said that, for him, it was a much more positive
experience: a kind of enjoyable “catharsis.” He began to demonstrate how and why this was so.
Dennis is inventive, and a trained architect. He needed a pointer and made use of something in the
room until the staff could bring him an electronic one.

Dennis is known for his Anatolian material, but he said that his collection is, in fact, considerably
eclectic. He began with two Turkmen pieces.

D1

This, of course, is an asmalyk, Dennis said, either Yomud or Ogurdjali . He called attention to the fact
that the branches of its trees are curved rather than straight, which is the case with nearly all other
tree asmalyks. Offset knotting and a good purple.
Here are some detail images of D1.

The small, contrasting elements of color, on the branches of the trees, draw attention.

The second Turkmen piece is a Tekke engsi.
D2

This is a well-known piece, often published, including one in Turkmen Studies I. It features shrubs,
lots of negative space, and wonderful greens.
Here are some details of D2.

A curled leaf border is used to surround the compartments containing the “candelabra-like” elements

Dennis called attention to the skillful handling of the drawing in the internal instrumentation of the
niche. At the point where the short vertical sides on the niche turn into the horizontal area below
them, the weaver did not put in a black line, but used an unbleached one. The effect is that the
chevron on the niche flows continuously from the vertical to the horizontal without interruption.

A third Turkman piece was this one.
D3

There is debate, sometimes,
whether a given piece can be said to have been used for prayer, but Dennis thinks this one was.
It is Ogurdjali, of the Yomud group, and is estimated to have been woven about 1850.

Curled leaf borders as used along its bottom edge, and partly up both sides (look below and back at
D3), perhaps suggesting that an elem is being implied. This, in turn, might justify speculation that
this piece could be an engsi (door rug for the tent).

Here are some additional detail images of D3.

To me, some of the field devices in this piece have a Caucasian feel.

The next rug was a very old, very unusual Northwest Persian piece attributed to the Sauj Bulag area.
D4

Dennis said that this was an early proto-type Kurdish rug.

A companion rug to one in the James

Burns collection that Burns dates to the 17th century.
Dennis said that the indicators that this rug may be Kurdish include the lily devices in the field that
turn and twist.

Here are some more detail images on D4.
Dennis said that this piece has been shortened, perhaps 4-5 inches.

Dennis showed the back of it.

The “running dog” border is outlined in white on the inside but not on the outside.

There is no D5.
The next piece was a departure.
D6

This was described as a Japanese haori (a knee length coat worn by both men and women). It is
Meiji-style. The design is evocative of the “water world.”
Here are some details of D6.

There was a question about whether it has eccentric wefts, but Wendel Swan, who examined it
closely, said it has a traditional tapestry weave without any curving wefts.

Dennis gave us a look at the back of the fabric.

Next, was a fragment (not a yastik) of Italian velvet.
D7

It was made in Genoa in the 17th century, posing in an Ottoman style of palmettes and
pomegranates. The center of its field features an undulating vine.
Here are some details of D7.

Next were three similar “Lotto” yastiks Dennis had brought. They are called “Lotto” because of the
stylistic similarity to an early Turkish rugs that was depicted in a painting by Lorenzo Lotto.
D8. D9 and D10

He began with D8.
D8

Dennis said that D8 was the oldest of these three “Lotto” pieces. It features a white ground, a good
yellow and purple, and hooked lappets.
Here are some details of D8.

The second of the “Lotto-like” yastiks was this one.
D9

Yellow ground field and lappets ends. Dennis said the handle is firm, meaty.

Lappets are “Mudjur-like.”

One more detail image of D9.

The third of these “Lotto-like” yastiks was this one.
D10

Yellow ground field; white ground border, red ground lappets ends.

The lappets have a hooked, “ebilinde” character.

The next piece was another yastik.
D11

It is from Sivas or Zara in central-eastern Anatolia and is probably Kurdish.

Dennis called attention the use of positive and negative space in the drawing of the border. The more
ready reading is “S.” But one should also be able to see an inverse “L” that is “Kufic-like.”

Here are two more detail images of D11.

The next piece is published, number 138, in the Morehouse catalog.
D12

Morehouse says the red-orange, blue-green contrast is characteristic of weavings from the Malatya
area as is the “S” border.

Here some other detail images of D12.

The next piece was Southwest Anatolia, perhaps Dazkiri.
D13

Published as Number 12 in Morehouse. Green border.
Morehouse says that the internal quatrefoil form in the central medallion is seen in Central Asian and
Balouch weavings, but is unusual for yastiks.

Here are some additional detail images of D13.

The next piece was a Southwestern Anatolian yastik, published as Number 2 in Morehouse.
D14

A central medallion and two
halves top and bottom (this design is seen in full form in some carpets). Red field and a yellow
ground border.
Ghirlandaio, a 15th century Italian painter depicted carpets with this design.
Here are some detail images of D14.

The next piece had a pale palette, but was older.
D15

Possibly Cappadocia area and 18th century.
Here are some details on D15.

Medallion is an older, abstracted version resembling some employed in Kirsehir area.

The next piece was from Obruk (Kayseri province).
D16

Vivid red ground. Border with double crosses is distinctive.

Here are some details of D16.

The next piece was another yastik from Southwest Anatolia.
D17

Dennis estimated that it was woven in the Menderes Valley near Dazkir in the 18th century. The
central medallion is termed an “Ottoman Star.” Its design is directly derived from the Ottoman silk
velvet yastiks from the 17th century. This yastik is nearly identical to one in the McMullan Collection.
Here are some details of D18.

The main border on this piece is commonly associated with pieces from this group.

When in late 2007 in the first post on this blog, I asked Dennis how best to describe the piece below,
D18

he wrote and I quote:
“This yastik displays a medallion that is seen in a carpet fragment from the Beyshehir trove, now in
the Mevlana Museum in Konya. “In The History of the Early Turkish Carpet, Kurt Erdmann illustrates
that carpet in fig. 70 with the caption: ” ‘Holbein’ type I carpet fragment from Beyshehir. Mevlana
Muzesi, Konya.”

“In Carpet Fragments, Carl Johann Lamm discusses “Anatolian Holbein Carpets of the 15th Century,”
pp. 50-62. He illustrates two fragments with medallions of this design in Color Fragments 26 and 27,
on pp. 85 and 86 which he dates to the late 15th century.
“By the 16th century, this medallion had moved from an overall repeat pattern to a solitary and
central position in the well-known group of rugs referred to by Erdmann, op.cit., fig. 37, as ‘Ushak
prayer rug of the end of the 16th century with opposed prayer niches…”
“In Oriental Rugs from Atlantic Collections, our yastik is illustrated on p.21, plate 21, where the date is
shown as “c. 1800,” with the caption referring to its probable design origins in the “small-pattern
‘Holbein’ medallion” type.
“For publication, this is a reasonable date for the piece.”
And in a second indication about attribution of this piece, Dennis wrote:
“I think this yastik should be placed in Central Anatolia and the Konya/Karapinar area, owing
principally to the lack of outlining in the major design elements, i.e., the ‘kilim style’ that Dr. Mae
Beattie identified as a style predominantly used in that area.”
(End of Dodds’ quotes)
Here are some detail images of D18.

The next piece came from Central Anatolia. It features rich colors, a striped field and crescent devices
in its main borders and lappet areas.
D19

It is attributed to Central Anatolia, the Konya/Cappadocia area, and may be 18th century. Heavy,
almost clumsy-looking.
Here are some detail images of D19.

Done with copper salts to get this tonality. Tonality is reminiscent of that of Tabriz.

D20

In 2007, Dennis described this “all-over” repeat design as of the “textile” variety that occur in 15th
century rugs. He suggested that they have roots in Seljuk usages. He attributed them to the Gelveri
area or, perhaps, to Aksaray.
Here are some details of D20.

This yastik is early and inscribed in the center of the second horizontal set of medallions in the image
below.

Notice the “S” cartouches in the medallion below.

The next yastik was from the Menderes Valley in Southwest Anatolia. It is colorful and unusual, in
part, because it still has its back.
D21

It is well-drawn with a pleasing range of colors. Menderes Vally green border. Some speculate that
Transylvanian rugs may have come from this area. Estimated first half of the 19th century.

The design element in the center of the field is composed of angular weaves and a rosette. The motif
is derived from a border pattern found in many prayer rugsof the late 17th and 18th centuries. Such
rugs were woven in the Dazgir region and exported to Transylvania where they were donated to
Lutheran churches by Saxon parishioners.
Here are some other detail images of D21.

The next piece was a long rug. Wonderfully spacious design. White ground with detached segmented
blossoms (possibly stylized Ottoman carnations).
D21

Much aged, oxidized brown in its main border, and a pale aubergine. Heavy, “open” weave. Six or
seven rows of wefts between rows of knots.
Here are some details of D21.
Notice that lappet devices occur not just on yastiks, but also on some larger Anatiolian rugs.

The image below is of this piece, as we were preparing for this program, showing that it is a quite long
rug.

Next was another long rug, this time with an Ottoman “quatre fleur” style. Cappadocia area.
D22

Here are some details of D22.

The next rug had a plain red-niched field area with two green-ground spandrel panels in the upper
corners of the field. Western or Southwestern Anatolia (Ushak-like) but with a Ladik-like border. One
member of the audience thought that the design elements of the upper spandrels look more like
Konya-Central. It has black wefts that could locate it in central Anatolia.
D23

The border is perplexing, but similar to those in a couple of Transylvanian rugs.

Here are some details of D23.

The next rug was another niche design, this time a “single-columned” one from UshakGhiordes. Some blue wefts.
D24

Upside down lamp in niche.

Curvy elements in niche spandrels under the top cross-panel are stylized branches.

Lazy lines and white wefts in niche-topped area. Red wefts elsewhere. These white wefts are
intended to minimize intrusion of red wefts as the white pile wears down.

The next piece was another long rug. Karapinar. Very spacious drawing again.
D25

A quatre-fleur or quatrefoil

design with hyacinths and tulips.
Notice that the outer brown areas of the main border do not mirror the red trefoil devices reaching out
into it. There are white flower forms in this brown area, but the brown is a true ground, not part of a
mirroring reciprocal usage.

Here are some detail images of D25

The next rug was one previously in Philadelphia Musem, deaccessioned in early 1980s
. Karapinar. Two undyed ivory wefts between rows of knots (what could be seen as red wefts are,
actually remnants of the original selvege wrapping (now missing) that was carried back into the body
of the rugs..Talish style). . Medallion in kilim style. Border has large “fleur de lis” elements wit the
addition of cypress trees. These fleur de lis elements are seen in large 16 century Ottoman kilims,
possibly made in Egypt, that Charlie Ellis and May Beattie documented at Divrigi Mosque.

Spacious

spandrels seen in some Anatolian village rugs from the 17th-18th century. Cut and shut just below the
upper borders.
D26

Some detail images of D26.

With the next rug we moved back to Western Anatolia.
D27

“Triple arch” style simplified into three narrow vertical cartouche stripes. Ex-collection of the Mcilhenny
Family, who donated many Classical carpets to the Philadelphia Museum.

Later Megri usages are similar.

Wonderful coloration, especially the deep, glowing red of the tessellated field.

Cartouche border.

Here are some other details of this interesting piece.

Designs in the cross panels at the top and bottom of the field resemble what we see in some Ladik
rugs.

D28

Central Anatolia. 2-1-2 design “Holbein.” Early 18th century. Red wefts. Bought in Stockholm from
a Swedish collection. Bob Mann filled in a few moth holes.
Here are some details of D28.

D29

Central Anatolia, Aksaray, 18th century. The copper red dye and general composition is distinctive of a
specific group of rugs attributed to Aksaray. Note the small areas of aubergine dye. Octagonal
reserves are formed by hooked, triangular brackets and within each are bold Crivelli-type medallions
— one rendered in clear pale blue and the other in yellow-green. Each medallion centers a large,
archaic Turkic kaikalik motif. Along the bottom is a panel of stepped devices reminiscent of a
kufesque style.
A fragment, consisting of the top half of an almost identical rug, was identified as Aksaray, 18th
century, by Mehmet Cetinkaya in Istanbul in 2007 during the ICOC Conference. A similar, but earlier
rug, also with a copper red ground, two large blue-green Crivelli medallions, and a calyx and serrated
leaf border, was exhibited by Franz Sailer in the Perugia Carpet Fair in 1997: ANTICHI ARTI TESSILI.
It is published in the catalogue, p 68, and attributed to “Aksaray, 17th century.”

Nice spacing and wonderful color. Red is the same as in the previous piece.
Cross motif in the side borders.

Some additional detail images of D29.

D30

Eastern Anatolia, ‘Cypress and Medallion’ rug, 4.6 x 9.8 feet, circa 1700-50. This design reflects a
style seen in large workshop carpets woven in eastern Anatolia, or western Caucasus, in the late 17th
and 18th centuries. One such carpet, published by Serare Yetkin, shows a date of 1744 AD. Another
large carpet with these cypress and medallion motifs is from the McIlhenny Collection in the
Philadelphia Museum of Art. Elements of this style also appear in a well-known group of Azerbaijan silk

embroidered panels from the 17th/18th centuries. The smaller village carpet shown here, likely
Anatolian, demonstrates how patterns occasionally transferred from workshop production to traditional
village weaving.
The literature indicates rugs like the one above were found in Turkish mosques, but were woven in the
Caucasus in the early 18th century.
Medallion and cyprus designs.

Here are some further detail images of D30.

D31

The piece above is an Anatolian storage bag. Sewn together as a kind of cylinder with the brocaded
design area facing the front and the striped areas at the back. Entirely flat-woven. Josephine Powell
reports that such bags were woven in South, Central and East Anatolia.
Details of BI1.

The second piece brought in was a yastik.
BI2

This is a yastik estimated to have been woven at the end of the 19th century, perhaps a little later.
Here are some details on BI2.

The third brought in piece was this kilim fragment.
BI3

The owner said after this session: “A Central Anatolian kilim fragment from before 1850, possibly early
19th Century. The seller indicated it was from the Afyon area. The overall design and color scheme is
analogous to Plate 65 in Catherine Cootner’s book on the Anatolian Kilims From the McCoy-Jones
Collection. We particularly like the aubergine, apricot, red and blues in this piece.”
Here are some details of BI3.

BI4

After this session the owner said: “…a Manastir kilim of the 19th century from Bulgaria. However, the
design appears similar to some Anatolian pieces from the Baliksesir area in NW Turkey. This is one of
a few Manastir Kilims with a blue ground and a typical yellow field. This kilim is visually exciting and
challenges the viewer with a double niche design in yellow and red. An interesting aubergine brown
outline area is at the bottom of the mihrab. Did the weaver change her mind or was this a deliberate
action on her part? The border of Hands-of-Fatima or bird’s wings surrounds the blue field on the two

long sides. We believe they were intended to represent hands because each digit is tipped in purplered ‘fingernail’.The kilim has symbolic and protective elements we do not fully understand.
“One of the better examples of a Manastir prayer kilim, possibly made for devotional use and
harkening back to the roots of the Manastir weavers in NW Anatolia. This piece is published in Stoebe
and Mizrahi’s book, Manastir Kilims: In Search of a Trail.”
Here are some details of BI4.

BI5

This piece is one of Dennis,’ about which he wrote me after this session: “According to Elena Tsareva,
larger examples of this group of brilliant silk embroidery on purple silk ground were made in the
workshops of the Emir of Bokhara and used as gifts to the Russian Royal family.
“This one may have been made by Lakai weavers living in the environs of Shakhrizyabs and made for
a prestigious, but less regal, owner. It dates to around the middle of the 19th century and is in a
smaller format than most, sometimes referred to as ‘nim-suzani’.

“The embroidery is well executed and the large boteh motifs in the border are embellished with vivid
colors and diverse patterns.”
Here are some detail images of this piece.

The “cone-like devices and a central medallion provide graphic punch in an otherwise darkish piece.

BI5

Dennis Dodds described it for me after this session: “It is a Milas from SW Turkey and dates to the
first half of the 19th century. It displays an attractive border, often referred to as a “Gothic” border,
that is found in some 16th and 17th century Anatolian rugs and also in a few weavings of the
‘Transylvanian” type. The range and clarity of dyes is especially noteworthy.”
Here are some detail of BI5.

BI6

This piece is an unusual Shirvan with a niche design. The slight curvature in the mihrab drawing of
this finely woven Caucasian rug, often called Marasali, adds an elegant touch that relieves the strict
and compact geometry of the diagonal lattice. Its owner may have indicated that it has silk wefts,
something that would permit a high knot count.
Here are some details of BI6.

Notice the “chevron-like” patterning of the field with diagonals on both sides with similar coloration
meeting at the center. It may also be that each of the floral devices in the field are slightly different
from one another.

BI7

Dennis wrote me after this session: “At first glance, the herati field pattern with a distinctly Persianstyle border and sturdy cotton structure with prominent warps, spoke of an Iranian origin.
“Upon closer examination and discussion with the owner and others in the audience, a region in the
Caucasus was decided.
“There was a production of Persianate designs in northern Azerbaijan at the end of the 19th century
and this is likely one of them. Woven in the Kuba region, they are often called Perepedil as a group
and are more frequently seen in European than in US collections.
“Latif Kerimov published two such rugs in his 3-volume set, “Azerbaijan Carpet II”, pp 170-172, figs.
140 and 141, Baku, 1983, (in Russian). This was the year of the first ICOC Symposium there at the
Institute of Architecture and Art.”
Here are some details of BI7.

Dennis answered questions and brought his session to a close.

I want to thank Dennis for this fine program, for his help with some descriptions, and for his editing
work on this post in general. Thanks are due Margaret Jones and Jim Henderson, who both provided
me with useful notes. Jim also helped with the editing. Tim Hays, Wendel Swan and Austin Doyle,
provided useful descriptions of particular pieces. Wendel Swan was enormously useful with some
images and did the final editing.
I hope you have enjoyed this program featuring strong material and authoritative comment.
Regards,
R. John Howe 3
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Christine Brown: Textiles for the Head: Utility,
Identity, Authority
Posted in Uncategorized on March 3, 2014 by rjohn
On December 7, 2013, Christine Brown gave a Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning program on
“Textiles for the Head,” here at The Textile Museum in Washington, D.C.

Christine is an active member of the local rug community, a collector of, and something of an expert
on ethnic jewelry. She travels widely and is especially interested in traditional societies still visible in
the modern world. In the work world she is a professional in the USAID staff. She has given a
number of RTAM programs and some of the virtual versions of them have attracted viewers in the
thousands. “Textiles for the Head” is her most recent effort, and is the first of two in a series.
Christine began with a lecture illustrated by projection.

Like many of you, I love to travel, especially to countries where at least some segment of the
population still lives a traditional lifestyle, and still makes, wears, or uses jewelry, clothing, other
types of textiles, and utilitarian objects of various kinds. I have been struck by the range of textiles
that people place on their heads—in terms of the purposes for which they are used and the materials
of which they are made.

In putting together this talk, I quickly realized that there was no way to do justice to it in one, 90minute program. So, I decided to have today’s presentation be an introduction to the incredible array
of textiles placed on the head and some of the reasons why. My goal is to sufficiently pique your
interest in the topic so that two things happen:
o

You will want to attend a second, more in-depth presentation next year; and more
importantly,

o

On your next trip to an area where people still wear traditional clothing, you will pay particular
attention to the objects on people’s heads and be curious about their purpose or purposes. Ask
yourself if the object is meant to:

1. Reveal the wearer’s ethnicity and status; or
2. Conceal the wearer from public view?
3. Communicate personal achievement; or simply to
4. Adorn and beautify?
5. Attract good fortune; or

6. Deflect danger, either tangible or intangible?
7. Manifest joy in celebrating special occasions; or
8. Express sadness and loss at the passing of an individual?
9. Project power and authority; or
10. Show deference to power and authority?
As we will see this morning, objects placed on the head can, and usually do, serve multiple purposes
simultaneously.

During today’s presentation, I will be showing a mix of objects that illustrate some of the purposes I
just mentioned and the diversity of materials used to create them. I will also show images of these
objects being worn or used so that you can see how they are placed on the head.
To avoid mistakes in terminology and mangling the pronunciations, I will use generic English terms to
describe the objects. However, the local terms for most of the items are included in italics in my
written text.
1. REVEAL
Let’s look now at how objects placed on the head can reveal the wearer’s ethnicity and social status. I
would like to start by reading a paragraph from an exhibition catalogue entitled, Crowning
Achievements: African Arts of Dressing the Head. It was co-edited by Christine Kreamer of the
National Museum of African Art here in Washington, D.C. The catalogue contains a paragraph that
eloquently describes how textiles worn on the head reveal the wearer’s social status. As the title
indicates, the catalogue focuses on African head dressing. However, I think the statements apply to
head dressing in traditional cultures around the world.

QUOTE: Becoming a person is a life-time process in most societies, and an individual’s status and
relationship to the community undergoes many changes throughout the life course. In African
societies, an individual’s status is both ascribed and achieved….Ascribed status is often dependent on
one’s lineage, birth position in the family, and gender; these factors clearly affect an individual’s
access to cultural and material resources. Yet, within these constraints, individuals also make choices
and accumulate status over their lifetime through their personal talents and achievements, their active
participation in cultural institutions, and their acceptance or rejection of expected and chosen
roles. As part of this on-going process, people acquire hats and other objects of dress and
adornment, along with the right to wear them. Dress becomes an objective emblem of status within
the community. In everyday situations and on ceremonial occasions, headwear offers people the
possibility of expressing and communicating their sense of self, their engagement in particular social
roles, their accumulated status, and their relationships to others within their society. END QUOTE
1.a. Ethnicity
To kick things off, I am going to show two types of headdresses that identify each wearer as a
member of a specific ethnic group, defined broadly as a group of people sharing a common and
distinctive cultural heritage. Let’s see if any of you can identify the ethnicity of the person by the item
on his or her head.

[Photo, Arnoldi & Kreamer, Pg. 41]

Here is a color image of the head dress in the photo above.

[Photo, Arnoldi & Kreamer, Pg. 40]
Has anyone spent time in the part of the world where this lady resides? Any idea where she’s from?
She is of the Zulu ethnic group from South Africa. Her wide, flared hat (isicholo) indicates that she is
a married woman. The woven fiber headband above her forehead is worn as a sign of her respect for
the adult men in her husband’s family.

