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Thesis Abstract

Zarifa Alikperova, The Mausoleum of Qilich Arslan 1l in Konya

On the ‘Ala al-Din Hill in the city of Konya prominently stands a large imposing tomb
tower with a conical dome. It is the mausoleum of Qilich Arslan I, the fifth Seljuk
sultan of Rum (r. 1156-92), whose reign witnessed territorial expansion and political
consolidation of the Seljuk state of Anatolia (1081-1308). Built in the late twelfth
century, it is the only funerary structure with a decagonal plan in medieval Anatolia,
which served as a burial place for the sultans and was hence closely associated with the
ruling house.

The mausoleum of Qilich Arslan 1l has received much attention in scholarship.
However, until the present, the scholarly accounts on the monument have been brief and
descriptive, with a primary focus on the formal analysis of the building. The context
within which the mausoleum was built has never been explored. Considering the
importance of the monument for the history of the Seljuks of Anatolia as well as for the
history of Islamic funerary architecture in medieval Anatolia, this thesis offers a study
of Qilich Arslan 11I’s mausoleum. In contrast to the former scholarship, it examines the
historical and architectural context in which the building was constructed. By doing so,
it sets the mausoleum within a broader perspective in order to achieve a better
understanding of it.



Tez Ozeti

Zarifa Alikperova, Konya’daki II. Kili¢ Arslan’in Tiirbesi

Konik kubbesi ile dikkat ¢eken II. Kili¢ Arslan Tiirbesi, Konya ili sinirlarindaki
Alaeddin Tepesi’nde yiikselmektedir. Bu tiirbe, Selguklu Devleti’nin Anadolu’daki
bolgesel biiylime ve siyasal istikrarina taniklik eden besinci Anadolu Sel¢uklu Sultani
II. Kili¢ Arslan’in tiirbesidir. Ortagag Anadolu’sunda 12. yiizyilin sonlarinda insa
edilen, on kenarli plan1 olan tek tiirbedir. Tiirbe, sultanlar i¢in bir mezar yeri olarak
kullanilmis ve bu nedenle de hiikiimdarlik ailesiyle yakindan iliskilendirilmistir.

II. Kilig¢ Arslan Tiirbesi, akademik arastirma konusu olarak oldukca ilgi
cekmesine ragmen, su ana kadar anit {izerine yapilan akademik tartismalar yapinin
bi¢imsel analizine odaklanmis, bu nedenle de kisa ve tasviri olmustur. Tiirbenin insa
edilmesinde rol oynayan kosullar ise hi¢ arastirilmamistir. Anitin gerek Anadolu
Selguklu gerekse Ortacag Anadolu’sundaki Islami mezar mimarisi tarihi acisindan
onemi disiintildiigiinde, bu tez daha 6nceki akademik calismalarin aksine II. Kilig
Arslan Tiirbesi’nin ingasinda rol oynayan tarihsel kosullar1 ve yapinin mimari baglamini
incelemektedir. Boylelikle tiirbe, dneminin daha iyi anlagilabilmesi i¢in bu ¢alismada
genis bir perspektif i¢ine yerlestirilmektedir.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Statement of Thesis

In the center of the city of Konya (Iconium), a former capital of the Seljuk dynasty in
Anatolia (1081-1308), rises an ancient artificial mound, commonly known as ‘Ala al-
Din Hill or Alaeddin Tepesi. Today it is occupied by a green park and dotted with
modern constructions. However, on its northern slope still stands a grand Seljuk
mausoleum, with a conical dome that can be seen from a far distance. It is the
mausoleum of Qilich Arslan I1. Built on the order of the fifth Seljuk sultan of Anatolia,
Qilich Arslan 11 (r. 1156-92), it is one of the major places of holy devotion and tourist
visitation in Konya and in Turkey nowadays.

The tomb is located in the courtyard of the Friday mosque which was erected
during the twelfth and thirteenth centuries. Next to it stands the unfinished octagonal
mausoleum of the Seljuk sultan ‘Izz al-Din Kayka’us I (r. 1211-19), which is dated to
the early thirteenth century. The mausoleum of Qilich Arslan 11 rests on a plinth and
rises to a height of 23.75 meters above the ground. Made of stone, it represents the only
Islamic mausoleum with a decagonal plan in the region. A high double stairway leads to
the entrance of the tomb chamber, which is set within a large slightly pointed arch.
Facing the northeast, the entrance niche rests on engaged columns and is supported by
an elliptical arch with a rectangular indentation at its center. Above it is a square plaque,
with a deeply carved floral design. Five windows are placed around the building, the
dome of which was once covered with blue glazed tiles. Close to the base of the dome

there are two epigraphic friezes. While the upper carries a white-on-blue tile inscription,



the lower is carved in dark stone. In the history of the Seljuks of Anatolia, the
mausoleum of Qilich Arslan Il served as the primary burial place for the sultans, whose
bodies were apparently mummified and placed in the crypt and symbolically marked by
cenotaphs in the chamber. At present, the mausoleum contains eight cenotaphs that are
attributed to the Seljuk sultans who ruled in the twelfth and thirteenth centuries.

The mausoleum of Qilich Arslan 11 holds an important place in the history of the
Seljuks of Anatolia and in the history of Islamic funerary architecture in medieval
Anatolia. The aim of this thesis is to investigate the context within which the building
was built. In contrast to studies so far, it offers to examine the historical and
architectural context in which the construction of the tomb tower took place. Making
use of a variety of sources, which primarily include contemporary historical and
geographical accounts, architecture, and epigraphic evidence, the study sets a broad
perspective in order to achieve a better understanding of Qilich Arslan II’s mausoleum.

The following section of this chapter provides glimpse into the history of
monumental Islamic funerary architecture during the early and medieval times, with a
particular focus on Anatolia where the Seljuks ruled from 1081 up to 1308. Discussing
the major types of Islamic mausolea, it traces the penetration and evolution of Islamic
mausolea in medieval Anatolia, where the mausoleum of Qilich Arslan 11 is one of the
earliest funerary structures. This is followed by a separate section on scholarship on the
mausoleum of Qilich Arslan Il, which received attention among travelers, architectural
and art historians, and others throughout the centuries.

Chapter 2 deals with the historical and cultural milieu in which the mausoleum

of Qilich Arslan Il was constructed. It examines the reign of Qilich Arslan Il and



explores the Seljuk court culture in the second half of the twelfth century. Along with
this, it looks at Qilich Arslan II’s cultural and architectural activities, part of which was
his commissioning of the mausoleum.

Chapter 3 is concerned with the mausoleum of Qilich Arslan 1. It examines the
site of the construction of the building and discusses architectural composition as well
as decorative and epigraphic programs of the mausoleum. Furthermore, it investigates
the architectural framework in which the monument was erected, providing insight into
architectural culture in the medieval Islamic world and particularly in Anatolia.

Finally, chapter 4 is a conclusion. It overviews the thesis and stresses the
importance of the mausoleum of Qilich Arslan Il for the Seljuk dynasty. During the
Seljuk period of rule, the tomb was venerated and presented with gifts. It is no
coincidence that even today a number of people from Turkey and abroad make visits to

it.

1.2 Funerary Architecture in the Early and Medieval Islamic World
Since the early centuries of Islam, the construction of a mausoleum to
commemorate the dead was an issue of debate. Although the Qur’an is silent on the

matter, hadith literature (sayings of the Prophet) contains some