This style of hat is based on a 19th century Zulu woman’s hair style. In the early part of the century,
married women shaved their heads, leaving only a small tuft on the crown. By the latter half of the
century, they were adding grass or false hair, all of which was smeared with fat and red ochre.
By the 20th century, this style of detachable woven hat had evolved. It has a basketry foundation
and is overlaid with string dyed with a mixture of red ochre and fat. Commercial, red yarn is also
used.
Does anyone have any idea where the man in the image below is from?

[Photo, Maramba, Pg. 48]
He is an unmarried Bontoc man from the northernmost part of the island of Luzon in the Philippines.
The hat is worn for everyday and only by men. Its primary purpose is to serve as a pocket or bag to
hold flint, tobacco, betel nut, etc. Its secondary function is to indicate a man’s marital status. A
bachelor’s hat, like the one shown here, is low and flat and highly adorned. A married man’s hat is
more conical in shape and undecorated.

[Photo, Maramba, Pg. 49]
This bachelor’s hat is about five inches in diameter, and is woven of natural and dyed-black rattan. It
is adorned with boar tusks, dog teeth, a large mother-of-pearl button, and red-dyed rattan strips
placed across the crown and around the lower edge. The chin straps are of braided human hair
decorated with small, yellow and white glass beads. Note how it is worn at the back of the head, not
on top.
As we have seen in these two examples, on the most basic level, headwear can identify a person
ethnically, which by extension, often situates the person geographically.
However, there are ethnic groups who originated in a particular geographical area but who, over
time, had segments of their populations splinter off and migrate to new areas. When this happens,
variations in clothing and head coverings occur. The splinter groups are still recognizable as belonging
to a specific ethnic group, but over time, the changes to their clothing indicate which subgroup they
belong to.
Judy Frater, a former curator here at the Textile Museum (1989-1992), authored a book
entitled, Threads of Identity: Embroidery and Adornment of the Nomadic Rabaris, in which she traces
the migratory history of the Rabari people from their original homeland in the state of Rajasthan in
Western India, to the Indian states of Gujarat and Saurashtra.
Although the three basic components of Rabari women’s clothing (skirt, blouse, head veil) remain the
same across all of the subgroups, the fabric, color, and embellishment began to vary according to
where each group settled. It is now possible to identify a Rabari woman’s subgroup and geographic
home by her head veil and clothing.

According to Frater, there are about 20 subgroups of Rabari, each residing in a specific territory that
does not overlap with any other subgroup. Here is a map of western India showing the distribution of
Rabari groups.

[Map, Frater, front]
I am going to show examples of veils from three of these subgroups—the Maru Raika in Rajasthan;
the Vaghadia in the Kutch District of Gujarat; and the Machhukatha in Saurashtra.

[Photo, Frater, Pg. 106]
Veils worn by the Maru Raika Rabari, those still in Rajasthan, are made of red cotton, are tie-dyed
(bandhani), and are worn both for every day and for festivals. Their veils are not embroidered.

[Photo, Frater, Pg. 52]

Above is a festival veil worn by Vaghadia Rabari women from Kutch. The veil is tie-dyed wool and
has embroidery on the ends and down the center. It is also embellished with mirrors and buttons.
The elaborately embellished festival veil, below, is worn by the Machhukatha Rabari in Saurashtra.

[Photo, Frater, Pg. 80]
It is wool and embellished with embroidery, mirrors, sequins, and wrapped fringes. The embroidered
designs are of women, the tree of life, parrots, a scorpion, and elephants.
This is a photo of a Machhukatha woman wearing a similar example.

[Photo, Frater, Pg. 181]

As we have seen, head veils can communicate common ethnicity, distinctive subgroup, and
geographic location.
1.b. Marital Status
Let’s look now at headdresses as an indicator of marital status.
The Akha people originated in Yunnan province in China,

[Map, Goodman, Pg. 14]
but over several centuries, many of them migrated south. They now comprise many different
subgroups and span several countries. They still reside in southern China, but also live in eastern
Burma, northern Thailand, northern Laos, and into western Vietnam.
Despite this subgroup differentiation and geographic spread, the Akha are immediately recognizable
as Akha because of their clothing and headdresses. Girls’ clothing is similar to women’s except for the
headdresses. Young girls wear caps which become more elaborately ornamented as the girls grow
older.
Here are front and back views of a married Loimi Akha woman’s headdress.

[Photo, Lewis, Pg. 211] (front)

[Photo, Lewis, Pg. 212] (back)

It is characterized by a flat, trapezoid-shaped silver piece at the back, and alternate rows of beads and
silver buttons over the crown. Strings of hollow silver balls, coins, and beads hang down to the
shoulders. Three flat, bell-shaped silver ornaments hang under the chin.
Below is a Loimi woman wearing such a headdress and headdress cover. The cover is indigo-dyed
cotton decorated with appliqued triangles of cotton fabric in alternating colors, and white buttons and
beads. Note how the headdress cover is worn at an angle rather than straight on. I have an example
of a headdress cover to show later.

[Photo, Goodman, Pg. 246]
In the book, Peoples of the Golden Triangle, authors Paul and Elaine Lewis described the cap seen
below as an “older” Loimi girl’s cap.

[Photo, Lewis, Pg. 212]
No age range was cited in the caption for girls wearing this style of cap, but given the considerable
amount of adornment on it, I would guess the wearer is likely in her teens.
Below are front and back views of an U Lo-Akha headdress, comprised of two parts.

[Photo, Lewis, Pg. 208] (front)

[Goodman, Pg. 246] (back)
The base is a wide band decorated with silver buttons and coins, white buttons, and beads. Above it is
a high, conical-shaped framework of bamboo covered with indigo-dyed cloth. This section is
embellished with silver ornaments and chains, coins, beads, red-dyed feather tassels, gibbon fur,
seeds, and pompons. The amounts and types of ornamentation vary according to marital and
economic status, age, and how recently the woman has had a baby.
This is an U Lo girl’s cap.

[Photo, Goodman, Pg. 206]

It is a round, close-fitting cap bunched at the top and adorned with pompons, silver bells and halfglobe ornaments, beads, a looped silver chain, and a chin strap decorated with white buttons.
As we have seen, these headdresses identify the wearers first and foremost as Akha, then as
belonging to a specific subgroup, and finally whether the wearer is a married woman or an unmarried
girl. The quantity of silver adorning these headdresses is also an indicator of economic status, which
brings us to our next topic–the use of coins as adornment on clothing and headdresses.
1.c. Economic Status
Palestinian headdresses provide good examples.
Below is a married woman’s headdress that is still worn today in the Hebron hills in Israel.

[Photo, Weir, Pg. 185]
It is a heavily embroidered, circular cap (araqiyeh) gathered into a point at the crown, padded with
wool, and lined. It is placed on the head over an undercap, the embroidered lower part of which can
be seen here. Encircling the crown is a band of large silver coins. Embroidered cotton hairbands are
attached at the back and would be wound around the woman’s hair as shown in the photo below.

[Photo, Weir, Pg. 185]
Below is another coin headdress from the southern Hebron hills.

[Photos, Weir, Pg. 187]

It is often referred to as a “money hat,” and is worn only during a wedding ceremony. According to
Shelagh Weir, British anthropologist and author of the book, Palestinian Costume, where these
pictures are taken from, this type of headdress is made commercially by women in Bethlehem for
brides in the villages of the Hebron hills and the western foothills.
The base is cotton and the crown is embroidered. The coins are sewn on in densely overlapping rows.
According to the caption for this photo, most of the coins are Ottoman era, ranging from the mid1700s to the early 1900s. The little ear flaps and forehead section are adorned with coins; a
triangular, white metal amulet; various glass, plastic, imitation pearl, and coral beads; metal
ornaments; and a pink plastic hand suspended from a strand of beads.
The photo below is a bride wearing a similar headdress.

[Photo, Weir, Pg. 187]
2. CONCEAL
Let’s look now at face veils. The use of face veils is an ancient tradition going back thousands of years.
They are worn by women, and sometimes men, all over the world, sometimes on a daily basis,
sometimes only for special occasions, often weddings and the transporting of a bride to the groom’s
house.
Westerners often assume that the sole purpose of a veil is to conceal the wearer’s identity and shield
a woman from public view. But veils do much more than that. In her book, Covering the Moon: An

Introduction to Middle Eastern Face Veils, textile and dress historian Gillian Vogelsang states the
following:
QUOTE A veil, and in particular a face veil, has many functions, and there are different reasons for a
woman to cover her face. A veiled woman approaching from a distance will signal that she is a
respectable (married) woman. From closer up, when the colour, shape and main decoration of the
veil can be seen, she shows her affiliations (ethnicity, family). From nearby, when the texture, sound,
smell, and detailed appearance of the veil are noticeable, the veil tells something about the woman’s
personality (personal style, quality, character, and so forth). Inside the family home, whether a
woman wears her veil or not is dependent on who else is present and thus her veil indicates her
position in the family. In short, the veil is used to indicate a woman’sidentity at various levels…END
QUOTE
Let’s look at examples of face veils worn in different countries in the Arabian Peninsula and
Afghanistan and Pakistan. The purpose of this is to give you an idea of the range of styles that exist,
from small ones that cover a specific portion of the face, to ones that extend down the torso.
Below are different forms of the face veil (battulah) worn in the eastern and southeastern parts of the
Arabian Peninsula.

[Photo, Vogelsang, Pg. 136]

They are worn by Bedouin, village, and urban women. According to Vogelsang, most of these veils are
custom made to enhance a woman’s appearance. The cut of the veil emphasizes the strong points and
conceals the less attractive areas of a woman’s face. The shape of the veil may vary according to the
age and marital status of the wearer. In the United Arab Emirates, brides-to-be, elderly women, and
widows wear more modest styles, while young, married women wear a more revealing one.
In Oman, the size of the eye slit may reflect the ethnic origin of the wearer: a less concealing form is
often worn by women of Arab origin, while a more concealing form is worn by Baluch women.
The veil below(niqab) was worn on the eastern side of the Arabian Peninsula through at least the
mid-1950s. It had either holes, or as seen here, slits for the eyes. The veil was kept in place using
three cords: one at the forehead, one level with the eyes, and one around the neck.

[Photo, Vogelsang, Pg. 135]
The image below shows outdoor apparel for an urban woman from the Hijaz region of western Saudi
Arabia, which borders the Red Sea.

[Photo, Vogelsang, Pg. 116]
The holy cities of Mecca and Medina are located in this region so women dress conservatively. The veil
is probably made of starched linen and the wrapper is blue cotton. Notice the length of the veil.
Below, is an Afghan full-length garment (chadari) that covers the entire body from the head to the
ankles.

[Photo, Vogelsang, Pg. 185]
It is worn by urban and village women in Afghanistan, the northern parts of Pakistan, and Kashmir.
This example is made of fine cotton and is decorated with white work embroidery on the crown and
around the eye grid.
These used to be made of silk or cotton but are now usually synthetic. The choice and quality of
material depend upon the status and financial situation of the woman’s family.
Depending on the region, it is made up of either three or four sections: (1) a skullcap that sits on the
head; (2) a face covering that hangs from the cap down the face, with a rectangular mesh over the
eyes for the woman to look through. (3) In Pakistan, there is a separate, additional panel that
attaches to the face veil (which I don’t have a picture of). (4) Finally, there is the body covering that
hangs from the cap and covers the entire body to just above the ankles.
Bedouin women from the Negev Desert in Israel and the Sinai region of Egypt often sew the silver and
gold coins given to them as part of their dowry on to their face veils.

Below is a Bedouin woman’s face veil from the Negev Desert in Israel.

[Photo, Weir, Pg. 191]
It is composed of a headband that is sometimes embroidered, as the example shown here, and
sometimes left plain, that ties at the back of the head. The two cotton bands adorned with coins that
form the veil attach to the headband at the center of the forehead, descend over the nose, and hang
down over the mouth to below the chin. The cotton bands shown here are embroidered in cross-stitch.
Each row of coins is attached by a chain of beads to the side of the headband above the ears, thus
creating large loops below the eyes. The headband and veil are heavily decorated with coins, beads,
chains, and silver discs.
The woman below is a Bedouin from the Negev Desert. Note that, in addition to the coin-covered face
veil, she also has a nose ring.

[Photo, Weir, Pg. 190]
Below is one type of face veil worn in the south Sinai region of Egypt.

[Photo, Vogelsang, Pg. 110]
It is made of yellow cotton decorated with horizontal rows of pendants. The rows are flanked by bands
of beading along the two sides and lower edge of the veil. The yellow ground color identifies the
wearer as being from south Sinai. Veils worn by women in the north tend to have a red ground color.
The photo below shows a woman wearing a similar south Sinai face veil.

[Photo, Vogelsang, Pg. 110]
The photo below shows four different styles of veils that are all worn by Bedouin women in northern
Yemen and southern Saudi Arabia.

[Photo, Vogelsang, Pg. 129]
They are all made of black cotton decorated with metal bosses, chains, amulets, tassels, etc.

The Bedouin woman below is from Yemen.

[Photo, Mauger, Pg. 50]
Her veil is similar to the one in the lower left of the previous image. It is tied on above the woman’s
nose and covers the lower part of her face. I brought an example of this type of veil to show later.
3. Achievement and the Earned Right to Wear an Object
Let’s look at headwear that can only be worn by someone who has earned the right to wear it.
Different subgroups of Naga live in the state of Nagaland in northeast India, seen here on the map.

[Map, Baldizzone 2000, Pg. 232]
They were headhunters until the early 20th century. The taking of heads was not done for sport. It
was a serious undertaking that was believed necessary to the continued well-being of a community,
including its people, fields, and livestock. When a man succeeded in taking a head, he earned the right
to wear specific types of adornment.
When this practice was stopped, primarily due to Baptist missionaries converting them to Christianity,
the Nagas lost the means to earn the right to wear this adornment. Over time, the different Naga
groups devised other ways to merit wearing specific objects.
Nagas believe that certain objects are imbued with inherent power that will either be benevolent or
malevolent, depending on how the objects are handled or mishandled.
Animal teeth, horns, and claws are considered particularly powerful and are worn, without exception,
only by men. Hornbill feathers are also revered by Nagas. The number of feathers represent specific
exploits, for example, participating in a successful raid or giving a feast.
Here is a warrior’s hat that would be worn by a man from the Chang subgroup of Nagas.

[Photo: Ao, Pg. 47]
It is made of plaited cane with yellow orchid fiber woven into it. The hat is believed to have rare power
and status due to the various animal parts adorning it. These include slices of mithun horn (mithun is
a semi-domesticated bison), bear fur, dyed goat’s hair, a hornbill feather, and a tiger claw chin strap.
The image below is a warrior wearing a similar hat.

[Photo, Jacobs, Pg. 14]
The Maasai ethnic group in the east African countries of Kenya and Tanzania provide another example
of earned adornment. Over the course of their lives, Maasai males must pass through a series of age
grades. These are clearly defined stages, each one meant to impart knowledge about the role and
behavior expected of a male at that particular stage. For the Maasai, the three main stages are
childhood, warriorhood, and elderhood. Successfully completing each stage earns the right to wear
certain adornment.
The photo below shows a Maasai man wearing an ostrich feather headdress.

[Photo, Fisher, Pg. 22]
This indicates that he has not yet killed a lion. The feather headdress was originally worn during raids
and wars to give psychological advantage to the wearer because of its height. Now it is worn only for
major ceremonies and dances.
The photo below shows two Maasai men who have earned the right to wear lion mane
headdresses.

[Photo, Fisher, Pg. 19]

4. Adorn and Beautify
Let’s look now at textiles meant simply to adorn. Hair ribbons or braids (cintas) are worn by different
groups throughout Mexico and Guatemala. Some are shiny rayon ribbons that are purchased, braided
together with the woman’s hair into twin plaits, and tied in a bow at the back of the head. Others are
much more extravagant, being woven on a loom, often with intricate patterns, and often adorned with
pompons.
Here are two examples from Guatemala. The woman on the left, below, wears a narrow, 40-foot, red
ribbon wrapped around her head that creates a sort of halo effect. The last two and one-half feet are
patterned with multi-colored geometric designs.

[Photos, Deuss, Pg. 32]
The woman on the right is from Nebaj. Her hair ribbon is a brightly striped piece of fabric 15 inches
wide that is twisted around the hair and head to form a turban.
5. Attract Good Fortune
Let’s look at an example of an object worn to attract good fortune.
Chinese majority and minority groups have a long history of creating children’s clothing, including
shoes, bibs, and caps, that express a mother’s hope for a child’s future success in life.

The example below is a boy’s cap in the form of a tiger, expressing the hope that he will grow up to be
strong.

[Photo, Lin, Pg. 51]
6. Protect and Repel Danger (Tangible and Intangible)
Certain textiles are placed on the head to protect from tangible and intangible dangers.
By tangible dangers, I refer to:
(i) discomfort or injury from carrying heavy loads; or
(ii) exposure to the elements, including sun, rain, snow, sandstorms, etc.
(i) Head Rings
In traditional societies around the world, human beings, especially women, carry heavy loads on their
heads, including containers of water, milk, and other liquids; firewood; and produce and products of
all kinds.
The Fulani comprise different sub-groups that are scattered across West Africa, from Senegal and
Guinea on the western edge of the continent all the way east to Cameroun, as seen in this map.

[Map, Anawalt, Pg. 551]
The different sub-groups range from being sedentary, semi-nomadic, to fully nomadic. The subgroups
that raise cattle use beautifully-carved gourds to transport milk from one camp to another or to
market to sell.
The Fulani woman in the image below is probably from northern Nigeria.

[Photo, Fisher, Pg. 166]

She has tied a head scarf over her coiffure and placed a thick wad of coiled fabric over it as a cushion.
A cloth head veil is draped over that and extends down her back to protect her from the sun. A benefit
of these cloth head protectors is that they can be shaped to accommodate a woman’s hairstyle.
As illustrated in the photo below, these head rings need to be malleable so that they can be adjusted
to a woman’s hair style and adornment.

This woman is also Fulani, but likely hails from Mali or Senegal.
Below is a Rabari head ring with a long, rectangular cloth piece hanging down the back. Both the
circlet and the dorsal piece are adorned with cowrie shells, red pompons, and tassels.

[Photo, Van Cutsem, Pg. 104]
The head ring below is from Rajasthan.

The circlet is bound with blue-dyed strings and cowrie shell rosettes are attached to the rim.
Suspended from the rosettes is a net of cotton strands bound in red, yellow, and blue thread. The
strands are intersected with small clusters of cowries.
(ii) Protection from the Elements
Rain
The type of hat shown in these photos is worn by both men and women in Bhutan and northeast
India.

[van Strydonck, Plate 70]
It is a waterproof hat (gamashamo) made of felted yak hair with descending appendages that funnel
rain away and keep the wearer’s head dry.
The photo immediately above is of two men of the Brokpa ethnic group, who are semi-nomadic
herdsmen living in the eastern-most district of Bhutan. They differ in ethnicity and language from
other Bhutanese and are closely related to the Monpa people in northeast India.
The photo below is a Monpa woman from the state of Arunachal Pradesh in northeast India (in the
same area as Nagaland).

[Photo, Untracht, Pg. 139]
Her yak hair hat is tall and cylindrical, with many more appendages than the Brokpa style. Both styles
serve the same purpose of keeping the head dry.
Rain and Sun
The mushroom-shaped hat below is one style of rain and sun hat worn by men and women in Borneo,
an island in the Malay archipelago.

The lower, cone-shaped section is adorned with narrow vertical bands of red, yellow, white, and black
beads. The upper section is made of plaited, brown and dark red palm leaves.
The wearer’s hair, as seen in the photo below, is worn swept up in the tube.

[Photo, Munan, Pg. 44]
The plaited hood in the image below is used by women in several ethnic groups in northeastern Congo
(Central Africa) to protect their babies while carrying them on their backs.

[Photo, Van Cutsem, Pg. 76]
The archival photo below shows two of these in use.

[Photo, Biebuyck, Pg. 91]
Cold
The knitted caps (chullos) in the image below are from Peru, made of very fine sheep wool in many
colors and patterns and are use to protect from cold.

[Photo, Alvarez, Pg. 40-41]

Nilda Alvarez, in her book, Weaving in the Peruvian Highlands, states that in some areas, only women
knit these caps; in other areas, only men do, and in some areas, both men and women knit them. The
Spanish introduced knitting to Peru in colonial times, but it has now become integral to the Andean
region.

The cap shapes, colors, designs, quality, and ornamentation differ between regions. They are often
ornamented with tassels, button, and beads.
6.B Intangible Danger
Let’s look now at two items believed to protect against intangible dangers, by which I mean malign
influences that inflict harm on humans.
Rabari Amuletic Discs (dhabak)
Among the Rabari that we talked about earlier, unmarried girls wear a pair of beaded leather discs
over their temples to protect them from malign influences. The discs are of leather adorned with
beads attached in geometric patterns.
Here are two young Rabari girls wearing leather disks.

[Photo, Baldizonne 1997, Pg. 123)
Below is an older Rabari girl wearing them. Hers appear to be completely covered in concentric circles
of colored beads divided by smaller, gold-colored beads. The edges are wrapped in red thread.

[Photo, Randhawa, Pg. 88]

Although we can’t see the reverse side of the discs in these images, I brought two examples to show.
Each one has a fabric strap at the back used to secure the disc to the wearer’s hair.
Below are examples of caps worn by male babies of the Yao ethnic group in Northern Thailand.

[Photo, Lewis, Pg. 146]
The red pompons are meant to symbolize a cock’s comb, which is believed to protect the child from
evil spirits. The boy’s caps are made of red and black cloth with appliqued patterns outlined in white.
Large red pompons are attached to the top and to the embroidered band around the edge. The hat
with two pompons in the image at right also has silver ornaments attached to it.
The caps below are for Yao female babies. They are made of black or indigo homespun cloth and are
covered with embroidery. Large wool pompons encircle the entire top; ball-shaped ones are
sometimes attached over the ears. A chin strap can be seen on the one to the right.

[Photo, Lewis, Pg. 146]

Below is a picture of a Yao male baby wearing a cap adorned with coins, cowrie shells, and beads, in
addition to the pompons.

[Photo, Lewis, Pg. 135]
You can also see his multicolored, beaded chin strap.
10. Show Deference to Another Person
There is one other example of headwear that is worn by a particular ethnic group for a particular
purpose that I would like to talk about today.
The Tuareg are a Berber group living in the Sahara Desert in West Africa.

[Photo, Fisher, Pg. 200]

Although their veils provide protection from the extreme climate, this is not their primary role. Males
only start to wear veils from the age of about seventeen. Younger boys do not wear them. In Tuareg
society, the veil is seen as a sign of male maturity and status. Men wear one continually, at home and
away from home.
Anthropologist Robert Murphy wrote an article in the journal, American Anthropologist, entitled,
“Social Distance and the Veil.” In it, he describes how the Tuareg head and face veil are put on:
QUOTE: The cloth is wrapped about the head to form a low turban and the end is then brought across
the face, the top of the cloth falling across the nose and the bottom hanging well above the chin.
…only a narrow slit is left open and even the eyes can barely be seen.
…the Tuareg wear the veil highest and conceal their faces most completely when among…those who
are closest to them and know quite well who they are; they are sometimes most lax in the wearing of
the veil when among non-Tuareg, exactly those from whom they could conceal their identity most
successfully by veiling.
Among all segments of the Tuareg population, the veil is worn higher when confronting a person of
power and influence. The Tuareg do not prostate themselves before a chief…but do elevate their veils
to the bridge of the nose.

END QUOTE

I find this an interesting contrast to what men do in the West, which is to remove their hats as a sign
of respect.
CONCLUSION
Although I have not shown examples illustrating every purpose I mentioned at the beginning of the
talk, I hope I have succeeded in piquing your interest enough that you will be interested in a second
program on textiles worn on the head.
There are several very interesting examples that I would love to talk about but time just would not
permit today. Whether a second program happens or not, I hope all of you will now pay close
attention to what people have on their heads and see if you can come up with some logical
suppositions as to the purpose or purposes for which an object is placed on the head.
I think it is time to stop and look at actual examples that I, as well many of you, have brought in.
Christine now moved to treat the material in the room.

She began with a large piece I do not have a comprehensive image of. Christine said that this is a
Rabari veil. She is pointing to the rooster design. She said that she has never seen one with the
bright orange ends that this one has.
C4 (numbers are not sequential)

Here it is laying on a table beforehand.

Detail images of C4:

C1

Comment on C1: This rectangular piece was originally attached to a head ring that the wearer would
place on the head for protection when transporting produce or other items. This piece was used by
the Banjara ethnic group in western India.

C2

Comment on C2: This beaded head adornment is one type worn by a Rabari groom during a wedding
ceremony. The red, double cord is used to tie it at the back of the head on top of the man’s
turban. The surface is completely covered in glass seed beads with larger beads forming a fringe at
the bottom.
Details of C2.

C3
The next set of images show a Rabari woman’s beaded braid cover.
to attach it to a woman’s braid at the back of her head.

The black cord at the top is used

C5

Comment on C5: The image above is of a head ring from Rajasthan, western Inda. As with the
example seen in the slide earlier, it has a net of cotton strands bound in red, yellow, green, and blue
thread and adorned with cowrie shells.
C6

Comment on C6: The veil in the image above is almost identical to the one in the slide seen earlier of
a Bedouin woman from Yemen. It is adorned with metal bosses, chains, and beads. Half of a zipper
adorns the top edge.
Details of C6.

C7
Akha Head Dress

Description of C7: This is an Akha woman’s headdress from Burma.
Details of C7.

C8
Akha Headdress Cover

Description of C8: This headdress cover is similar to the one in the slide shown earlier. It is indigodyed cotton decorated with appliqued triangles of cotton fabric in alternating colors and white buttons
and beads.
Detail of C8.

C8 worn over C7.

Description of C7 – C8 assemblage:
Christine took us to the next piece.

C9
Akha Headdress

C9

Description of C9: The Akha headdress is made of coiled bamboo adorned with seeds, metal bosses,
pompons, and two pieces of wood suspended at the front.
Details of C9.

Christine took us to the next piece.

C10
Yemeni Woman’s Silk Hood

Description of C10: The hood is of striped silk and adorned with silver amulets, coins, and beads.
Details of C10.

Christine held up two of the Rabari head discs we saw in her lecture.

Closer looks at them one at a time.
C11

C12

C13
Hair Ribbon from Guatemala

Description of C13: This hair ribbon of brightly striped fabric and pompons is worn by women from
Nebaj, Guatemala.
Below are several hat for which I do not have descriptions.
C14

C15

C16

C17

C18

C19

Description of C19. Embroidered hat from Guizhou, China.
Side view of C19.

Details of C19.

Christine took us to the next piece.

C20
Head Ring from Rajasthan, India

Description of C20: The head ring is comprised of two parts. The circlet is of brown wool with a
cream-colored design. Attached to it is a net of cowrie shells ending in pompons. The netting varies
in color from red to yellow to blue.
Detail of C20.

A number of additional piece were brought in by audience members. We do not have notes on some
of them, but will give you what we have.
C21

No Description. Detail images of C21.

The next two pieces were Romanian festival masks. Similar festival masks were and are worn in
many of the Balkan countries and even beyond. Traditions vary, but they seem often to be intended
to ward off evil spirits.
C22

Masks like these are still in use.
C23

Here are some internet photos of such masks in use at Romanian festivals.

This is the most elaborate Romanian festival mask I found in a quick internet search.

You can see why the Romanian Tourism organization likes it.
The last head dress of the day was large, and I couldn’t get a comprehensive image of it.
C24

No Description. Details of C24.

Christine answered questions and brought her program to a close.

The migration to the front of the Myers Room began.

I thank Christine for this interesting, and well-researched program, for permitting this virtual version,
and for her help in fashioning it. Wendel Swan assisted Christine with the slides.
Peggy Jones took another nice set of notes for me.

Christine provided a bibliography.
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Virtual versions of previous RTAM sessions, Christine has presented can be viewed using the links
below:
Uzbek Clothing
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2009/03/25/christine-brown-on-uzbek-clothing-part-1-the-lecture/
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2009/03/25/christine-brown-on-uzbek-clothing-part-2-material-inthe-room/
“Tree of Life” Design
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2010/06/06/the-tree-of-life-design-by-christine-brown-part-1/
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2010/06/06/the-tree-of-life-design-part-2-the-pieces-brought-in/
Romanian Textiles
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2012/08/09/christine-brown-on-romanian-textiles-part-1-thelecture/
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2012/08/09/christine-brown-on-romanian-textiles-part-2-thepieces-brought-in-and-a-few-more/
I hope you enjoyed this virtual version of an ambitious post.
Regards,
R. John Howe 4
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American Frontier Weaving in the 17th and 18th
Centuries: Janice Hensley
Posted in Uncategorized on May 16, 2014 by rjohn
On March 15, 2014, Janice Hensley, a dedicated re-entactor, who produces textiles using traditional
practices of the American frontier, gave a Rug and Textile Appreciation program here at The Textile
Museum in Washington, D. C., on her work. She raises Leicester sheep and shears their wool. She
discussed how shorn wool was spun and dyed and woven into blankets, shawls, straps and other
utilitarian textiles like those made during the 17th and 18th centuries in frontier America.

Below is an image of Janice and her husband, Hunter, set up and dressed for a re-enacter event.

Janice began with a illustrated lecture. She gave it conversationally and has shared her notes with
me. Since this is a virtual version of Janice’s programs I have taken some liberties with these
tabulated notes, grouping them by subject and adding some items from the literature as well as some
illustrations to make things concrete.
Here are the groupings I’ve used:

o
o
o
o

Historical background for American frontier weaving
Sheep
Processes and tools
Woven and plaited products

Let’s start with:

Historical Background for American Frontier Weaving
Essential for all cultures – Food – Clothing – Shelter – Color.
The time required for the array of tasks needed to produce textiles from plant or animal sources was
the greatest of all those required for living in early societies, including 17th and 18th century frontier
America.
12th c – raw wool No. 1 export from Britain
14th & 15th c – private lands taken over for sheep pastures – monasteries controlled land & sheep
16th c – England & Spain at war. Spanish explorer found New World – present South West and
Florida.
1660 – Navigation Act – no trade except on British ships to Britain
1699 – Wool Act – no wool or items made of wool can be bought or sold by Colonies except with
England

1750 – Dr. Thomas Walker discovered Cumberland Gap.
1783 – End Revolutionary War
1796 – Cumberland Gap open to wagon traffic – D. Boone

A re-enacted frontier cabin of the American frontier in the 17th and 18th centuries. The interior of a
frontier house.

A bedroom with a woven blanket or bedspread.

The image below, repeated elsewhere in this post, is another view of such an interior.

Having ticked off these disparate historical markers (their significance will get clearer as we move
along), let’s move to:

Sheep
Sheep domesticated 9,000 to 7,000 BC (Barber)
Mouflon breed seen as the most likely major influence on domesticated breeds (notice dark, not
woolly, coat and large horns).

Early domesticated sheep (and goats) were not very “woolly.” Raised mostly for their milk and meat.
Individual more woolly sheep occurred naturally and were selected and bred, primarily, for their wool.
6000-5000 BC – carved statue showing sheep with fleece – Iran
Every invasion or migration of people has brought sheep.
No sheep in Europe until about 7,200 BC. Likely came from the Middle East. (Barber)
4500 BC – sheep to England from Europe
550 BC – selection for white wool in sheep
1200’s – Marco Polo reported sheep seen on his travels (Silk Road)
“WHEREVER SHEEP’S FEET TOUCH THE GROUND, THE LAND TURNS TO GOLD.” SPANISH PROVERB.
Wool profits from the Spanish Merino sheep financed the discovery and exploration of America by
Coronado and others in the mid-1540’s.
16th c – England & Spain at war. Spanish explorer found New World – present South West and
Florida. Brought sheep to both areas.
There are now a great many breeds of sheep (the site below says 200, but it’s likely many more).
http://www.ansi.okstate.edu/breeds/sheep/
(Note: Click a letter at the top of the page on this site and breeds starting with it are listed on the
right. Click the one you want.)
1609 – first sheep to Colonies
Jamestown – 1620 – 30 – more sheep arrived from England – Old Leicesters, Romney Marsh, and
Southdowns
Old Leicesters,

Romney Marsh,

and Southdowns

1643 – 1000 sheep counted in Mass.
1760’s – Robert Bakewell in England began breeding sheep using principles of genetics. Developed the
Leicester Longwool breed of sheep and other livestock breeds
1793 – George Washington acquired Leicester Longwool sheep on his farm in Mt. Vernon. Wrote to
King of England – “…not withstanding your prohibitory rules & customs…”
Janice has some images of sheep she owns (shown below). But first here is a piece of wisdom about
doing so.

These images are of Janice’s sheep and their sheep dog, who looks somewhat like the sheep.

The sheep dog that Janice and her husband, Hunter, have is a Great Pyrenees. This breed is a guard
dog and does not herd the sheep but protects them. Janice said they have had three Great Pyrenees
over the years and have never lost a sheep from predators either in the field or the barn. I don’t think
they shear him, but he seems a candidate. “Yes, John, we did shear our Pyrenees one time each
Spring.”

Shearing sheep.

Shearing sheep is a cross-over item, between sheep, on one hand, and, since it is a process in which
tools are used, and our next topic,:

Processes and Tools

Sewing of animal skins using a needle and animal sinews probably preceded fiber spinning. This
suggests that embroidery is an early technique and a computer search of 17th and 18th century
textiles will yield mostly embroideries. Most of these embroideries will be of an urban rather than a
frontier character, but the American Indians (whose usages did influence American frontier textiles)
did use applique, beadwork and embroidery on animal skins.
Birds and primates plait the elements of their nests and so provide observable models of plaiting to
humans. (Barber)
Basket making seems to have preceded weaving (Barber)

4000 BC – Babylonians weaving and selling “manufactured” clothing
3000-2000 BC – China, India, & Swiss weaving textiles
Swiss Lake Dwellers, 3,000 BC to 700 BC – woven linen
Felt can occur in nature (Janice says that it can occur, without human intervention, on the live wool on
a sheep). So felt likely also preceded weaving.
Woven items are sometimes felted (to increase their warmth and ability to shed water).

No tools needed for spinning (fibers can be spun by running one’s hand over them on the thigh or
cheek)
7,000 BC to present – Spindle spinning. There seem to be pre-ceramic spinning whorls that are
pierced flat stones.

Instructions for “dressing” a distaff.

Distaffs were devices to hold the wool, used in spinning,

conveniently nearby. Sometimes the wool was wrapped around one’s arm but it became seen to be
convenient to have a separate tool to perform this function.

Wool reeling tool.

Earliest clear illustrations of the spinning wheel are from Baghdad in the 13th century.

Earliest evidence of weaving seems to be about 7,000 BC.
First looms were likely horizontal.

Courtesy of Barber, Prehistoric Textiles
Swiss Lake Dwellers, 3,000 BC to 700 BC – wove linen and had extensive dye techniques
2000 BC – Madder root mordanted with alum
500 BC – to AD 750 – Spindle was “mechanized”
1200’s – Marco Polo reported dyes seen on his travels (Silk Road)
AD 50 – Romans built woolen mill (fulling) in Britain
AD 500 – early spinning wheel to Europe from Asia
Image of an American spinning wheel.

1200’s – sketches showing women combing wool at home
Another image of

1300’s – sketch by L. da Vinci showing current style flyer and bobbin wheel
1350 – able to draw steel thin enough for wool/cotton cards – Bavaria
1300’s – Asian wheel raised and used with a bench – hand turned
1530 – adaptation of flyer-bobbin wheel

14th c – raw wool exports replaced by cloth due to fulling mills. Spinning and weaving still a cottage
industry
16th c – knitting machine invented by Rev. Wm. Lee in Britain (questioned since it is said to have
occurred before spinning and weaving was mechanized)
16th c – common mordants – alum, iron, copper & stale urine
16th c – Spanish found Cochineal on cactus in “Mexico” – kept control of this dye stuff
Major dyestuffs in 18th & 19th America were:
o

Indigo-blue;

o

Madder & Cochineal – red

o

fustic & quercition (this latter, a bark) – yellow

o

logwood – black

o

Sumac – Color varies with part of the plant used as well as the mordant chosen

Only quercition, madder & sumac were native American plants
1740’s – Indigo grown in S. Carolina for about 30 years – Janice talked, in this context, about a
remarkable woman.

Here is an image of some of the plants that are used to make natural dyes.

Janice described them as follows: “Yellow bloom-Golden Rod, white bloom-small White Fall Astor,
purple bloom – light and dark –Purple Fall astor. This photo was made in early October in Kentucky.
The Golden Rod must be cooked immediately after harvesting. The Astors can be dried to save for
later use, if necessary. It is best to use only the blooms of all of these plants.”
The image below shows some natural colors Janice has produced.

1733 – Fly shuttle loom in use
Fulling or tucking or walking (“waulking” in Scotland) is a step in woolen clothmaking which involves
the cleansing of cloth (particularly wool) to eliminate oils, dirt, and other impurities, and making it
thicker. The worker who does the job is a fuller, tucker, or walker.

1760’s – Fulling mill in America – spinning and weaving done at home for personal use only

There is a literature on fulling in Roman times (see Miko Fiohr, The World of Fullo). Roman fullers
“…played a vital role in the ancient cities, taking tunics and cloaks and making them thicker, softer,
warmer and especially bright.” Roman senators wanted their robes to be a dazzling, shiny white. It
was one of the fullers jobs to make them that way.
1769 – John Wiley. Wiley wrote a treatise on the “Propagation of Sheep, the Manufacture of Wool,
and the Cultivation and Manufacture of Flax – with directions for making several

utensils for the

business.” (republished by Colonial Williamsburg printing office). Written at the time of the stamp
act, it did much to promote manufactures in VA. It was for home use to help people prepare their
wool to be sent to the fulling mill to be finished. Mr. Wiley owned a fulling mill.
1770 – Spinning Jenny in Britain saw the end of spinning as a cottage industry. The spinning jenny is
a multi-spindle spinning frame.

It was invented in 1764 by James Hargreaves in Stanhill, Oswaldtwistle, Lancashire in England. The
device reduced the amount of work needed to produce yarn, with a worker able to work eight or more
spools at once. This grew to 120 as technology advanced.

Spinning & weaving remained a cottage industry prior to 1770 and the invention of the spinning jenny.
Remained as work at home until after the Revolution in America.
The following image is of a warping board. It is a tool for measuring that amount of warp needed for
a given weaving.

Clock reel – sometimes called a ‘weasel’ – used to measure yardage of spun yarn.

Squirrel cage swift – used to block spun yarn after it is washed

barn loom

counter balanced treadle loom designed in Berea, KY, by Anna Ernberg, in the early 1900’s during the
“craft revival”

The “little rocking loom”- one of two types of looms commonly used in the Appalachian region

1770’s – recorded importing 70 tons of dye woods to Provinces from England

1790 – knitting machine in America

1793 – first water powered woolen mill in America
1793 – Cotton gin in America

1794 – water powered woolen mill to spin broadcloth, Hartford, Connecticut
1798 – 1st known commercial dye manual in America – Asa Ellis

(The dye manual above is available for free on-line.

https://archive.org/details/countrydyersassi00elli )
1806 & 15 – Eliza Bemiss – dye manuel
1817 – J & R Bronson – dye manuel
1850’s – combing process mechanized
1856 – Mauve/lavender synthetic dye discovered from coal tar
1888 – Indigo synthesized
Janice had brought a number of tools to her session.

Description: temple – used to stabilize the weaving width on the loom

Description: “twisty stick” – perhaps the 1st actual tool used for spinning

Description: two spinning heads used on the walking wheel; right hand-with attached minor’s head
added in the mid-1800’s to increase spinning speed; left hand – without the minor’s head

Description: “heddle jig” – used to tie standard size fiber heddles for looms

Description: “kniddy knoddy” – used to measure a standard skein of yarn; can be any size

Description: square frame loom – could be rectangle, triangle, square and were simple, easily made
looms

Description: simple “tape loom” or “box loom”

Description: wool combs – used to prepare locks of wool longer than 3 inches; work sometimes done
by professional combers, but also done in the home

Now we’re ready to consider some:

Woven and Plaited Products

(The image above is Janice in clothing items she has made. They are the sort of thing that would
have been made and worn by American frontier people in the 17th and 18th centuries. Note that
Janice showed no actual American frontier textiles (these are difficult to find). As a re-enactor, she is
showing contemporary items made using 17th and 18th century methods from “sheep to weaving.”)

I asked her whether she collected any actual American frontier textiles of the sort she was
making. She said: “As to reliable sources of information for clothing, in particular for folks who were
not in the towns, it is difficult to find anything other than some journal accounts to describe articles of
clothing for the working class people. The two books on my bibliography, “Whatever Shall I Wear” &
Everyday Dress of Rural America, 1783-1800″ are among the best, but there are others as well. Some
of the museum pieces have been disassembled and studied and also provide good information. Style
was not important among the working class or those traveling the frontier, as you would expect.”
Her tabulated items of information continue:
Factors influencing the style of clothing historically – Size and type of loom, fabric/fiber, history of
wearing skins, climate, type of work terrain, body cover.
Often wealthy wore same garments, but with trimmings
“I shall cut my cote after my cloth.” – English
Prior to the Revolution, wearing homespun became a political statement
1765 – persons offered 6 lbs. of tobacco for each yard of cloth knitt.
“EVERYTHING YOU WEAR DOES NOT NEED TO BE IMPORTED.” Washington and Jefferson wore
homespun suits to inauguration. Finishing work done in American factories.
Typical clothing for early Colonial wear made from wool, cotton, & linen. Few paintings depict
everyday life.
I looked around to see if there are actual 17th and 18th frontier clothes with pictured or for sale, but
as Janice predicted, I didn’t find much. Here are a few gleanings.

bonnets in above photo were not introduced until 1800’s

There are some illustrations from re-enactor dealers. These pieces are contemporary, of course, but
made as American frontier clothing was made in the 17thand 18th centuries. Here are a few such
items. Janice had a few, too.

The following clothing images are courtesy of “Bradley Company of the Fox,” who make and sell reenactor clothing.
Women’s apron and bodice

Women’s bodice with removable sleeves.

Women’s wrap-around skirt – Janice: “I don’t know when the wrap-around skirt was first used.”

Women’s French style cap

Men’s fly-front breeches

Men’s Drop-front Breeches (seen to be more appropriate)

Men’s Shirt and Men’s Waistcoat

Men’s Pullover Waistcoar (outer garment)

Men’s flat hat

Men’s Tricorn hat

Men’s Leggings (possible Indian influence)

Men’s breechcloth (possible Indian influence)

Now we moved to treat Janice’s reenacted 17th and 18th century textiles
Here are some slides of things Janice has made:

Description: shawl; mid-late 1800’s style; dye-copper sulfate

Description: shawl; dye-cochineal; expensive to obtain in colonial times

Description: blanket; variety of natural dyes, all available in colonial times

Description: poncho with hood; modern style; black walnut dye, commonly used in colonial times

Description: same as above

Description: modern style shawl with pockets; indigo over osage orange

Description: shawl; Saxon blue-ancient dye method using raw fleece as a source of amonia

Description: shawl; indigo and black walnut dye; 18th c. style walking wheel

Description: lady’s colonial style (jacket)

Description: hand spun, hand woven blankets – 72″x 90″; style typically used by treckers and hunters

Description: Next four slides are same as above

Description: same as above

Description: same as above

Description: same as above

Description of these bands: tapes/straps; color patterns from the Shakers

Description: tapes/straps; color patterns from the Shakers

Yardage – color pattern from J. & R. Bronson-colonial weavers
Janice had also had some of the items she has made in the room. Here they are:
J1

Description of J1: indigo vat yardage of the size from which to cut a lady’s pocket
Detail of J1.

J2

Description of J2: yardage of the size to cut a lady’s apron
Detail of J2.

J3

Description of the three items in S3: woven straps; l-loom woven; m- finger woven; l- loom woven
Detail of the band on the right in S3.

Another woven band.
5

Details of J5. is a waist sash used by men over their outer shirt

Wendel Swan shows the length of this band.

J6
Mitts

Description of J6 mitts: used by muzzle loaders to have fingers ‘free’

J7

Description of J7: men’s pouch used by treckers
Detail images of J7.

J8

Description of J8: lady’s small pouch sometimes worn under the skirt
J9

Description of J9: yardage sized to cut a lady’s bed gown (jacket)

J10

Description of J10: yardage of the size for a lady’s apron
Detail of J10.

J11

J11 description: finger weaving
Detail of J11.

S12

Details of S12. : linen and wool lady’s skirt; hand woven; a “dressy” garment

S13

Description of J13: hand-spun indigo yarns
J14

Description of J14:a youth sized blanket; 72″ x 64″; natural gray with indigo over osage orange
stripes

Details of J14.

J15
(out of focus, but lets you see its length; details are clearer)

Description of J15: hand woven band; Shaker color pattern
Details of J15.

J16

Description of J16: standard size trecker’s blanket; 72″ x 90″; black walnut dye; center seam
Details of J16.

J17

Description of J17: same blanket, folded on center seam
J18

Description of J18: standard size trecker’s blanket; center seam; natural white
Details of J18.
Front

Front and Back
(Color difference due to light and camera)

Janice took questions.
Wendel Swan asked a couple.

Wendel asked about the fact that the apron (while tie strings), which is ready for use, does not have a
selvedge or reinforced edges. (The edges of all kilims simply have a return of the patterning
wefts.) He asked whether this finishing method was typical and Janice said yes. Wendel had this
question because the apron is warp -faced and so the edges are kept intact only by the thinner and
presumably weaker wefts.
Wendel said after that he couldn’t tell from these pictures whether the apron has reinforced edges. He
said that the cloths Janice showed did not.

Janice responded.

Janice ended her program with a cartoon indicating that, in some situations in frontier American,
proper description of an item of clothing could be a serious business.

(This is worth clicking to see the larger version.)
There were things to see and feel: the textiles on the board, but also some things on the table.

I want to thank Janice and her husband, Hunter, both for coming to The Textile Museum to give this
program, for being willing to have this virtual version made, and for their work in our editing of it
afterward.

I hope you have enjoyed this program by a real doer.
R. John Howe 5
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The “Last” Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning
in the Myers Room
Posted in Uncategorized on June 2, 2014 by rjohn
On April 26, 2014, a Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning program was given in the Myers Room.

I arrived early in order to get a seat from which I can take good photos.

Because of the anticipated move of the TM to the GW campus, this session had initially been
announced as the last RTAM that would be held in the Myers Room. However, because the room will
still be available for a few months and because it is better for displaying rugs and textiles than the
temporarily available options on the GW campus, an announcement was made that some further
RTAM programs will be held here before the move to the new Textile Museum building on 21st Street
on the GW University campus. As a result, the title of this session was changed to “Remembering the
Original Myers Room: A Potpourri.”
The Myers Room, many readers will know, was the living room in Mr. Myers’ home. I once talked to
an older lady who said “…the first time I was in this building it was not a museum and I was met at
the front door by a butler in formal clothes and was served, unasked, a martini.” Harold Keshishian
sometimes pointed to a place near the fireplace in the Myers Room and said that Mr. Myers sat there
in a favorite chair and was served a favorite “toddy.”
One sense in which this session was treated as an “occasion” was that The International Conference
on Oriental Carpets, had provided a Continental breakfast before the program and a luncheon (with
wine) after it.

This made for a delightful gathering. The luncheon was a departure, but coffee, tea

and pastries are commonly offered before sessions.
In recognition of how things work on an RTAM mornings and at other times, it is important to
recognize the work of Sheila Freeman.

Shiela’s is often the first face you see when you come through the TM’s front door. She is, ostensibly,
a kind of greeter, but is, in fact, far more than that. She is, among other things, a real organizational
“change agent.” For years there was no provision for coffee and pastries before RTAM sessions, but
Sheila saw that some social interaction needed facilitating and, at her own expense, began to buy and
provide coffee, tea and, sometimes, pastries. Ultimately, she was given a small budget, but TM

management really had no choice: she had shamed them into it. So we need, here, to thank Sheila
for fostering useful social interaction before and after these RTAM sessions.
Tom Goehner, the TM Curator of Education, introduced Wendel Swan as the “master of ceremonies” of
this session.

Wendel began by saying that in this “potpourri” program, we would, primarily, look back at the Rug
and Textile Appreciation Programs as they have been held in the Myers Room, but we would also look
a bit forward.

He noted that the Myers Room was full, with even a few chairs brought in, a slight departure from
strict compliance with fire regulations.

He said that he wanted to begin by asking all those present who had given an RTAM program at some
point to stand, and it appeared that most of those there did – to considerable applause. This was a
“hard-core” RTAM crowd.
Next, Wendel noted that the exact beginnings of the RTAM programs are a bit obscure, even
sometimes debated, but that we had one resource who actually attended the first RTAM (then called
the “rug morning” program). He asked Phyllis Kane, who had attended the first “rug morning”
session, to talk a bit about her experience

Phyllis agreed that the origins of the RTAM programs are uncertain, but said that her remembrance
was that, while Harold Keshishian was, from the first, a big supporter, she thought that Louise
Mackie, now for years at the Cleveland Art Museum, but then a TM curator, was likely the real mind
behind it.

(Harold and his wife Melissa)

She said that Mackie got the docent group started, and it was as a docent, in those days, that Phyllis
attended the first RTAM in the Spring of 1973.
Phyllis remembered that the advertising of this first session was informal, and that they wondered
who would learn about it and come. They were gratified that 11 people came to the first session, and
that there were 13 (sessions were initially programmed monthly) in the next one. Phyllis
subsequently lived abroad for a number of years. She said she was gone for a couple of years and
when she returned she found that RTAM sessions were drawing a crowd. Then she was away again,
but returned to find chairs being brought in to accommodate standees. It was clear that the RTAM
programs were a success.
Folks had been asked to bring pieces that might be appropriate to a session remembering the RTAMs
and Phyllis had brought this one.

TI

She described it as a Caucasian Kazak and said she had brought it, in part, because of its wonderful
green field. Here are some details of T1.

Bill Bechhoefer spoke next for himself and his wife Sondra.

He said that that they had brought a shawl which they bought in southern Tunisia, years ago, during
their Peace Corps years.
T2

Bill said that it is white cotton and white wool and dyed with indigo. They admire the fineness of the
design.
Here are some closer details of T2.

In response to a question, Bill explained that the lighter blue and white-ish areas are the result of the
fact that cotton does not take indigo dye as well as wool does.
Michael Seidman spoke next.

He said that he and his wife Lynda began coming to these RTAM programs in 1976, but began
conducting RTAM programs in about 1980. He and the late Ed Zimmerman gave several programs in
which they were able to use material from the TM Collection. Michael said they did a Turkmen
program in 2005, entitled “Ersari? You Needn’t Be.” He said this title was Ed’s doing. Ed was a poet
and liked word-play.
In a subsequent conversation Michael said that he and Ed began giving RTAM programs in about
1980. They gave one program a year for about 25 yrs in which museum material was featured. This

was possible because of Ed’s position as chair of the Board of Trustees. Unfortunately, museum
material is no longer available for the Saturday morning programs. The last program, Ed and Michael
gave was in 2005 or 2006 (not sure, exactly), and was on the floral motif in carpets and textiles. It
included some great Mughal velvet fragments.
Michael said that the first piece he and Lynda had brought today was a silk jijim: a strip from a sham.
T3

Here is a detail image of T3.

Michael and Lynda had brought a second piece. This was another silk jajim bought from the
Zimmerman estate.
T4

Michael said that this Persian piece is remarkable for the intensity of its colors and for the quality of its
silk. It is also unusual for the width of the red stripes and the narrowness of some of the other
stripes. Compare with the first jajim (T3 above), which emphasizes stripes of similar width.
Here are some details of T4.

The Seidman’s had brought a third piece that I’ll treat next, in spite of it drawing a later position on
the front board.
T23

T23 is a small, contemporary, cushion cover produced by a known dealer in Istanbul who is doing
remarkable work. The way in which the silk in these pieces takes dye is astounding.
Here are some details of T23. Its dyes are natural and it is finely embroidered.

Michael said that, in all modesty, this piece demonstrates that some contemporary textile work is
actually better than that done in the 18th century.
Cynthia Boyer, a Trustee, serving on the TM Board of Directors, spoke next.

She said that her first job after college was in the textile industry and that her mother/brother brought
he tor The Textile Museum.
Cynthia said she had brought a piece she had bought during the second TM trip to Central Asia.
T5

She said that this is a hat and hair covering that she bought in Uzbekistan.
Here are some details of T5.

Amy Rispin spoke next. She brought two kilims.
The first she though was from Central Asia, seemed tribal to her, perhaps Uzbek.
T6

The second piece, was shown later on the board, but we’ll do it here.

T32

She said that this kilim was one of a pair she found in a thrift shop in Bethesda. The pieces had a tag
indicating that they had come from an assisted living home. One of them had little holes possibly
indicating that it had been used on the floor and walked on with women’s spiked-heel shoes.

But the

piece above was in perfect shape. She said that she thought that the two pieces might once have
been sewn together to make a larger on and those in the room agreed, noting that there are borders
only on one side. Likely, the other piece also has borders only on one side, suggesting, strongly, that
they had been woven to be sewn together.
Here are some details of T32.

Such diamond designs and the end finish with braided warps are Kurd indicators.

After Amy had owned this piece for a while, she acquired a book on kilims of Turkey.

In it she discovered a nearly identical published piece. The book describes it as woven by Kurds in
Siirt in southeast Turkey in a cicim weave.

Colin England spoke next.

He said that his first contact with the TM was at a time when he was living in Atlanta. A member of
the TM staff addressed the local rug club. He said that he had brought three pieces to today’s session.
The first of these was one of the earliest pieces he bought.

T7

Already interested in curvilinear “city” designs, he said he knew not much more than that this was an
Isfahan and had about 500 kpsi.
Colin said that the next piece he brought (below) was something of a departure for him, although he
is interested in silk rugs.
This piece is seemingly a small assembled khorjin set mostly in striped, silk, jijim, but supplemented
in places with velvet.
Colin said that Harold Keshishian estimated that this piece was likely 18th century and that the velvet
might be 17th century.

T8

Wendel Swan observed that the order of placement of stripes and of their colors can be a means of
identification.
This is true. Toward the back of the Beiber, Pinwart and Steiner book “Heybe,” the authors provide an
array of the backs of the 80 heybes of which the fronts have been presented in the previous part of
the volume. Their presentation is also an analysis, showing (back by back) which heybes were woven
in which areas of Turkey.
Here is just one page of striped heybe backs.

And here is the opposite page showing the geographic attributions for each of these bags.

But to return to Colin’s piece, here are some details of T8.

Colin’s third piece was this one.

T9

This is a silk Hereke with a 16th century design and about 2,000 kpsi. Very fine in most rug varieties,
but some Mughal rugs have over 5,000.
Here are some details of T9.

Aija Blitte spoke next.

She said that when she first started collecting textiles, she made some real mistakes. Then she
discovered the advantage of listening to, and learning from, experienced people in the textile
community. The RTAM sessions have been one important venue for this learning.
Aija brought two pieces. T10 below is the first.
T10

She told a story about its purchase. She said that she was at an ACOR convention and was talking to
Gordon Priest, the Baltimore collector. Gordon showed her a piece he had bought and said that it was
one of a pair and the other one still with the dealer. She went and bought it. She said that Gordon
picked first, and likely believes that he got the best of the pair, but she thinks that hers is better.
She said that T10 is an Afshar bag face, not Kamseh, despite all the “chickens.”
Aija’s second piece was this salt bag.
T11

Aija said that T11 is a “… Bordjalou salt bag. I find it so beautiful because of the central ‘medallion’
extends into the neck of the salt bag. It just looks different and the color contrast with the white is
wonderful.”
T11 also has a very good striped back, festooned with animals.

Jeff Krauss spoke next. He was wearing a Japanese man’s under kimono and had a similar piece on
the board. Jeff said that he was pretty certain that no one else would have brought pieces like these
two.

They are pre-WWII Japanese propoganda textiles.

On the man’s silk, under kimono, there are warships, airplanes, artillery and tanks.

The textile on the board is cotton and features artillery, tanks, Japanese flags, and two children riding
horses with drawn swords.

Jeff said that such propaganda textiles were woven in Japan from about 1900 to WWII.
Kelly Webb spoke next.

He has brought a chavadan that he said had been collected in northern Uzbekistan.
T10

This format (the chavadan) is well known and published examples by Uzbek and Kyrgyz weavers are
frequent.
Antipina in her “The Kyrgyz Carpet” treats a number of chavadan weavings. She says that they are
12 to 15 inches wide and 32 to 44 inches long. The chavadan is a bag. Usually, there is a pile front
and a back that Antipina describes as composed of “special flat-woven strips, and a piece of
homemade felt.” An opening 8 to 10 inches running length-wise is left open for placing household
items in the bag.
There is a place in the back of a trellis tent, opposite the door, where a stack of the family’s prized
textiles was placed. This location and stack was called a “juk” (pronounced juke) and the chavadan
was placed at bottom front of it with the pile side horizontal and outward to be seen. The use of the
juk often continued after nomads were settled and a niche was built into the house in which this stack
of textiles was placed. Antipina says that the variation in size of the chavadans was a function of the
width, in a settled dwelling, of this juk niche.

The juk was, then, essentially a niche-container. (Wendel Swan could not resist asking whether such
a container might be called a kind of “juk box.” He got appropriate groans.)
Kelly said that there was some question about whether his piece was used in this way (nomads are
very practical). The fact that the two ends of his piece are separated from the center section with
narrow areas of flat-weave has raised the question of whether this particular chavadan might have
been a cradle. Austin Doyle spoke next.

His first piece was a Baluch rug with a spacious, white ground field design.
T20

This rug is nearly identical (it could be the same piece) to #33 in Michael Craycraft’s “Baluch Prayer
Rugs,” 1982. Austin described his as having been woven in Sistan area of Khurasan, often called
“Arab.” Craycraft says that the directionality of the field design permits a description of “latent prayer
rug,” despite its having niches at both ends.
The knot is asymmetric open right, rather than the open left usage, in most other Baluch
varieties. Craycraft also notes that the four-cord selvege is atypical for Arab and Beluch work in this
area.
Austin recounted that when he brought it to another RTAM, Harold Keshishian called it “the best piece
we’ve seen today.”
Details of T20.

Austin’s second piece was a Turkmen Chodor chuval.
T33

T33 is a published piece, formerly in the Kurt Munkacsi collection. It features a classic purplish ground
color, a “lighting stripe” lattice and ertman guls.
Details of T33.

Below is a single ertman gul, a little closer. The purplish ground color is more visible here as well.

Austin’s third piece was a large, younger Ersari chuval. It might well, he said, contain synthetic
dyes. Austin said that he brought it to this session because he also brought it to the “Ersari? You
Needn’t Be,” RTAM given by Ed Zimmerman and Michael Seidman, and mentioned by Michael,
elsewhere in this post. RTAMs ofter treated serious material, but the kind of playfulness visible in this
RTAM title was also permitted.
Wendel could not resist asking Michael if he knew where Ed had gotten the playful title of “Ersari? You
Needn’t Be.” Michael did not know, but Wendel suggested it had come from a ‘joke box.”
Hali once “looked down its nose,” a bit, at the now-defunct Oriental Rug Review, commenting that its
exuberance sometimes got in the way of more serious work. Such exuberance, as we see Ed’s
punning title, and again, in Wendel’s “juk box” and “joke box” comments, have been an enjoyable
part of RTAMs as well.
This chuval is not representative of the way that Austin collects, but it is a good vehicle for looking
back, fondly and with considerable humor.
T25

Austin said this chuval has a rendition of the “mina khani,” design often used by Ersari weavers.
Details of T25.

The border is a type of herati design often used by Turkmen with this mina khani field.

The elem is nicely articulated.

Bob Emry spoke next.

Bob had brought a Yomut Turkmen chuval face with a darker palette.
T16

He said: This chuval (ed. T16) “… is one that I call Yomut, but I suppose some German collectors
might decide that it is Igdir or Karadashli, or one of those other groups that I don’t have the
perception to separate out. I think it is an older piece, maybe first half 19th C.
“It has great colors. In fact, the reason I brought it to this session is because it is one that I had
shown in one of my RTAMs, and Harold K. was especially attracted to it–his remark at that time was
that he believed it was an older piece because of its fantastic COLOR (probably you can hear in your
mind Harold saying this, with two long “o”s in color).”
Bob said that he brought this piece, in part, in remembrance of Harold’s work with, and participation,
in these RTAM sessions.
Details of T16.

T17 is Bob’s second piece. It is a flat-woven one, potentially, a little mysterious.
T17

Bob said : T17 “…is an Armenian ‘apron’.
“I know many collectors won’t consider collecting something unless it has been identified,
authenticated, and certified, but I actually often collect something because I don’t know what it is.
“I found this piece at a local auction, didn’t know what it was, but knew it was interesting, so took it
home.
“I had it for a while and still couldn’t pin it down, so brought it to the TM for one of the RTAM
programs. Harold K. didn’t hesitate to identify it an Armenian Apron, said it is very rare, but told me
one was published (in black and white) in “from the Bosporus to Samarkand). Since then I have seen
images of a just a few others—one offered on Rugrabbit, and then the newest HALI (no. 179, pages
100-101) has images of four examples in the History Museum of Armenia, Yerevan.

“It is cross-stitch embroidery in wool, on a dark blue wool ground. Although some examples seem to
have been made as one piece, most have a line across the middle that suggests they were made as
two panels and then sewn together.”
Detail of T17.

Afterward, Bob said: “…Wendel told me that the one shown in the “Bosporus to Samarkand,” catalog
has bands at the upper two corners for tying around the waist.”
John Howe: Here is the image referred to immediately above.

I don’t see the cords Wendel mentioned in this catalog photo, but perhaps Wendel saw this piece “in
the cloth”and remembers its cords.
Richard Kahn had brought the next piece.

It is a Senneh saddle cover. Richard said about his piece that “…the yellow ground is very
unusual/rare, and the weave is pretty fine.”

T15

This piece would have been placed on top of the saddle, as you can see by the “opening” where the
cantle would come through.
My notes call attention to its cotton warps, its typical herati field design, and to its unusual greenground border, the latter featuring roses and botehs.
Detail of T15.

Wendel Swan spoke next on the pieces he had brought.

The first piece he presented was a Dazkiri yastik from West Central Turkey, which was exhibited at the
ICOC in Philadelphia in 1996. It was published in Morehouse’s Yastiks book and was highlighted by
Hali magazine among all the yastiks in the exhibition.
He brought a yastik because the first RTAM he attended was one given by Gayle Garrett on yastiks,
with some of the material coming from The Textile Museum collection. Wendel has always wanted to
get his hands on rugs to examine them closely (this is, in fact one of the general attractions of RTAMs
for most partipants) and said that at one point he moved to touch one of the TM yastiks. That
triggered a vigorous response of horror from Gayle. He said his excuse was that he was relatively
new to rugs and didn’t understand fully the “don’t touch” prohibition that prevailed about museum
collection material.
He still has trouble remaining in his chair in the audience, even when he is not presenting, and often
moves to get his hands on a given piece.

T23

Wendel believe that this yastik dates not later than the middle of the 19th Century and that there is a
possibility that it is 18th Century. The fact that it was restored about 100 years ago with yarn of
synthetic dyes indicates that it was prized even then. He won’t have the restoration with the synthetic
dyes removed because he believes that they are an indication of its greater age.
Wendel’s next piece was this Swedish carriage cushion with 21 stars, dating from about 18001825.

Although the design elements are different, the yastik and this agedyna share a certain

method of pattern making. This illustrates how widespread was the influence of Near Eastern
weavings.

T26

Wendel said that this piece is rare in that it is the only one he has ever seen that was complete in that
it not only has its original back, but is stuffed for use with goose down.

His next piece was this fragment.
T24

Wendel said about T24: “From its structure, colors and patterning, this fragment seems to be from
Anatolia, most likely Eastern Anatolia, but it is not what anyone would call Kurdish.

It has been

carbon dated to between 1485 and 1670 with 97% accuracy. I think it is likely to be from the first half
of the 17th century. The border is nearly identical to borders found on some rugs called called early
Caucasian, but the handle is much looser that most rugs in that category.

I acquired it in large part

because of my interest in the history of carpet weaving and The Textile Museum has made it possible
to learn about historical carpets.
Detail of T24.

The next pieces were brought by the gentleman pictured below. He has often been a participant in
these RTAM sessions.

He had brought two Turkman saddle pieces with similar designs. These designs often appear on
Yomut weavings.
T18

T18, above, was likely placed under the saddle.
T19, below, was placed on top of the saddle.
T19

These two pieces with very similar designs could have been a set, although I don’t think he claimed
that.
Bob Emry said that there has been some suggestion that pieces like the larger one above might have
been funeral rugs. Some have mitered corners and signatures.
T18a
The larger piece here has butted main borders and “elem-type” compartments with a further border
design its the ends.

Tim Hays spoke next about three pieces he and his wife Penny brought in.

His first kilim in prayer format had strong graphics and colors.
T27

Tim said: T27 “… is a so-called Sarkoy kilim. Actually, this is from Pirot Serbia [although Pirot was in
the Ottoman Province Bulgaria at the time this was made (before 1868)]. This is an example of the
very fine weaving typical of Pirot. The handle is like cloth and the colors all natural, including the
wonderful red. The empty field design of the kilim is very unusual as most pieces have more
decorative filler motifs. The design indicates the piece was likely to have been made for use in the
Ottoman territories, and not in Europe. Notice the two human faces that appear in the apex areas of
the mihrab.

We brought these pieces to demonstrate how our collecting interests have evolved since we became
involved with the RTAM at the Textile Museum. We extended our collecting interests from Manastir
kilims from Bulgaria and Anatolia to the range of textiles originating in the South Balkans; and then to
Syria.
Details of T27.

T28

,

T28 “… is from Aleppo in Syria. Its tapestry woven with some slit weave and makes extensive use of
gold-colored metallic thread. The repertoire of designs on this piece and the very extensive use of
metallic thread, is typical for these group of Syrian textiles.
“This example dates from 1900 or before and is comprised of two panels sewn together longitudinally.
“I don’t believe these two panels began their lives sewn together, they probably were made as
draperies or portieres and then joined for use as a bedcover or room divider.
“Our interaction with people at the RTAM has expanded our appreciation for these very sophisticated
weavings from the Levant.”
Details of T28.

Tim’s third piece was this niche kilim.
T29

About it he said “The third piece we showed is an example of our favorite type of Balkan textile – a
Manastir kilim from Eastern Bulgaria.
“This is a powerful example of the type. With its central mihrab with large ‘witterhorns’ and its use of
large protective symbols such as the hands of Fatima (notice the hands are interlaced) and the black
and white triangles) the kilim is full of Turkish influences and was made by ethnically Turkish people in
Bulgaria. The dyes are also more similar to those produced in the Balkans than those used with the
brethren which were produced in Anatolia.
“We believe this kilim may have been made for devotional use in the home of Bulgaria’s Muslim
residence. Although the kilm design is relatively simple we see it as an effective piece of folk art.

“This kilim is published in Stoebe and Mizrahi’s book-Manastir Kilims: In Search of a Trail. These
authors have been a driving force in our collecting of Balkan kilims as well as being great friends and
colleagues.
Details of T29.

I was the last speaker of the day.

I said that I wanted to start by paying tribute to Virginia Delfico,

Virginia Delfico and Harold Keshishian
Courtesy of Barry O’Connell
who was the director of Education at the TM when I first began coming to these RTAM sessions and
who oversaw the first RTAM I conducted.
Virginia told me, once, that, when she became the TM’s director of Education, she was told that the
Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning programs (then called “rug mornings”) were “sacred.” Her
default position, she said, what that there would be an RTAM on most Saturday mornings, and she
nearly pulled this off.
I had occasion, once, to go through all I had of what is now called the “Members’ Magazine and to
build a data base over 10 years in length indicating how many RTAMs had been conducted each
month. During Virginia’s eleven year tenure, she often offered five RTAMs in a month that had five
Saturdays in it. She nearly always had four, and three was infrequent. I said that what Virginia did
was one hell of an “act,” and that we needed to have a vigorous round of applause for her
achievements. We did.
I brought three pieces.

T30

T30 is a Caucasian Kazak rug of a well-known field design and border system. There is a larger piece
with this design in Schurmann in brilliant colors. This piece has a more subdued palette. The field
design is, mostly, a species of tessellation. and the main border is an archaic version of a
reciprocal. It is dated 1319, which is early 20th century. It is a smaller size and displays easily on a
wall. I’ve owned it for over 10 years and finally sent it to Turkey for a vacation that makes it possible
for me to enjoy it in a condition closer to its original. I brought it, in part, because it exemplifies one
of the functions that RTAMs perform: that of introducing participants to some of the well-known types
of textiles of various of sorts.
Here are some details of T30.

My second piece was a Kizil Ayak Turkmen chuval. I brought it because it represents a piece of advice
I was given early in these RTAM sessions, namely, that it is advantageous for new collectors to focus
their efforts on a particular area. I took this advice and was, at the beginning, pretty exclusively a
Turkmen textile collector, despite collecting on a budget.
T33

This is a piece found by my wife Jo Ann, in an antique shop that still exists in New Hope. PA. Its sign
says “Antique Rugs and Cement Lawn Ornaments.” I asked whether they had any Turkmen rugs and
they said “No..” But Jo had already been looking into their stacks and waved me over. It was not in
good condition, but was basically all there, and the drawing was textbook Kizil Ayak. I asked what
they could do and they said “75 dollars.” I said “65,” and they said “Done.”
We’ve had it for a few years and then sent it to Turkey for a year-long vacation. It is one of our
favorite pieces.
Here are some details of T33.

Notice that in the image below, the Xs in the quartered center of the major guls are serifed. This kind
of detail is the kind of thing readily dropped out as weavers, as time progresses, conventionalize
designs. Serifed Xs are seen by some to be an indicator of age. Noticing this kind of detail is why
Turkmen collectors are sometimes called ‘Turkomaniacs.”

With it in his hands Robert Pinner said that it was “before 1850, but not quite fine enough (it’s about
100 kpsi) to be a Kizil Ayak and is, better called, ‘Ersari.'” Later, Azadi, also with it in hand, said that
it’s Kizil Ayak, anyway. One feels freed a bit when the gods of the rug world flatly disagree.

My third piece and the last of the day, illustrates another of the ways that these RTAM programs
function for learning. Sometimes they are the occasion for learning what you’ve acquired.
I bought the piece below, recently, and the dealer described it as Mexican.

It is cotton, striped and

composed of six narrow sections sewn together. It is about 8 feet long. I have seen Mexican pieces,
woven on narrow looms, and sewn together, so, while I don’t know Mexican textiles at all, that was
plausible. So I adopted this dealer’s attribution.

T31

Several people in the audience objected, in a chorus, to a Mexican attribution, saying that the piece
was definitely African, and was likely woven in Mali. Well, I don’t know African textiles, either, but
I’ve been alerted that I need to do a little research. So this is another way in which RTAMs function
for learning.
Here are some detail images of T31.

Audience members thought that the band in the image below that is featured in red and white was a
Mali indicator.

Wendel said, at the beginning, that we’d look back on the RTAM in the Myers Room and also consider
what the RTAMs may become, as we move into a new Myers Room in the new GWU Textile Museum
building.
What follows here, are my own musings on all of this.

It seems to me that the Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning programs have been one of its most
valuable public information outreach programs the TM offers. These programs are free and rarely
require reservations. They are a real vehicle for connecting members of both the local textile
community and the general public. The learning that has occurred in them cannot be described
adequately. The fact that they have been produced for over 40 years, without a budget for speaker
travel or honorariums, is a major inter-generational achievement.
Yes, the RTAMs have, historically been, primarily, a resource to those who live in the DC area, BUT,
since 2007, I have moved to make them available to a much large audience. So the “local availability
only” argument no longer applies.
On the other hand, the history of the RTAM programs has not been so sanguine in recent years. The
years of Virginia Delfico’s tenure as the director of the TM Eduction Department seem likely to turn out
the be the acme of RTAM history. As I said earlier, Virginia’s default position was that there would be
an RTAM program on most Saturdays. When Virginia left, there were a series of directors of the TM
Education Department and, at some time in that period, the number of RTAM programs offered each
month was sharply reduced.
Nowadays, it seems that the TM’s RTAM goal is to hold two programs a month and we are often not
able to achieve even that. I just looked at what we’re managing so far this year.
2014:
Jan. – 1, Feb. – 2, March – 2, April – 2, May – 1, June – 2
So it’s clear that the RTAM programs are no longer “sacred,” as Virgina said she was told, in her time,
they were.
And the move to the new museum on the GWU campus will likely have impact. (I should say, here,
on the side, that I think that, on balance, the move to join the GWU community was the right one. It

solved, for the foreseeable future, the critical problem of a stately but aging facility that we could
likely not afford to repair adequately.) The facility problem seems thoroughly solved by this move.
On one hand, once we’re into the new museum building, the RTAMs are to be held in a space that is
likely an improvement on the Myers Room. But the long-term interest the combined TM and GWU
communities will have in the RTAM programs is not clear.
The producing and facilitating of the RTAMs is currently, largely, done on a volunteer basis. There is
no provision, of which I’m aware, for going on if this volunteer work does not continue (and the
volunteers doing this critical work are getting older.)
I, personally, worry that the RTAMs may get lost. The joining of the GWU community could lead to
access to resources that could transform the character of RTAMs in ways we cannot yet envision and
enhance the delivery of virtual RTAM programs to larger audiences. But I have repeatedly suggested,
without response, that the production of these virtual RTAMs should be institutionalized in some way.
It may be that some institutionalization will occur. But I worked for over 40 years in large work
organizations and have never seen an instance where a smaller organization joined a larger one in
which the preoccupations of the larger organization did not “sandpaper” the character of the smaller
one (even if the larger organization was not consciously trying to do so). The preoccupations of the
larger organization are pervasive.
I am fairly certain that the Textile Museum, as part of the GWU complex, will result, in 20 years, in a
very different Textile Museum. But I worry that the RTAMs, a demonstrated valuable public outreach
program for 40 years, could be lost sight of and inadvertently discarded long before then. I hope that
I am wrong and that provision will be made to go on. It is likely too soon to feel as pessimistic as I
do. The new TM-GMU relationship needs to be given a chance to work itself out for the better.
Wendel closed the session and again invited everyone to the ICOC-provided luncheon, across that
hall. The usual after-session conversations started up.

The weather was nice and so some drifted into tables in the Myers house gardens.

I want to thank the participants in this session, most of whom have been RTAM presenters over the
years. A particular thanks to Wendel Swan, who produced and facilitated this session. Thanks, also,
to Peggy Brown for another good set of notes, and, last, our thanks, again, to the ICOC for providing
an enjoyable lunch.
This was not quite the last RTAM event that will be held in the Myers Room before the move to the
new museum on the GWU campus, but we’re getting closer.
Regards,
R. John Howe 6
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The Benefits and Pleasures of Documenting Your
Collection, Part 1
Posted in Uncategorized on August 1, 2014 by rjohn
Dear folks:
This post gives you access to Part 1 of a three-part virtual version of an RTAM presentation by Jim and
Connie Henderson.
https://www.slideshare.net/rjohnhowe/howe-version4ahendersonrev-37293917
You need to view this in full screen mode in order to be able to read its text. To get to the full-screen
mode, click the four outward pointing arrows. Then on the full-screen page click “allow” in the top
center.
Press the arrow pointing to the right to get to the next slide. You can back up using the arrow to the
left.
Regards,
R. John Howe 7
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The Benefits and Pleasures of Documenting Your
Collection, Part 2
Posted in Uncategorized on August 1, 2014 by rjohn
Dear folks:
This post gives you access to Part 2 of a three-part presentation by Jim and Connie Henderson.
You can view this in full screen mode, using the controls at the bottom of the Slideshare image below.
https://www.slideshare.net/rjohnhowe/howe-version4bhendersonrev-37295893
To get a readable-sized text, click the icon on the lower right of the SlideShare screen. It will give you
a full-screen image.
Regards,
R. John Howe 8
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The Benefits and Pleasures of Documenting Your
Collection, Part 3
Posted in Uncategorized on August 1, 2014 by rjohn
Dear folks:
This post gives you access to Part 3 of a three-part RTAM presentation by Jim and Connie Henderson.
You need to view this in full screen mode in order to be able to read its text. To get to the full-screen
mode 1: click the “slideshare button in the lower right corner of this page. 2) on the next page click
the four outward pointing arrows. Then on the full-screen page click “allow” in the top center.
Press the arrow pointing to the right to get to the next slide. You can back up using the arrow to the
left.

https://www.slideshare.net/rjohnhowe/howe-version4chendersonrev-37299068

R John Howe 9
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Christine Brown on “Textiles for the Head, Part 2”
Posted in Uncategorized on August 15, 2014 by rjohn
On June 14, 2014, Christine Brown gave a Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning program that was
Part 2 of her work on “Textiles for the Head.”

If you have not seen Part 1 of this sequence, you can find it here:
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2014/03/03/christine-brown-textiles-for-the-head-utility-identityauthority/
In Part 1, Christine discussed how cloth is used on the head in different cultures to conceal and
protect, reveal and adorn, and convey status and authority. Christine’s research on this subject
yielded more than could be included in one program. Part 2 presents some of the additional
material. What follows is her lecture text interspersed with illustrating images.

H1

Today’s presentation will be a continuation of one I gave in December 2013 during which I talked
about some of the many purposes for which textiles are placed on the head. It was a wide-ranging
overview, drawing on examples from many different cultures on several continents.
Today, I want to focus on a special type of headress–those made to resemble animals, or parts of
animals. We will be looking at examples of cloth headdresses created to symbolize or resemble large
mammals, birds, and reptiles.
To avoid mistakes in terminology and mangling the pronunciations, I will use generic English terms to
describe the objects we will be looking at today.
Let’s start by revisiting one of the images I showed in December.
H2

[Photo, Ao, Pg. 47]
This headdress belongs to a male member of the Chang subgroup of Nagas living in the state of
Nagaland in northeast India. The Naga believe that certain objects are imbued with inherent power.
Animal teeth, horns, and claws are considered particularly powerful. Hornbill feathers are also
revered.
The hat shown here is made of plaited cane and yellow orchid fiber, and is adorned with a hornbill
feather, bear fur, the horns of a semi-domesticated bison (mithun), and a tiger claw chin strap. These
body parts were taken from actual animals and birds and were attached to a hat worn by a man who
had earned the right to wear it by successfully completing prescribed tasks, for example, participating
in a successful raid or giving a feast.
Today, we will look at examples of headdresses made of textiles and other materials that were created
to look like animals or animal parts. The people wearing these cloth headdresses believe that they
symbolize or embody attributes of the animals in much the same way as the headdresses with actual
body parts do.
First are headdresses that look like buffalo horns.

H3

[Map, Anawalt, Pg. 285]
The Minangkabau ethnic group lives in the province of West Sumatra on the Indonesian island of
Sumatra, as seen in this map. The name Minangkabau consists of two words: Minang, derived
from menang, means victorious; kabau means buffalo.
The Minangkabau are known for a type of weaving called songket, in which motifs are formed by a
supplementary weft weave of gold- or silver-wrapped threads in a ground weave of silk or cotton.
Songket fabric is used for hip, shoulder, and head cloths, for Minangkabau men and women.
H4

[Photo, Brinkgreve & Stuart-Fox, Pg.79]

Some groups of Minangkabau women traditionally wear their songket head cloths folded to resemble
the horns of a water buffalo, as seen here.
The shape of the horns varies by village. In some, they are rounded, as seen here; in others, they are
very pointed, as we will see in a minute.
According to Anne and John Summerfield, co-authors of a book entitled, Walk in Splendor: Ceremonial
Dress and the Minangkabau, this horn headdress is linked to an early Minangkabau chronicle, which
goes like this:
QUOTE “…the name Minangkabau originated from a historical event, a buffalo fight that took place
when a prince from Java came to West Sumatra to expand his political authority. Because the people
of [West Sumatra] did not have a strong army . . . , they proposed a buffalo fight to determine who
would rule. The prince agreed. . . and found a big, strong buffalo. The Minangkabau chose a baby
buffalo, which they did not feed the day before the contest. . . The Minangkabau tied sharp iron spikes
to the baby buffalo’s nose. When the [two] buffalo encountered each other, the baby buffalo ran to
the big buffalo, thinking it was its mother. Trying to nurse, it slashed the belly of the big buffalo with
the iron spikes. The big buffalo died; the prince from Java lost the contest and withdrew.”END QUOTE
The wearing of cloth headdresses folded to resemble water buffalo horns is a direct reference to
Minangkabau resourcefulness and their David and Goliath-type victory as described in the chronicle.
H5

[Photo, Summerfield, Pg. 148]

Here is a second example of a horn headdress. The horns are pointed and the fabric is draped so that
the decorated end panels are visible on either side of the head.
H6

[Photo, Brinkgreve & Stuart-Fox, Pg.67]
Here is an archival photo dating to ca. 1918 showing women wearing headdresses tied in the horn
shape typical of another village.
Let’s look now at another type of animal headdress–one resembling an elephant head and trunk.
H7

[Map of West Africa, Internet]
The central African country of Cameroun is seen in the left-hand map colored in gold. The country
outline on the right shows its unusual shape, which to me looks like a bird or chicken. The district
highlighted in the tan color is where the Grasslands region is located. The headdress we will be looking
at next is worn by the Bamileke ethnic group, which resides in this area.
Bamileke society is highly stratified and hierarchically organized. Male members possessing the
required rank and wealth become members of men’s associations or societies.
H8

[Photo, Van Cutsem, Pg. 50]
Members of at least two of these societies wear elephant masks like the one seen here as their
principal ceremonial regalia. For the Bamileke, an elephant embodies force and power and its tusks
constitute a highly valued trade commodity.
The elephant mask comprises a cap-like head covering, two large circular ear flaps, and two long,
rectangular panels, one that hangs in front of the wearer and one that hangs behind. You will be able
to see the back panel in the next slide. The mask represents an elephant’s ears, eyes, trunk, and
mouth with teeth—not tusks. The red triangles represent the teeth. Even though the panel represents
an elephant’s trunk, there is also a red nose just above the mouth and between the eyes.
The ground cloth is either dark blue or red, as seen in this example, and is backed with burlap.

The mask is adorned with small glass beads, called seed beads because of their small size. These
beads were produced in Italy and Czechoslovakia in the 19th century, were brought in to many parts
of Africa, and were used as a medium of exchange in the trade of valuable commodities. The seed
beads are sewn on in geometric patterns, with white as the dominant color. The accumulation of
beads on these elephant masks is an indicator of the wearer’s wealth.
H9

[Photo, Northern, Pgs. 34 and 35]
The beaded designs on the front and back panels can be the same or different, as seen in these two
black and white images. The image on the left shows the design on the front; the one on the right
shows the back. The patterns are different but complementary. Note that the cloth and beadwork on
the backs of the ears have been lost through use, which affords a glimpse of how the ears are
constructed. They resemble the flat, woven grass covers often placed on wide-mouthed clay pots to
keep flies and insects out.

H10

[Photo, Northern, Pg. 7]
This photo was taken at a funeral celebration in 1913. You can see various men wearing elephant
masks. Some extend to the wearers’ waists, some a bit lower. Some of the masks are worn alone;
others are worn together with a tall hat. The hat has a flared, basketwork crown that is covered with
beads on a cloth base.
H11

[Photo, Northern, Pg. 44]

Here is a photo of the crown of a tall hat covered in geometric beadwork. It is unfortunate that I could
only find a black and white photo—this would be stunning if it was in color.
H12

[Photo, Northern, Pg. 7]
I want to go back to this photo for a minute because it shows two other animal headdresses being
worn. One is a wooden buffalo face mask worn by the man seated on the ground in front.
Standing just behind him is a man wearing a leopard headdress. If you look closely, you can see the
leopard’s head, four legs, and tail mounted on a dark headband.
H13

[Photo, Northern, Pg. 37]
It probably looked much like this example. I could not find a description of how this type of headdress
is created. It looks like the ground cloth, probably cotton, is stretched over, or stuffed with, something

that creates the leopard shape. Beads are sewn on to represent the eyes, ears, spots, etc. The legs of
the leopard are attached to a wide headband and the stiff tail curls behind.
The Bamileke believe the leopard, like the elephant, embodies force and power and is a master of its
environment. These are qualities that the wearer of the headdress wishes to possess or emulate.
Let’s look at headdresses resembling birds.
H14

[Map, Internet]
Staying in Africa, we’re going to look at another type of beaded headdress from the Yoruba people in
the country of Nigeria, which borders Cameroon to the west. Cameroun is in gold; Nigeria is just to
the left, shown in green. The Yoruba live in the southwestern part of the country bordering the
country of Benin to the west.
Among the Yoruba, beads are associated with royalty and the priesthood. The Yoruba are ruled by a
number of kings and lesser rulers, each of whom possess multiple beaded crowns and other regalia.
According to British archaeologist and curator Margaret Carey in her book, Beads and Beadwork of
West and Central Africa, Yoruba crowns dating back to the 18th century were of simple design—caps
covered with cowrie shells.

H15

[Photo, Biebuyck & Van den Abbeele, Pg. 63]
Over time, as seen here, the crowns became conical, and adorned with birds, faces, and geometric
designs, including the endless knot, which is seen here.
According to one source, birds symbolize the Yoruba kings’ communication with the gods through
magical flight. There can be just one bird on the top, as seen here, or one on the top and others on
the sides. The crowns often have one or more faces on the sides, and a beaded fringe that screens the
king’s face from public view. According to Carey, when the king’s face is hidden behind a bead fringe,
he is no longer a man but a god; his feet must not touch the ground, so he wears beaded footwear
and uses a beaded footstool.
H16

[Photo, Drewal and Mason, Pg. 58]

Here is a photo showing a Yoruba ruler wearing a beaded, conical crown with a bird on top and what
looks like feathers, and a face on each side. He is wearing beaded shoes and has each foot on a
beaded footstool.
The UCLA Fowler Museum catalogue entitled, Crowning Achievements: African Arts of Dressing the
Head, describes how these later crowns are constructed.
QUOTE: The conical crown begins as a palm-rib wickerwork or cardboard frame. Starched,
unbleached muslin or stiffened cotton fabric is stretched over the form. Figures and designs in high
relief shaped from pieces of cloth dipped in wet starch are attached to this basic form. Artists then
string together beads of a single color to form a strand. Different colored strands are then tacked to
the surface until the crown is completely covered.” END QUOTE
According to another Fowler Museum publication entitled, Beads, Body, and Soul: Art and Light in the
Yoruba Universe, the head of a king or ruler must never be left uncovered once he has been installed
in office. For formal occasions, he might wear a crown similar to the one shown above. For daily wear
and less formal occasions, rulers wear less elaborate headdresses in a variety of shapes that express
the wearer’s taste, pretensions, allegiances, etc.
H17

[Photo, Van Cutsem, Pg. 45]

Here is an example of a beaded cap surmounted by two chameleons. According to one source, in the
Yoruba belief system, the chameleon represents exceptional power, probably relating to its ability to
change color to protect itself in a dangerous situation. The ruler wearing this headdress may wish to
possess the same ability.
The construction of the cap is interesting. It is covered with red beads in geometric patterns. The
lower and upper rims are marked by yellow beads. There appears to be a circle of blue beads on the
top center. The bodies of the chameleons are covered in red beads and have blue mouths and
eyes. The blue eyes are outlined in white. Notice how the beads are attached to the bodies–they are
laid down vertically on the head, body, and tail, horizontally on the legs, with extra beads applied to
the feet.
Let’s look now at another form of bird headdress–roosters.
H18

[Map, Goodman, Pg. 14]
The Hani ethnic group live in the province of Yunnan in southern China. They are known as Akha in
the countries of Burma, Thailand, and Laos. Those of you who attended my December presentation
may remember the slides I showed of headdresses worn by different sub-groups of Akha and by
young girls and women within the same sub-groups. Hani clothing and headdresses also vary by subgroup and age of the wearer.

H19

[Photo, Van Cutsem, Pg. 132]
This is a cock’s comb hat worn by young Hani women and women from a neighboring ethnic group
called the Yi.
The headdress is made of woven cotton that is covered with small, silver repousse flowers. Repousse
is a technique wherein the silversmith hammers out a design from the back, resulting in the design
being raised on the front. Two rows of metal flowers follow the outline of the headdress. The entire
surface is covered in horizontal rows of flowers. The seam along the crest and the lower back is
covered with larger flowers. The section in between is open.
H20

[Photo, Writing with Thread, Pg. 398]

Here is a photo showing two young Hani women wearing cock’s comb headdresses.
H21

[Photo, Internet]
Here is another photo I found on the web that shows the headdresses from the side.
According to the University of Hawai’i Art Gallery exhibition catalogue entitled, Writing with Thread:
Traditional Textiles of Southwest Chinese Minorities, the shape of the hat derives from the following
legend:
QUOTE: Two young lovers were in the forest at night when the girl’s beauty became the desire of the
forest devil. To possess his newfound passion, the devil killed the girl’s lover, but the girl ran to a
neighboring village with the devil in pursuit. As dawn broke, a rooster crowed and scared the devil
away. Realizing that the cock was the woe of the devil, she took the rooster back to the forest to
search for her slain lover. To her surprise, as the rooster crowed, her lover returned to life and they
lived happily ever after. END QUOTE
The wearing of a cock’s comb hat by Hani and Yi women manifest their hope for protection and for aid
in finding a good husband.

H22

[Photo, Writing with Thread, Pg. 398]
Here is a particularly stunning example that also has a silver chain with beads and metal ornaments
attached to it.
Let’s move further west and look at regional variations of a snake headdress.
H23

[Map, Anawalt, Pg. 249]

This map shows the various countries located along the Himalayan mountain range in Asia. The type
of headdress we will look at originated in western Tibet and was transported over time by migrating
Tibetans to Nepal to the south and to the Ladakh district of the Indian state of Jammu and Kashmir to
the west.
H24

[Photos, Beijing Publishing House, Pg. 32; Gabriel, Cover; and

Clarke, Pg. 103]

This slide shows the original and two regional variations of a cobra headdress. The original Tibetan
form is seen on the left; the Nepal variation, which is similar but different, is shown in the middle; the
Ladakh version, which is probably the best known here in the West, is seen on the right. We will look
at each of these in turn in a minute.
The basic shape of all three is similar and is meant to resemble a cobra. Oppi Untract, in his
book, Traditional Jewelery of India, gives the following description of the Ladakhi variation that I
believe applies equally well to all three:
QUOTE: Embodied in the {headdress} is its religious symbolism. The typical {headdress} has a base
about 39 inches (or one meter) long. . . When laid flat, its form suggests a snakeskin, which it
represents. This idea is reinforced by its decoration and the manner in which {it} is worn. Draped over
the top of a woman’s head, it projects forward over her forehead, like a cobra’s head, and increases in
width like the cobra’s expanded hood. The rest of its body width diminishes and hangs down the back,

tapering to a pointed tail. When a woman stands, the {headdress} takes on the position of a rearing
cobra poised to strike. In Hindu and Buddhist iconography, the cobra with expanded hood is frequently
represented hovering protectively over the head of a deity image. The {headdress} figuratively offers
protection to the wearer.

END QUOTE

Let’s start with the original Tibetan version.
H25

[Photo, Beijing Publishing House, Pg. 32]
Women in western Tibet wear this headdress in pairs–one on the head and one draped over the right
shoulder as seen in the photo. The wing-shaped section of each is adorned with horizontal rows of
pearls, turquoise, and other items interspersed. You can see this best on the one worn over the
shoulder of the woman on the left.
Each of the headdresses has from 12 to 15 strands of beads that hang down in front of the wearer’s
face. The strands are threaded through metal spacers that end with metal chains and heart-shaped
metal discs. The strands are about six inches long. Depending on how the headdress is positioned, the
strands will cover the forehead (as with the two women at right) or hang down below the nose (as
with the woman on the left).

H26

[Photo, Costumes and Ornaments, Pg. 55]
Each headdress has temple pendants that hang on either side of the woman’s face. A metal spacer is
hooked to each wing of the headdress. Three or more strands of coral, another metal spacer, two or
three turquoise pendants, and other beads hang well below the woman’s shoulders. Note that the
temple pendants are in addition to the woman’s earrings. Also note the cord attached to the
headdress, going behind her ear and beneath her hair. It will be tied to a similar cord from the other
side underneath her hair.
This woman and the three in the previous photo are all wearing a wide cloth collar studded with
horizontal rows of coral, vertical lines of turquoise, and metal plaques. Remember this collar when we
look at variations of the cobra headdress in Nepal and Ladakh.
H27

[Photo, Beijing Publishing House, Pg. 30]

In the photo above, you can see the two thin cords used to attach the headdress behind the wearer’s
ears, as we saw in the last photo.

The two thicker cords are used to attach the coral collar.
H28

[Photo, Beijing Publishing House, Pg. 30]
[Double click on image No. H28 above to better to see the horizontal rows of large turquoise chunks,
metal plaques, and other items adorning these headdresses.]
Before we look at how this headdress evolved in Nepal and Ladakh, keep in mind two unique
characteristics of the Tibetan version:
(1) the headdresses are worn in pairs–one on the head; one over the right shoulder; and
(2) the two are worn together with a coral collar.
NEPAL
Tibetans who have migrated to Nepal over the last millennium are referred to as Tibeto-Nepalese.
They live primarily along the border between Tibet and northern Nepal.

H29

[Photo, Gabriel, dust jacket]
The headdress (ganjung) worn by these Tibeto-Nepalese women is very similar in shape to the one
worn in Tibet. They both:
• Are jewel-studded, flat pieces of leather that cover the head and trail down the woman’s back;
• Are roughly triangular in shape with the points extending out far beyond the temples;
• Have multiple strands of beads ending in metal, heart-shaped discs that hang over the forehead;
and
• Have temple pendants suspended from the headdress.
H30

[Photo, Gabriel, Pg. 117]

They both have bands of ornamentation down the length of the headdress:

•

The top section has horizontal rows of freshwater pearls sewn on from tip to tip. There is also
a row of brass conical elements.

•

Subsequent sections alternate between multiple, horizontal rows of turquoise and metal
plaques made of silver or brass and ornamented with repousee Buddhist motifs.

Despite their similarity, there are at least three major differences between the Tibet and Nepal
headdresses.
H31

[Photos, Beijing Publishing House, Pg. 32; Gabriel, Cover]
Here are the two versions. The Tibet version is on the left; the Nepal version is on the right. The
differences are:
(1) The Tibetan woman is wearing two headdresses: one on her head, one over her right
shoulder. The Nepali woman is wearing only one–on her head.
(2) The Tibetan woman is wearing a coral collar. The Nepali woman is not. And,
(3) The Tibetan woman has one set of temple pendants framing her face. The Nepali woman has two
sets of temple pendants: one comprised of strands of coral and metal spacers hanging close to her
face; and a second set of silver triangular pendants and chains hanging from the widest point on
either side of the headdress.

Lest anyone becomes overly confident in believing that they can distinguish between the Tibet and
Nepal headdresses, I should point out that there are multiple variations of the headdresses in different
parts of Nepal and Ladakh.
H32

[Photo, Gabriel, Pg. 118]
Here is one variation (shyule) worn in the Mustang region of northwestern Nepal. It is made of a strip
of multi-layered red cloth that lies on the woman’s hair part and extends down her back. It is adorned
with large chunks of turquoise and rectangular, repousee silver and gold plaques. Unlike the other
variations of this headdress, no coral is attached to this one.
LADAKH
Ladakh was an independent Buddhist country until 1834 when it was annexed by the Hindu rulers of
Jammu. It is now a district in the north Indian state of Jammu and Kashmir and its capital city is Leh.

H33

[Photos, Clarke, Pg. 103]
Above are front and back views of one style of Ladakh headdress. There are major differences
between this Ladakh headdress and the Tibet and Nepal headdresses we looked at earlier. These
include:
• The large lappets (tsaru) worn at the sides of the head.
• The coral collar worn around the neck by Tibetan women is here transformed into an attachment to
the headdress.
• The turquoise chunks are sewn on in vertical lines rather than horizontal rows.
Let’s talk about each of these in turn.

LAPPETS
H34

[Photo, Untracht, Pg. 150]
The ear-shaped lappets are made of black woolen cloth and are edged, or completely covered, with
black astrakhan lambskin or brown otter skin. Their primary purpose is to support ornaments hooked
onto them like those shown here.
The headdress and lappets together provide protection from the cold as they cover the head and much
of the back.
CORAL ATTACHMENT
The coral collar worn in Tibet is laid flat and attached to the side of the headdress in Ladakh. Starting
about shoulder level on the left side, there is a horizontal, silver spacer bar holding five to ten strands
of coral beads. The vertical strands are punctuated with horizontal lines of turquoise, just like the
Tibetan collar. The coral beads gradually decrease in size, with the largest at the top and the smallest
at the bottom. Ideally, the strands extend from the shoulder to the end of the headdress, as seen
here.

TURQUOISE
The largest and best stone is usually placed at the very front point where it will be easily seen,
followed by the next best, and so on. An amulet box (gau) made of silver or gold and inlaid with
semiprecious stones is often placed near the front, as shown.
Ideally, the entire surface of the headdress should be covered with turquoise stones. The red felt base
should only show around the perimeter. The turquoise pieces are either pierced and sewn on, or
glued, to the base. Between 100 and 400 stones are arranged in vertical lines, and weigh as much as
three kilos (almost seven pounds). The stones are not polished or shaped. Their value stems from
their large size and quality.
The number of vertical lines of turquoise is an indicator of financial status. A headdress having only
three lines indicates a woman with few financial resources. A headdress with five is a status symbol in
rural villages. One with seven or more lines is a status symbol in Leh. In pre-colonial times, Ladakhi
queens wore nine-line headdresses with a golden brooch in the middle. These lines of turquoise could
be extended or shortened as a family’s fortunes fluctuated. If they needed money, they could sell one
or more pieces. If they had extra cash, they could add a piece.
One other element of the Ladakhi headdress is the woolen braids that are gathered together just
below the bottom of the headdress.
Turquoise-covered headdresses are worn in most areas of Ladakh with variations in shape,
ornaments, and the number of turquoise lines. Let’s look at one variation.
H35

[Photo, Ahmed, Pg. 57]

In central Ladakh, the headdress is pointed at the front, like the examples we have been looking at
and as shown here on the two women on the right.
In the northeastern plateau area, the front of the headdress is straight rather than pointed, like the
one worn by the woman on the left. The horizontal placement of the turquoise contrasts with the
vertical placement on the other two, which makes it look more like the Tibet and Nepal versions.
That is my last slide, but I am delighted to say that I was able to borrow a beautiful example of a
Ladakhi headdress for us to look at during show-and-tell.
CONCLUSION
We looked at a number of headdresses today that were created to resemble or symbolize animals,
birds, and reptiles. As I mentioned at the outset, people wearing these cloth headdresses do so
because they believe that the headdresses symbolize or embody attributes of the animals in much the
same way as those headdresses adorned with actual body parts.
Just as with the headdresses discussed in Part 1 of my talk last December, those we looked at today
serve multiple purposes. In addition to embodying the attributes of the animals represented, the
headdresses also do one or more of the following:

•

Reveal the wearer’s ethnicity, distinctive subgroup, and geographic location;

•

Communicate personal achievement;

•

Project power and authority;

•

Attract good fortune;

•

Deflect danger; and

•

Indicate economic status.

Thank you.
Some head textiles had been brought in and Christine treated them next.

C2

A Ladakh cobra headdress with lappets and attached braids, vertical rows of turquoise, a silver amulet
box (gau) topped with a piece of coral, and rows of cowrie shells at the lower tip.
C3

C4

Three examples of plaited bamboo hats from Bhutan.

An inside look at the three Bhutan hats.
C6

A woman’s hood adorned with beadwork in geometric patterns from the border area between Saudi
Arabia and Yemen.

C6 is examined by audience members.

A woman’s head covering (odhni) from India.
Christine took questions and closed her program.
Thanks to her for these two solid programs on “Textiles for the Head.” Thanks, too, for her
permission to have this virtual version fashioned and for her editorial help in doing so.
R. John Howe 10
If you have happened on to Part 2 without seeing Part 1, you can see the latter at this link:
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2014/03/03/christine-brown-textiles-for-the-head-utility-identityauthority/
Christine has provided a bibliography:

10

Retrieved by the Arthur D. Jenkins Library on 4/12/19 from: https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2014/08/
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Archive for August, 2014
Saul Barodofsky on Favorites from His Trunks
Posted in Uncategorized on August 29, 2014 by rjohn
On August 16, 2014, Saul Barodofsky, gave a Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning program, in the
old S Street location of The Textile Museum here in Washington, D.C.

Saul is a long-time dealer with a shop in Charlottesville, Virginia. He has traveled to rug-producing
countries to buy for over thirty-five years. He has spoken frequently here at The Textile Museum.66

Saul is also a collector and keeps his dealing and collecting separate. He collects, but does not sell,
Koran bags and animal decorations.
He said that, as a dealer, he has to be eclectic and so his “trunks” contain a wide variety of
textiles. He said that in this program he would share favorite pieces from both his collections and his
trunks.
Saul began with this piece.
S1

He said that S1 is one half of an opened Central Anatolian bag. He said that we call the open bag half
“butterflies.” He noted that there are specifically-woven straps are used to tie the bag to it’s
animal.

This piece was woven in the Konya Mountains, by nomads who maintained their Turkomen

heritage – note the embroidered square panels holding the straps: Used for both symbolical (good
luck symbols) and structural purposes (holding the strap on the bag). Age is from the early 20th
century.
Here are some details of S1.

The second piece was this fragment.
S2

Saul said that it was part of a long Karapinar rug. Estimated to the 17th century. Its full-pile wool
and colors are spectacular.

Note the intact selvedges. Reminiscent of an early example in Haarlad

Bohmers book, Weavings of the Peasants and Nomads of Anatolia.

Here are some detail images of S2.

The next piece was a Caucasian fragment.
S3

Again part of a longer rug. Saul said that he thought this piece was likely woven about 1850.
strong, graphic central medallion.

A

The dense “filler” devices include some animal forms, the largest of which is likely worth explaining a
bit.

In another program, a few years ago, Saul elaborated on this particular design device. He said that
such creatures are a kind “nazarlik.,” (something to distract the “evil eye”) and attract good fortune.
Saul explained (and this is likely true for much of the Middle East generally) that the belief in the “evil
eye” and in “nazarlik” likely belongs to pre-Islamic eras when shamanistic beliefs were predominant.
Conversion to Islam has not, seemingly, led to the shedding of some pre-Islamic beliefs. Islam is
experienced as a kind of firm overlay, but previous beliefs still operate strongly without any
experience of contradiction.
As a modern example: He said that in Konya, a highly religious and conservative area of central
Anatolia, the locals find no apparent contradiction between their formal Islam and their usage of a
symbol from pre-Islamic, shamanistic times for example — the Shah Miran, the Queen Goddess of the
Snake.
Here is a Taimany Baluch example from Afghanistan, with a Shah Miran design.

If locals are queried about this seeming contradiction, they merely state, “She is a nazarlik.”
The large “animal” forms in this Caucasian fragment may be seen as abstracted versions of the Shah
Miran snake goddess. It is always important to remember that the Silk Road went in both
directions. And, information and customs were sent in both directions – so that a pre Christian
Anatolian snake goddess, can wind up as a Nazarlik in Southern Afghanistan.

The next piece was a border fragment from a “Transylvanian” rug, woven in Turkey and often bought
by Saxon Romanians and displayed in their Christian churches.

S4

Saul said that once some of the staff at the TM were interested in this fragment and asked him to
provide its “provenance.” He said that he thought this request was backwards until he realized that
they were asking for its “path of ownership,” not “where it was woven.” Many “Transylvanian” rugs
are estimated to be 18th century or earlier.
Saul placed his next rug in the Bergama area of western Anatolian.

S5

Saul said he bought it for restoration, but has never done so. He said that he likes its colors and its
design balance and harmony. Note the usage of a natural dyed pink.
The upward pointing white-ground armature extensions, at the bottom of the central “niched” center
of this piece, may be traces of Anatolian “animal” rug usages.

Estimated to have been woven in the first half of the 19th century.

Here are two details of S5.

There is no S6.
The next fragmented piece is from the Caucasus, and is very unusual.
S7

Some see it as an unusually narrow “prayer” design, or even a panel from a prayer saff. Others have
conjectured that it might be a side panel from a mafrash cargo bag. Saul said that, if it is the latter, it
is the only such usage he has ever seen.
Here are some detail images of S7.

Saul’s next piece carried a story. This is a neck piece for a camel, heavily decorated with cowry
shells. Early 20th century, and from the Toros Mountains.

S8

Saul said that in 1978 he was driving from Ankara to Konya, and at a crossroads, on the edge of
Ankara there was a man, standing, who had some things that, from the road, looked African. Saul
stopped and found that these were, in fact, camel decorations made by nomads in Anatolia. Saul also
got introduced to the pricing scheme for such pieces: $1 per shell, the dealer counted. It was pretty
cheap and he bought them all. He said that when he got to Konya and showed his pieces to the
dealers there, they said that more of these could be bought at the local bazaar.
This, Saul said, was the beginning of his collecting of animal decorations. He added that he has
stopped collecting such pieces about three years ago.
Saul said that the next two pieces were made by Baluch nomads. This first one was likely displayed
inside the tent.

S9

Saul said that his only exception to his decision to stop buying animal trappings are these two Baluch
pieces. The lower one (S10) would have been been a camel decoration while on the move and
probably used as a tent hanging (Turah) during stops. The first one (S 9) was probably used inside
the tent as Nazarlik.
S10

Saul said that he does not collect jewelry but one made an exception. He said that these two items
are women’s beaded hair decorations and he could not resist their color. They are Central Asian and
were bought by a friend in Ubekistan. They combine beads with shells and semi-precious stones.
Notice the cowry shells and blue beads once again.
S11

Saul’s next piece was an envelope bag that could be used as a Koran bag.
S12

He said this one was woven in western Turkey – circa 1920’s. (he added that there are very few
Koran bags made in central Turkey). In 1980 I was visiting a village in Western Anatolia, and was told

that they were immigrants from the Caucasus – arriving in the 1300’s – and yes, they did still have
their land grant from the Sultan. Please note the similarity between Caucasian weaving and Western
Anatolian weaving: And, Koran bags are to be found in both areas, but not in Central Anatolia. It
would seem to be Shia related – as is the possible case of using Shah Miran. More research is needed
here.
The next piece was an Anatolian “spoon bag” from the same area. Late 19th century.
S13

Saul said that occasionally he has encountered the spoons placed in these bags. He said they are
wooden and often inscribed. I asked him if the small side bags were for smaller spoons and he said
that that was the case.
He called attention to the horse-hair tassles on the face of this bag and said that they are to distract
the “evil eye.” Also note that many people along the Silk Road consider spoons to be a mark of
civilization, and our rise above the animals. There are even traditional ‘spoon dances’ in Turkey.

The next piece was this salt bag. Woven by the Baluch in the area of Pakistan that abuts Iran. More
flat-woven pieces produced here than pile. Saul noted its long-necked shape and the use of horse hair
tassels.
S14

Saul also called attention to the nice details in its designs and weaving.

Saul said that the next piece was one of the earliest he ever bought (about 1979). It is a series of
Greek Island embroidery fragments put together to form a triple-niche design.

S15

He said that this is ancient Ottoman embroidery with some pieces estimated to be 16th and 17th
century. These were made in religious schools, and used as prayer hangings. He said that a variety
of stitches have been used and that he loves its colors, especially its greens and a distinctive blue.

Here are some additional detail images of this nice piece. Saul said that the rectangular design
between the two minarets represents the “kaaba,” the holiest place in the holiest mosque in
Mecca. Do note the extremely fine embroidery here – almost “Chinese Blind Stitch.”

The next piece was a koran bag, this time Yomut Turkman. Purchased in Samarkand as a knotted pile
“envelope.”
S16

The next piece was also a Central Asian koran bag, this one done in ikat. Likely Uzbek. Ikat material
is used in a variety of formats, but Saul said this is the only one he has ever seen used to make an
‘envelope’ or koran bag.
S17

The next piece was this small khorjin face. Lur, South Persian. Bought in 1979 or 1980, and kept
hidden until now.

S18

The next piece was woven in the Taurus mountains. Used there as a salt bag. Late 19th
century. Seems that the shape we have always associated with salt bags never reached the Konya
Mountains.
S19

The next piece was a very fine, exquisite fragment of Greek Island embroidery.
S20

Here is a closer detail. The workmanship is incredible.

Saul said that he loves bags. This one is was woven in central Turkey. Cuval format.

S21

Mint condition. Good colors. Here are two details of S21

An image of its colorful back.

Saul’s next pieces were a pair of complete grain bags. Woven in western Anatolia. Beautiful, crisp
brocaded fronts with silk additions. Probably late 19th century, and dowry pieces. Yunja
nomads.

They were located in Bergama in 1980. Seems all the antique dealers knew about this set,

but wouldn’t pay the asking price. And then I appeared. Actually, I felt that their price was very
reasonable.
S22

Backs are mostly striped plain weave with occasional bands decorated with brocaded devices.

The striped backs of these grain bags (also true of the heybe saddle bags) are said to be better
indicators of where in Turkey a given bag was woven than are the brocaded fronts.
Saul’s friend Michael Spenser holds the front of the second of these grain bags.

Here are some additional images and details of these two pieces. They are nearly alike and so can’t
always tell which image is of which one.

Saul said that, while, as a dealer, he has to be more eclectic (said that he was an “accumulator”
rather than a “collector”). But his wife, Ananda, who focuses sharply on Kurdish piece earns the
designation “collector.” He had brought a few of her pieces and treated them next.
The first of these was a large, dramatic kilim.

S23

He said this piece was Kurdish from southeastern Turkey – probably Hakkari area.

The large field

devices have great graphic punch. The white is cotton which implies a special usage – dowry. Used
as a tent wall cover for special occasions.

The Kurds use pink to distract the evil eye.

The next piece was the first of two “Not Soffras” in Ananda’s collection. It came from a city near
Aleppo. It is dark and difficult to photograph well. Saul said after that it’s dark navy.
S24

Saul said that its shape suggests that it could be a sofra but that it is not. The fact that it is silk
suggests that it is not sturdy enough to be placed on the ground underneath dishes. Saul thinks it
more likely that it was a table cover. Its typical Allepo designs are in metallic thread.
Here is a detail of S24.

The next piece was the face of a large Kurdish bag. Also square, and sometimes confused with a
soffra. The Kurds wove some very large bags. This one was woven in two pieces that were then sewn
together.
Good graphics and contrast in scale of the devices used.
S25

Here are some details of S25. You can see the two halves more clearly in these two detail images.

The next piece begins Ananda’s soffra collection. It hung for two years on Saul’s shop wall, before
Ananda got it as an anniversary present. From the Afshar nomads, Iran. First half of the 20th
century.
S26

Here are some detail images of S26.

S27 was also an Afshar Soffra . Same area. Nice crisp drawing and good scale contrast. Mid-20th
century.
S27

Saul said that a lot of this material is 1930 to 1950. He said that many collectors seem to think that
at the end of the 19th century someone said “No more good weaving,” but he, personally doesn’t
believe that. The reason that older material often seems better is that it has survived a winnowing
process that hasn’t happened as much yet for younger things. Weavers could recognize the better
pieces and tended to collect them, for example, as dowry pieces. There were older weavings that
were not as good, but they tended not to have been retained. There are quality weavings made after

the beginning of the 20th century and even today. So Saul does not “turn his nose up” at more recent
material that seems to him to have quality.
He’s also not entirely allergic to synthetic dyes. He follows, what I call the “Russell Pickering
Rule”: Russell says that the blanket aversion to synthetic dyes as a group is “The silliest thing I’ve
ever heard. Color quality depends entirely on how the colors look.” And, in fact, the distinction being
pointed to in usages like the complaint “too bright” vs an admiring notice of “deep color saturation” is
sometimes hard to discern.
Here are some details of S27.

The next piece is also a soffra. However, this one has strong Kurdish influences. Note the border
technique and pattern – very Kurdish from N.E. Iran. Saul admires its colors and called attention to
the charm of the irregularities in the drawing of the central rectangular device. He feels this
“imperfection” adds interest, and removes it from the “machine age addiction to regularity and
symmetry.”

S28

Here are some details of this piece.

The next piece was also Kurdish. A compartmented field design with a colorful, articulated drawing of
the zigzag border stripe. Natural dyes, and woven closer to WWI. It was this piece which sparked
Ananda’s love for soffras…it’s Kurdish, and it’s a soffra. What a fabulous combination.
S29

Here are some details of S29.

Notice that the concentric diagonal use of color nicely complicates the rectilinear drawing of the
compartmented field

Another Kurdish soffra.
S30

Saul said that the border work is specific to this group.

Here are some additional details of S30.

The next piece was also a soffra, but this time Afghani Bauch. Note the usage of mixed technique
weaving: plain weave, open-backed tabby weave, knotted pile, over-stitching, and wrapping.
S31

Here is some details of S31.

One more similar Baluch sofreh – also from Afghanistan. Note the similar weaving techniques, plus
the addition of silk tufts. The latter implies a dowry or very special intended usage.
S32

Here are some details of S32.

S33
Baluch or Baluch-like.

This was woven in two pieces and then sewn together. Probably tribal:

narrower loom. Ananda ‘purchased’ this George O’Bannon in the late 70’s, and was her First Soffra.

Here are some details of S33.

Saul said that S34 (below) is the largest of these soffra like pieces. Baluch or Baluch like from
Afghanistan. Reminiscent of some Turkmen engsis (although there are “elems” at both ends,
suggesting that they are not elems; and the center column of field devices including the central
medallion prevent one from seeing the field as exhibiting traces of the “hatchli” design).
S34

Here are some detail images of S34. Saul called attention to the wonderful detailing.

The brocading looks like embroidery in places.

The next piece resembles S33, a bit, and is also a Baluch Soffra from Afghanistan.
S35

Here are some details of S35.

This next one is related to S34 – note the similarity in border design and construction. Also Baluch
from Afghanistan. Saul said that the camel-colored field wool in S36 feels like sheep’s wool. Camel
hair would be softer. Again, he said, this is a more recent piece made by a weaver who knew her art
and craft.
S36

Here are some details of S36.

S36 was the last of the pieces Saul had brought in and he moved to treat those brought by members
of the audience. Its owner said that S37 was woven in the Bergama area of western Anatolia and
estimated to the 19th century. Square format. Finely woven.
S37

Here are some details of S37. Someone in the audience noted that it has a lower cross-panel, a
feature seen in a number of Anatolian rugs.

The next two brought-in pieces were Baluch-group sofrehs. It’s difficult, sometimes to distinguish
Baluch pieces woven in northeastern Iran and those woven in western Pakistan. The camel-colored
field and the zig-zag side borders, in this piece, are frequent sofreh usages . The camel-colored field
may actual camel hair. Very fine, dense flat-weave designs on the ends.
S38

Here are some details of S38.

This piece has a old patch in its field, something Harold Keshishian claimed is often better than
reweaving, since the latter changes color over time.

The next piece was also Baluch-group sofreh. This is a mixed technique piece with side areas of
pile. Its owner thinks that the camel-colored ground may be actual camel hair. Attribution is
complicated by the fact that the knotting in the pile areas is symmetric. Good scale contrast.
S39

Here are some detail images of S39.

Saul said that the next piece was a Kurdish baby carrier. I would have guessed (from the color
palette) a western Anatolian Turkman weaver.
S40

The tassels and beads (Saul also detected some metallic threads) are to distract the evil eye and
protect the baby. It has woven straps on the sides (see left side in the image below) that were added
later.
The owner was also suspicious about whether the tassels are original because the piece seems older
and the tassels are in very good condition. Saul suggested that it was a dowry piece that did not have
much wear.
Here are some details of S40.

This is its back.
The weaving is very good.

The next piece was an Anatolian cuval face from the Bergama area. Dyes look natural.
graphics. Saul estimated it to have been woven in the late 19th or early 20th century.

Good

S41

Here are some details of S41.

The next piece seemed Central Asian, and was purchased in Dushanbe in 2008. There was some
discussion about it’s origins. Some suggested Kyrgyz, someone else Tajik.
S42

Color differences are because the images are from two different cameras.
Here is one detail of S42.

The next piece was constructed. A vest made in part from a suzani-like textile with a different format.

S43

Here are two images of its back. Saul said it was cute.

Its owner said that the next piece was a Kurdish saltbag, purchased in Istanbul.

S44

Here are two details of S44.

And a look at its back.

The next piece was described a “knitted.” But someone else suggested a jacquard loom. I didn’t
handle, it but wonder whether its designs are not brocaded.
S45

Here are two details of S45

The owner of S45 also had the last piece of the day, S46 below. It looks warp-faced and is woven in
naturally dyed wool, in one continuous strip, that does not change design or technique.
Its long connecting panel could suggest Anatolian heybe, but it lacks the characteristic slit. There was
a suggestion that it might be Zagros Mountain nomads – perhaps due to the coarse sheep/goat wool
used.
S46

Here is its back and one closer detail.

Saul answered questions, and brought his session to a close.

Conversation began and the crowd moved forward.

I want to thank Saul for sharing this interesting, and often substantial, material with us. Also for
permitting this virtual version of his program, and for his considerable help in editing the draft of this
post.
Thanks, too, to Wendel Swan for a number of needed, good photos.
Peggy Jones took another good set of notes.

I hope you have enjoyed what Saul described as his last RTAM as a dealer. He said that, next time,
he’ll be a “collector” not just an “accumulator.”
Regards,
R. John Howe 11
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John Wertime on “Primitive Pile Rugs”
Posted in Uncategorized on Semptember 12, 2014 by rjohn
On February 15, 2014, John Wertime gave a Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning program on
“Primitive Pile Rugs.

Wendel Swan introduced John effusively.

I will not attempt to repeat that, but the TM’s Members’ Magazine described Wertime as a “collector,
dealer and writer” who would “discuss the possible origins and evolution of pile weaving in the ancient
New East.” It said further that “special attention will be paid to the continuation of ‘fossilized’ forms
among tribal and nomadic peoples into the twentieth century.”

John’s program reprised and elaborated on his treatment of this subject in his seminal article “Back to
Basics,” in Hali 100.

John began by recounting how his personal history sparked his eventual interest in the likely origins of
pile weaving.
Wertime lived in Iran in Teheran in 1968-76. He was a founding member of the Teheran Rug Society
and associated with a number of knowledgeable and influential people there, including Jenny Housego
and Parviz Tanavoli. John said that this time was a “golden era for Westerners, as a great many
textiles became visible in the market. He was interested in various areas (for example, metal work)
but the great variety of types of flat weaves especially drew his attention.
Returning from Iran, he worked with Irene Emory, the great student of the structures of fabrics, and
published a piece on flat-woven structures. Then, an article on weft-wrapping led to an interest in pile
structures. The discovery of the quite sophisticated pile Pazyryk rug dated to 300 B.C., suggested a
much earlier history. Wertime has drawn on the work of Elizabeth Barber, whose research and
writings have mapped a great deal of this earlier period.

Wertime acknowledged that the study of the origins of pile weaving is speculative, but thinks that a
possible chronology can be constructed on plausible arguments. He distinguished “chronological age”
from “conceptual age.” He also thinks that glimpses of some of the early pile structures may still be
visible in rugs woven in the 20th century, and in some types being woven even today. He quoted a
passage to this effect from something written in 1931.
“The new does not always slay the old, and some most primitive method may survive for special use,
surrounded by the methods of superior culture.”
The earliest items that resemble pile weaving might have been wild animal pelts. It seems that the
construction of particular shapes and types of animal hides required thread-like material (likely sinew
from the same animal that provided the hide), the invention of the needle (7,000 B.C.), and the
notion of, and skill in, sewing.
The availability of plant-sourced fibers for use as string (e.g. flax, 7,000 B.C.) predated animal fibers
(5,ooo B.C.) that could be used in this way. Flax had to be processed (including spinning, 1500 B.C.
or earlier ) to create thread. Once thread was available, both embroidery and simple weaving were
possible. The earliest plant-based textiles (plaiting a basket fita in here) seem to be plain-weaves or
weft-wrappings. Particular knives used in “wrap and cut” of “knotted pile” (3,000 B.C) may indicate
the existence of pile. In both of these woven structures there is a set of warps through which wefts
are interlaced. Weaving, as distinguished from plaiting or twining, requires that the warps be under
tension. Embroidery customarily involves a ground fabric affixed to a rigid frame. Both warps and

wefts can be selected for color from the animal’s wool (dyeing not needed) and that, in turn, permits
woven designs.
An early source of animal fibers might have been those taken from wild animals, but this was chancy
and a more predictable source of animal fibers had to await the domestication of animals. Wertime
suggested that the Fertile Crescent was an early place where domestication of animals occurred.

The modern-day countries with significant territory within the Fertile Crescent are Iraq, Kuwait, Syria,
Lebanon, Jordan, Israel, Palestine, Cyprus, and Egypt, besides the southeastern fringe of Turkey and
the western fringes of Iran.
The Fertile Crescent was primarily an agricultural society and it became necessary, as the number of
domesticated animals increased, to keep them from feeding on the crops. This might be a major
reason for the development of what we call nomadic pastoralists, who migrate with their flocks
seasonally to fresh pastures. The animals (often sheep and goats) had to eat, but the agriculturalists
did not want them to eat their crops. So some members of society took the sheep away from the
crops to other places where they could graze.
Another progression also occurred in domesticated animals, sheep especially. The earliest
domesticated sheep (7,00 B.C.) did not have much wool (largely kemp) and it was mostly dark. Such
sheep were not a particularly good source of animal fibers and so were mostly raised for their meat
and milk. Through thousands of years, sheep developed longer, thicker and whiter wool, and were
then raised for their wool and milk. Wertime said that the nomadic shepherds only ate meat on special
occasions.

Eventually domesticated sheep became an important source of animal fibers, and, as this occurred,
wool was increasingly used to make textiles. As with plant-sourced fibers like flax, wool had to be
cleaned, carded, and spun before weaving could occur and the early animal-fiber textiles were used
initially in the same simpler structures (plain weave and weft wrapping) that plant based fibers had
been. Barber points our that it was also important that the animal fibers (wool in particular) had more
of some physical properties, for example, resilience and “stickiness” from its scales) that made it
easier to weave, than plant-base fibers had, and this made them more satisfactory in some weaving
applications.
With this background of the prerequisites of pile weaving, Wertime offered what he thinks is the likely
progression from flat weave to woven pile. Here I want to “mine” his Hali article because he gives in it
a nicely comprehensible illustrative sequence (Wertime, in turn, credits Irene Emory for most of its
illustrations).
Note: This is a place where you really need to click on the image below, to get a print size that is
readable.

This is Wertime’s sequence, that he believes is the most likely evolution from flat weave to pile.
Now Wertime moved to the pieces that he had in the room. Sometimes, if he didn’t have a given
piece in the room, he held up his Hali article. I have scanned most of these latter instances and to
show you a larger image.

He began with a rug not woven but constructed using naturally dyed strips of pelt (left page, very
small images, provided in larger versions below).
Below is the front of this piece. It is composed of strips of pelt, dip-dyed and then sewn together in
mostly concentric squares. Concentric squares, we shall see, persisted in woven pile rugs and may
have had symbolic meaning.

Although this is a very old technique, the rug is not old. Wertime described it as “Kirghiz or Uzbek pile
rug. Central Asia, 19th or 20th century.
Below is the back of this piece with Wertime’s actual article caption on the right. (Again, click to get a
larger image.)

Wertime next moved to the first of the pieces he had in the room.
W1

This rug was woven in southeast Turkey near or in the city of Siirt. The Siirt environs are
mountainous and in one of the “fertile crescent” areas where the use of animal fibers in weaving
probably originated. This rug was woven in two pieces and then sewn together.
Siirt rugs of this sort were woven using undyed soft goat hair

(this is a Siirt goat; goat hair may have been employed in weaving before sheep’s wool). There are
no dyes in it at all. The differences in color are from variations in color in the coat of the goat.
It is woven with a plain weave structure, but then one side of it is raked with a plant-sourced tool
(called a “teasel”) that pulls up the fibers on that side, to form what is called a “faux pile.” Likely, the
“faux” reference is to signal that the pile fibers are not the ends of “knots.” They are pulled up
continuous wefts.

Below is an image of the “teasel” plant as it occurs in nature.

The Siirt rugs we have seem not to be old (they are still being made) but their “faux” pile structure
may be one of the very oldest moves from flat-woven textiles to those with pile.
There was another Siirt piece in the room. Notice that W1 and W2 both have cotton warps. Wertime
indicated that the early versions of this weave likely had linen warps.
W2

This piece illustrates not just that colors and designs can be produced from various shades of un-dyed
goat hair, but that the area under the niche displays a further permutation of design produced by
pulling the wefts up systematically in different directions to form a subtle, additional diamond design.
Here is the plain weave back of W2.

The two rugs John treated next in his in his talk are the ones in the image below.

W3 and W4

These two rugs have extra weft looped pile on a balanced plain weave. There is no wrapping of the
looped pile weft around the warps.
Here are closer views of them.
W3

W3 is dip-dyed mohair.
Both of these pieces were woven in the Karapinar area of central Anatolia, where they are called
“tulus.”
W4
W4 un-dyed mohair.

Rugs like W4are still being woven in Turkey. There is archeological evidence from 700 B.C. of this
type of structure being woven then. Notice that the concentric squares design apes that of W1, the
rug composed of animal pelts.
Here are some detail views of W3 and W4.

Back of W4 below

The next piece had long-pile and a wonderful green color. It was woven in angora wool in central
Turkey and then dip-dyed after it came off the loom.
W5

Here are some details of W5.

This is the first rug we’ve seen here that has “knots” tied on warps, with many intervening rows of
plain weave.

Now we moved to two Scandinavian pieces that Wendel Swan had brought in and that had structures
of the primitive type.
W6

The first of these was an early 19th century Swedish rug, woven in two sections and then pieced.

W6

Wendel said that this rug was made for use on a bed. Wertime added that all of the pieces shown in
this program were made for use as bedding, not on the floor.
Wendel said that the blue is probably linen, as are the warps. The image below is a detail of both the
front and back of this piece. It has 8 to 10 rows of weft between each row of knots.

Each knot if half looped and half open. The knots are pressed forward so that the pattern shows only
faintly on the back. Wertime said that this structure is a form of weft-wrapping.

Here are some additional detail images of W6.

Wendel’s second Swedish rug, with a primitive pile structure, was this one, which he attributes to
Bohuslan in Southwest Sweden.
W7

This rug has looped pile (with the loops intact) and is woven so that the pile pattern is not visible on
the back.

This back structure is weft-faced and so is distinctive from that of some Central Asian rugs that are
woven with symmetric knots on alternate raised warps, producing a similar opaque, but warp-faced,
back.
As you can see this rug is inscribed and dated.

Here are some additional detail images of W7.

Wertime said that he had included a blue Tibetan rug with a similar structure in his Hali 100 article,
but the loops in the Tibetan piece have been cut.

Nicholas Wright
The Hali 100 article also gave you a look at the back of this Tibetan piece, showing that it is also weftfaced.

The next two rugs were Kurdish, woven with very long pile in east Anatolia.
W8

(Wertime said that Saul Barodofsky, who has traveled Turkey for over 25 years, reports, plausibly,
that long-rugs like W8 (it is almost 12 feet long) were used as sleeping rugs. One places the rug on
the ground, lays down on it and pulls the other half up and over, forming a kind of “sleeping bag”
without sewn up sides.)
A “half” detail of W8. (Color differences are from camera, lighting and color reproduction sources.)

Both W8 and W9 were woven with wool from sheep. This wool has been dyed in different colors.
W9

The reverse sides of both of these rugs are heavily decorated. Either side can be used as the visible
one.
(I do not have an actual photo of the back of W8, but you can see areas of flat weave that would also
be visible on the back.)

I do have some images of the decorated back of W9.

Here are some additional details of the front of W9.

John took us, next, to two rugs from northern Afghanistan or Central Asia that are similar in color,
their weft pile and design.

They are W10 and W11.

W10

W11

W10 has warps and wefts of goat hair.

Here is its back.

It is a not a soft goat hair. Woven in strips. May have been woven by nomads.

W11 is woven in one piece. Its back is like a kilim.

Here are some additional details of W11.

The next piece was the one below. Wonderful color.
W12

Long pile, all wool, Uzbek. Warp-faced ground weave; three rows wefts between knots.

Traces of the front design are almost invisible on the back.

The next two pieces were Arab julkyrs, woven in Uzbekistan or northern Afghanistan in the late 19th
or early 20th century.
W13

W16
Here is a detail of W15. This is what the back of W15 looks like.

The last rug that Wertime had in the room was the Yuncu piece below, woven in western Turkey in the
late 19th century.
W17

This rug has both long and short pile with intervening areas of striped plain weave and brocade
decoration. It is woven with symmetrically knotted pile on wool, weft-faced plain weave ground.
Here are some detail images of W17

Below is the back of this piece. The flat woven stripes and decorative designs are visible.

Wertime talked about another interesting rug that he treated in his Hali 100 article. It on the far right
in the passage of his article that he is holding up.
W18

John believes that this beautiful rug was probably woven in east Afghanistan by Pashtuns in the 19th
or early 20th century. It was woven of wool and goat hair in a rare structure.
It was woven using a slip loop on a plain weave ground. The pile loops are held in place only by the
plain weave wefts immediately above and below the knot rows. John said that if you pulled on the
side of a given looped pile row the entire row would come out.

I had brought the last piece of the day, which was likely off-topic for what Wertime was treating, but it
had a simple structure and seemed an example of “primitive pile.”

I wondered whether it might be

seen as an example of another path to primitive pile.
W19

This is the front of a child’s rain cape made from plant fibers (coir) in southwest China by a non-Han
ethnic group, the Miao.
It is knotted, not woven. There seem to be no wefts.

But it has a very long pile and is made with a plant fiber, something used to make textiles before
animal hair.
It looks like a small bear’s pelt.

Wertime said that he had tried, in this session, to suggest how we got from primitive woven rugs with
pile like this, to sophisticated pile rugs woven with “knots,” like the lovely Persian Safavid carpet,
below, that appears in an article by Murray Eiland, Jr. in the same Hali 100 issue in which Werime’s
“Back to Basics” article appears.

Wertime took questions, and brought his session to the close.

The surge to the front began.

I want to thank John Wertime for this authoritative, yet conversational program. Amy Rispin took an
excellent set of notes and both Wendel Swan and Wertime did the editing.
I trust you have enjoyed this permutation of Wertime’s seminal “Back to Basics” article in Hali 100.
Regards,
R. John Howe 12
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A Potpourri of Khorjin (Saddlebags) by Bob Emry,
Part 1
Posted in Uncategorized on September 26, 2014 by rjohn
On July 12, 2014, Bob Emry gave a Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning program on complete
khorjins (saddlebags), at The Textile Museum building on S St, in Washington, D.C.

As you likely know, The Textiles Museum has joined The George Washington University
community. GWU has built two new buildings for the TM and movement to the new building is
projected for late Fall this year. In the interim, some TM programs are still being held in the S St.
building.
Bob Emry is a retired paleontologist who still does some professional work at the Smithsonian. He is a
long-time TM member and collector and has given several previous RTAM programs.
Bob said that today he wanted to focus on “complete” khorjins, that is, examples that have two
pouches, with fronts and backs, connected by a panel. He said that he would treat the complete
khorjins he had brought geographically, starting in Anatolia, and would then move to the Caucasus,

and on to NW Persia, SW Persia, NE Persia, Turkman material, and end by mentioning one East
Turkestan khorjin.
He said that before he began this geographic cycle, he wanted, first, to indicate more concretely what
a complete khorjin is, and how they are woven and assembled.
He started with a Jaff Kurd example.

Such saddle bags are usually woven in the one continuous piece like the one above. When taken off
the loom the two ends are folded back and sewn up on the sides. The center area is the connecting
panel that permits to two bags to be carried on one’s shoulder or over the back of a pack animal.
Gordon Priest, a collector in Baltimore, and a member of our local rug community, has developed a
visual aid to make the description above graphically clear. I’ll just borrow it here.

In the case of a complete pile khorjin the weaver would start at the bottom red panel and weave a pile
panel with any orientation features upside down (see animal, although Bob observed that in his
experience this latter ideal is not always realized). Next, the blue panel indicates the back of the first
bag. The yellow panel is next and becomes the bridge connecting the two bags. Another blue panel is
the second bag’s back and the top red one is the pile front of it, with any orienting design now woven
right side up. All these sections are woven on a single set of continuous warps.
Moving back to the Jaff Kurk example, the two ends would be folded back at about the tan vertical
stripe near the right side in the image below.

Once the two ends had been folded back and sewn up the sides, the connecting panel

(sometimes quite short between the two bags, and sometimes quite long) holds the two bags
together.
Bob said that another feature to notice in khorjins is the kind of system used to hold the top of each
bag closed, securing items contained in them. Closure systems vary, and some khorjins have none at
all. But for those that do, here are the main variations that occur.
Some khorjins have slits near the upper edge of each face side, and loops on the back side.

In a slit and loop closure system, the loops are put through the slits and then through one another
creating a kind of “zipper.”
(I am using an example out of sequence below that shows this feature clearly; see two sets of red and
white barber pole loops, threaded together on the horizontal.)

Sometimes the closure system features two sets of loop, one attached to the front edge of the bag
face and the other behind, and at the level of this front edge but on the back. Here, below is a
Turkmen khorjin that has this loop and loop closure system.

In this latter case, the loops are put through one another in the same way as loops are put through
slits and then through one another in that closure system. You can see the loops through loops being
laced at the right end of the lower row of loops in the khorjin detail above.
Bob said that there is another variation that occurs in khorjin closure systems. It is that loops can
either be woven into the fabric as the weaving progresses, or they can be sewn in after the weaving is
done. You can tell on the back whether loops have been woven in. Here, below, is another, out-ofsequence example of woven-in loops viewed from the front side.

And here is a detail of this same bag showing that the loops in this piece were woven in (look at the
“dotted” dark strips on either side of the blue-wine chevron at the bottom of the image below) This
indicates that these loops were woven in.

Loops can also be sewn in, but it’s harder to find examples visible in our post images here. Below is a
bag face that Bob said has sewn on loops.

Looking at the back, we see only the threads used to sew the loops in place, and not the threads of
the loops themselves. These sewing threads are visible in the red-black/brown striped areas above
and below the two polygons.

Khorjins, when used, can be subjected to considerable wear. When they come into the market khorjin
backs and connecting panels have often been worn out, lost, or taken apart to facilitate sale. So
Bob’s indication that he would treat complete khorjins is a formidable requirement, since bag faces or
separated backs are far more frequent than are complete examples.
Bob said he would begin with khorjins woven in Anatolia, then move to the Caucasus and to nearby
NW Persia. He would then continue to SW Persia before moving to NE Persia, and then to Turkman
Central Asia, and would finish with a piece from East Turkestan.
Bob began with a saddle bag from Anatolia.

K2

The Turkish term for saddle bag is “heybe,” and until fairly recently they have not appeared much in
the market.

Most heybes are flat-woven (pilel heybe faces are relatively rare) and have long, divided

connector panels (to permit them to be worn over one’s head). They seem, also, typically, not to
include any closure system.
Here are some details of K2. It has obviously had a long life of hard wear. The bottom corners of
both pouches have been tucked in and sewn to close holes, and the bridge has been worn away at the
sides and rebound, perhaps multiple times. The vertical hole in the bridge probably started as a slit,
and has also been worn and rebound.

A quick look at its back.

It is often the case that folks say that the backs of pieces are a better aid to attribution than the
fronts. The heybe is the only instance of which I know where authors have demonstrated the truth of
this claim.
There is, as far as I know, one of two books in English that treat the heybe format. The first of these
is by Beiber, Pinwart and Steiner, and, toward the back of it, the authors provide an array of the backs
of the 80 heybes of which the fronts have been presented in the previous part of the volume. Their
presentation is also an analysis, showing (back by back) which heybes were woven in which areas of
Turkey.
Here is just one page of striped heybe backs.
And here is the opposite page showing the geographic attributions for each of these bags.

The next piece was a graphically dramatic complete khorjin from Syria. Most of us had not seen
anything like it before.
K3

It features a warp-faced weave and red, white and blue crosses.
Here are some details of this interesting piece K3. (Color differences are from different cameras.)

The next example was nearly from the Caucasus.
K4

This is a khorjin face in sumak woven by Shahsavan in the Moghan area of NW Persian. It features
silk wefts.
Here are two details of K4.

Next was another Shahsavan half khorjin. A very beautiful piece published in Wertime’s “Sumak
Bags.”
K5

This bag has horsehair loops sewn on. Notice the eggplant ground that occurs in two corners. The
back of this cruciform piece.

There were several more Shahsavan pieces early and the next one is complete and a smaller-sized.
K6

This piece features a white cotton ground, a diamond border and was woven in the Moghan/Savalan
area of NW Persia. The connecting panel is divided by a small vertical slit. It has no closure system.
Here are some slightly larger details of K6.

The next piece was another Shahsavan khorjin. A piece with good color and dramatic birds. Here is its
back.
K7

The next Shahsavan piece had pile faces.
K8

This piece is one of those with a very short connecting panel and no closure system. Here is its back
and one detail.

The next piece had a very similar field design, but was done in zili. I have only one image of it.
K9

The next piece was a complete Shahsavan khorjin. This piece, estimated mid 19th century, has
sumak faces and a slit tapestry bridge. A red from cochineal and a supple handle.
K10

It has sewn in closure loops.

Here are some more details of K10. Its back.

The next khorjin was another Shasavan piece. It faces are in reverse sumak. A very sturdy fabric.

K11

It has a slit and loops closure system with the loops woven in.
Here is its back.

The connecting panel is in slit weave tapestry. The loops are through the slits and laced through each
other in the image below.

The next piece is another Shahsavan from the Kamseh district.
K12

There is some metallic thread used.

The back looks coarse because the warps are paired in its weaving.
K12 was also A complete Shahsavan kholjin.
K12

It has rows of stepped polygons in slit tapestry, separated by narrower stripes of sumak. There are
no side borders. The closure system has slits and loops.
Here are some detail images of K13.

This next khorjin was either Shahsavan or Azeri from Azerbaijan.
K14

It features a long bridge with a closure system having loops front and back, connected with a long
cord.

It is plain weave with extra wefts. There are blue warps in the side columns and red warps in the
central zig zag area. Note that the red is clear in the central areas, because both the warps and the
wefts are red. At the sides, the blue is clear because both warps and wefts are blue. Some
“triangular” areas show purple-ish shades because the warps are red and the wefts are blue.

The wide stripes with a mixture of blue and white are due the use of white cotton wefts in this
area. Notice the different shades on the back are, as with the front, due to blue warps in the outside
areas and red ones in the center one.

The next complete khojin was woven by the Azeri.

K15

It has undyed dark brown ground wool. Its design is from the use of weft wrapping on the diagonal.

The closure system is loops-through-slots, and the loops are woven into the fabric.

The next piece is either Caucasian or Kurdish.
K16

It features “chii” technique in which the designs of stepped diamonds are composed of small squares
made with extra wefts. It has slit and loop closure system. Loops woven in.

Bob said that some of the dyes in this khorjin are most likely early synthetics.

Here is its back.

The next piece was a complete Shahsavan pile khorjin.
K17

The field design features cruciform devices inside various colored diamonds, within a white-ground
lattice. Closure is slits with woven in loops.

The back shows a repeating sequence of one wide and three narrow stripes, except at the bottom.
The next complete khorjin of Bob’s is a curiosity.
K18

First, the pile ground of the border is a teal green.
But its real oddity is a bridge done in weftless sumak. Since this weave lacks structural wefts it is not
very sturdy and is a surprising choice for a bridge that predictably get lots of wear.

The presence of weftless sumak may be an aid to attribution, because some experts say only Kurds
use this weave. Notice also that the design of this weftless sumak bridge is the same as that most
commonly seen on pile Shahsavan bag faces, such as the one shown immediately before.
Slots and loops on this piece are sewn on and the top edge of each bag is reinforced with a strip of
blue cotton cloth.
The next piece had a zili structure.
K19

Plain weave ground with weft wrapping. White is cotton.
Closure loops are sewn on, in front and back. “Chii” technique is used for the bridge designs.

Here are some details of this back.

Notice that the weaver seems to have miscalculated on how long the front face should be and so it
continues a bit on the back.

The next khorjin was Kurdish.
K20

It’s done in a flat-weave with wrapped wefts. Good use of red, blue, yellow and green.
Closure system is woven in loops, through slots.
Very narrow stripes on the back.

The next piece was also Kurdish. NW Persia.
K21

Woven in loops. Very narrow bridge.

The next piece, like the first, is an opened up (sides unsewn) complete Jaff Kurd khorjin.
K21

Some supplementary weft designs. It has no bridge–each faces has closure slots, but there is only
one row of closure loops, so both faces were closed by the same row of loops.
Here are details of its back.

Below is this piece held together in the assembled mode.

The next piece was a very attractive, Bakhtiari khorjin in sumak. From the northern Zagros
Mountains.

K23

Natural dyes. Effective use of white against a dark ground. Slots with loops woven in. Narrow pile
band on bottom, which continues over the fold onto the back.

The next piece was attributed to the Luri. Coarsely woven.
K24
Brocade design on the short bridge.

Another Luri piece. Hooked central diamond design.
K25

The side bindings of this khorjin, and the previous one as well, are of tightly-spun, dark brown/black
hair in a “herring-bone” pattern, which makes a very strong and durable side seam.

Slits and

woven-in loops. Very short bridge–each face has its own row of closure loops, but there is almost no
space between the faces.

The next piece was either Bakhtiari or Luri. Both bags of this khorjin were present, but had been
separated into two bags and made into pillows when Bob found them. Pile face that continues a short
distance onto the back. The pile face has a stepped diamond with hooks.
K26

Sumak closure with sewn in loops. Interesting design in sumak panel with slits.
spun hair side finish.

Also has the tightly-

The next piece was attributed to the Khamseh, near Shiraz.
K27

The pile field panels are square with a design that features outward pointing arrows and a flower in
the center medallion.

Slit and loop closure system. Woven-in hair loops with two colors.

The next piece was Khamseh with a serrate-leaf design.
K28

The back of K28 is mostly red with narrow strips of white, blue and green.

The image below is to give you a sense of what the next few pieces will be. Bob attributed all five to
Qashqai. I will treat them individually.

The next complete khorjin was a Qashqa’i piece from SW Persia. Herati design.
K29

It has pile faces with tassels having blue beads. Pile areas have red wefts.

Loops and slits closure system with loops woven in. A detail of its back.

The next piece was another from SW Persia. Qashqa’i.
K30

Pile faces feature horizontal bands of “bird on a pole” designs.
Slit and woven-in loop closure system. It has an unusual solid green back.

The next khorjin was warp-faced flatweave in blue, white and red.
K30

Slit and loop closure system.

Front bag panels have a crisp lattice design on a white ground, and the design is completely done with
warp substitution.

Here is a detail of its back, which is also done only with warp substitution.

The next piece was also Qashqa’i, and has a design that appears superficially to be much like the last
one.
K31

Different camera for this close-up detail.

However, in this khorjin the ground color is entirely made of ivory warps and wefts in a nearlybalanced plainweave, and the design is created with various colored supplementary wefts. In the

image below, one bag is opened to show the reverse of the “back” design, and the supplementary
wefts of the face design.

Spun hair loops are woven in. The face has tufts of silk or wool added, most of which are now worn
away. The detail below shows how the connecting panel of this piece would appear in the assembled
piece.

The next piece was also Qashqa’i.
K32

Red warps. Green and orange lattice design, made with supplementary wefts (like the previous one).
No bridge. A peek inside.

Here is a detail of the back.

The next piece was woven by the Afshar, east of Shiraz.
K33

Field design is tessellated. Chevron designs in the small panels between the closure slots. Woven-in
loops of spun hair in two colors.
The back is solid red (like the bridge section showing in the image above). No image of the back of
K33.
The next piece was also Afshar. Plant forms in a lattice. Diagonal use of color. Meander vine main
border. Chevron slit area design. Loops woven in.
A2 (numbers are not sequential)

Back has stripes in its center section, and a strip of “diamond in a box” design in weft substitution at
the bottom edge of each back.

The next piece may come from the Zagros mountains. It has a striking camel-colored, warp-faced
ground. Sumak designs. No closure system. Wide connecting panel.
A7

An out-of-focus image of its plain back.

The next piece was another Afshar khorjin from South Persia. Face design is typical diamond
medallion with hooks. Also like many Afshar bags in being wider than tall. Woven in loops.
A8

Here is a comprehensive image of the back of A8. The back is entirely red, except for some narrow
stripes in the center, which show between the two faces on the front. The back is woven on paired
warps, which is typical of many Persian Bags.

And a final detail of the back, showing the stripes of the bridge area, and also the interwoven sections
of the closure loops, which in this khorjin are of dark brown/black and white hair.

With the next pieces we moved to NE Persia and Baluch weaving.
A9

The first of these complete Balouch khorjin sets was this one. The field designs are flower forms.

A9a

A detail of one face from a different camera. Here is a detail of the back of A9a.

The next Baluch piece featured a “tile” design. Each element shares design devices with its
neighbors.
A9b

A detail of one face.

The third Baluch from the group image above, features red and blue coloration.
A9c

Different camera on detail images of A9c.

Closure system has woven in loops at the front and back edges.
The back of A9c. Its designs are produced with a fine weft float structure.

With the next pieces we moved to Central Asia. Turkman.

The Turkman did not weave many bags in the khorjin format and most of those we encounter are
smaller, even diminutive.

In the array above, only the one on the far left seems large enough to be

used with a pack animal. The two on the right seem more suited to being carried over one’s shoulder
and the smallest one might even be carried on one’s arm. The literature calls all these sizes
“khorjins.”
Here are each of these pieces in turn, starting on the left.
K36
This piece is sizable enough to earn the term “saddle bag.”

It features a set of conventionalized,

kejbe-like designs. May suggest a weaver working with an unfamiliar design. Short, blue connecting
panel is unusual, in its coloration, but has traditional Turkman design devices. Looks Turkman, but it
has symmetric knots, and the face designs lack elems that are so typical of Turkmen bag faces; Bob
suggested that it might be a product of Khorasan Kurds, who often borrow Turkmen motifs. No
closure system.

Detail of K36.

As with most Turkman bags, the back is ivory plain weave (in this case with some ink or indigo dye
spilled onto it).

The next piece was the smallest of the four.
K37

Bob called it a “bicycle” bag. The typical Turkmen closure system is two rows of loops that interlace–
one row sewn to the back and another to the top edge of each face.

Main border design looks

Yomut. Has bottom “elem” panels. Its short bridge has a chevron design.

Next, is the third of these Turkman khorjins. Bob wondered whether this set might be Tekke. Two
sets of loops sewn in. Attractive compartmented bridging panel, in pile. Both bag faces have elems.
K38

Detail of bridge and loops. Bob had interlaced part of one closure (the right end of the lower row
below), but said that these Turkmen khorjins have so many loops that closing them completely
becomes a tedious process.

Bob said the fourth Turkman khorjin was Tekke, with a former owner’s name on its back.
K39

Compartmented field, Elems at bottom of both bags. Attractive, articulated chevron design in the
narrow connecting panel. Loops closure system.
Another Turkman piece was brought in, but I’ll treat it here.
H1 (numbers are not sequential)

This is the face of a Turkmen khojin. Probably would, traditionally, have been attributed to the
“Ersasi,” but nowadays to the “Middle Amu Dyra.” Although it is off-topic because it is only a khorjin

face, it is worth considering because, as noted above, Turkman khorjin faces are relatively
infrequent. No visible closure system.
Among the things to note about this piece, is that its seemingly simple design shows itself, on
scrutiny, to be surprisingly complex. It is also, likely the oldest of the Turkmen pieces shown in this
session.
Discussion in the room wondered whether the next piece was Baluch or maybe Uzbek. The flat-woven
design also resembles some by the Afshar. Loops are woven in on the front and sewn in on the back.
K39

Image above shows on front panel folded up as it would be when the sides were sewn.
Bob said when he started that his geographic path would end with a khorjin from East Turkestan. He
did not have one, and has never seen one, in the fabric,but he had found one in the literature.
K40

Here is an attempt to let you see this piece a little closer. The color is, of course, not accurate. Loops
closure system. Compartmented bridge, in pile. The central designs show Chinese influence, with a
central circular medallion that is often seen on Khotan rugs.

It’s impossible to tell much about

structure from such an image, but it appears so similar to the Turkmen khorjins just viewed that Bob
suggested it might be a Turkmen khorjin with medallion design borrowed from a Khotan rug. No
elems.

This is the end of the material that Bob treated in his presentation, but a great deal had been brought
in by audience members.
To see these additional khorjins you need to go on the Part 2.
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2014/09/26/a-potpourri-of-khorjin-saddlebags-by-bob-emry-part2/
Regards,
R. John Howe 13
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Archive for September, 2014

A Potpourri of Khorjin (Saddlebags) by Bob Emry,
Part 2
Posted in Uncategorized on September 26, 2014 by rjohn
This is Part 2 of a virtual version of a Rug and Textile Appreciation Morning program by Bob Emry, on
complete khorjin sets. If you have not read Part 1, you can reach it using this link.
https://rjohnhowe.wordpress.com/2014/09/26/a-potpourri-of-khorjin-saddlebags-by-bob-emry-part1/

Members of the audience had brought in a lot of material and Bob treated it next.
We will jump around, geographically a bit more because the pieces were in a large pile on a side table.

The first of these was a Baluch “packing bag” with lots of side tassels with shells. Loops closure
system.
K41

The next piece was a Shahsavan sumak piece from the Kamseh district. Good color. Its stepped
polygons are a frequent Shahsavan design usage.
K42

Next was half khorjin with Turkman-like designs.

K43

The following piece was a complete Baluch khorjin. Vertically striped field. Slit and loop closure
system but missing the loops.
K44

Here is the back.

I have only a very fuzzy image of the front of the next piece, a smaller khorjin.
K44

I do not have an attribution for it, but its interesting back, below, suggests maybe SW Persia.

Next was another fuzzy image of a complete Anatolian heybe.
K45

I can do better on the detail images of K45. Here is one of its faces. This piece is from southeast
Turkey. No closure system.

Notice the typical long slit in the connecting panel.

Here is a full look at its back.

With the next piece we moved to smaller bags. Qashqa’i. (There are going to be some more fuzzy
images now because pieces were being moved very quickly in order to cover the large number to be
treated.)
K46

Here is its back.

Another small piece was
K46

Here is a better image of one of its front faces. Qashqa’i. Slits and large loops closure system.

Here is its back. Loops woven in.

The next complete khorjin was from Karabagh in the Caucasus. Bold cruciform medallion and oversize border devices. Sumak technique.
K47

No visible closure system.

The next piece was also from the Caucasus. Plain woven back with stripes. Two sets of loops with an
interlacing cord. Probably Azeri.
K48

The next piece was Luri or Bakhtiari. Sumak. A great deal of white (cotton?). Hair selvedges. Pile at
“bottoms” of the bags.
K49

A peek at its plain-weave striped back.

The next piece was Veramin. Slit and loop closure system. Black and white loops Here is the
back. Loops woven in.
K50

The next piece was a complete Jaff Kurd set. Bob noted that this khorjin has had the side seams
taken out at some point in its history and was then re-assembled. Like the Jaff khorjin shown earlier,
this one also has just a single row of closure loops, and as here, re-assembled, neither row of closure
slots reaches to the loops. It should have been assembled so that the pile “elem” panels that show
here on the back were showing on the front instead–then both rows of closure slots would be opposite
the row of closure loops.
K51

The back. Notice two sewn-in blue beads.

The next piece was a leather-reinforced, pile Anatolian heybe. The usual long slit. Pile heybes are
rare-ish.
K52

A detail of its back.

The next piece was Shahsavan sumak from the Kamseh District.
K53

The next piece was Armenian. Its medallions are a version of the center of the “eagle Kazak”
device. Weaver did not weave “animals” upside down on one of the face panels so that they would
both be oriented right side up when hung over the short connecting panel.
K54

Bottom bag face is inscribed in an Armenian script above and in the medallion.
The next piece is a pile heybe face from western Anatolia. The design is one of the most frequent
seen on heybes from this area.
K55

The next piece was complete and Kurdish.
K56

It has slits and loops but the loops are mostly hidden in these images. An unusual feature is a pair of
pile squares at the sides of the mid-point of the connecting panel.

Here is a detail of its back.

The next piece was was smaller, complete Afshar. Its field is taken over by over-sized rose
forms. This design is European, but was adopted by weavers in the Caucasus and areas of Persia and
Turkey. The design is called “cabbbage rose,” or “gul farang,” in the literature.
A colorful, chevroned-faced, slit and loop closure system. Two seemingly ad hoc slits at the ends of
the yellow-dark bounded central marker of the connecting panel. These slits are woven-in –the sides
of the slits have selvage finish.

K57

The next piece was Kurdish, with a bold eight-pointed star.
K58

Detail of front face.

Here are two images of its back.

The next piece was another complete, leather-reinforced Anatolian heybe. This time from southwest
Anatolia. Weave on the faces is brocade. Owner said some dyes seem synthetic, but that there has
been no color transfer to white areas despite lots of opportunity. Leather is modestly embossed. Said
to have been woven in the Fithye area of southeast Turkey.

K60

Here is the back with an unusual red, yellow, ivory, brown, bright blue striping. Tufts of bright tassels
sewn on, likely to distract the “evil eye.”

The next piece was Shahsavan khorjin set in which the two bags have been cut apart. Very good
color with an unusual red and white striped ground. The field devices are also more articulated than
are some similar Shahsavan pices
K61

Here is the back of the first one above.
And here is the back of the second one.

The next piece was southwest Persia, probably Luri. Red wefts. Stepped central medallion with
hooks. Brocaded back.
K62

The next piece was done in zili. Caucasian or NW Persian. Probably either a chuval or part of a
mafrash cargo bag.
K63

The next piece was maybe Qashqa’i. Central diamond medallion, hooked but not stepped.
K64

The next piece was most of a khorjin half. Bakhtiari. Birds in compartment at the bottom of the face,
but before the striped back.
K64

The next piece was similar. Bakhtiari. Sumak and plain weave striped area on back. Zig-zag field
design on back.
K65

The next piece was southwest Persian. Small medallion tiled field design, with each tile sharing one
quarter to form another set of bi-colored tiles. Slit and loop closure system.
K66

The next piece was Veramin. Eight-pointed stars in border. Stepped cruciform field devices.
K67

The next piece was probably Uzbek with concentric, stepped field designs. Vertical side borders
resemble NE Persian sofreh usages. Loops visible for closure system. Interlocking tapestry weave.

K68

The next piece was also probably Uzbek. Diamond field design resembles those seen in Jaff Kurd and
flat-woven Kordi pieces, the latter, from NE Iran. These pieces tend to be surprisingly fine. No
closure system.
K69

The next piece was probably Turkmen. The closure system is two rows of loops, sewn-on, identical to
those of the Turkmen khorjins seen earlier. The face design in extra-weft is similar to other flatwoven Turkmen torbas, but not often seen in a bag this small.
K70

The next piece was an unusual, complete khorjin. Warp-faced. Woven as a long strip of this
technique. Seemingly done entirely in natural colored brown and white wool, with only traces of dyed
wool in the wrapped selveges. No closure system.
K71

The next piece was Bakhtiari done in sumak.

K72

Typical pile at the bag folds.
Slit and loop closure system with loops woven in and nicely decorated slit panels.

Back has another frequent Bakhtiari usage: plain weave stripes with white-ground sumak panels.

The next piece was possibly Qashqa’i. Brocaded with decorative tufts. Slit and loops closure system.
K73

Bob answered questions and brought his session to a close.

The after-session conversations and examination of the material began.

I want to thank Bob Emry for this well-conceived program, for his permission to fashion this virtual
version of it, and for some after-session photos, he took, and for his considerable editing assistance.
Thanks also to Wendel Swan for some useful images he provided.
I hope you have enjoyed this interesting, well-conceived, program.
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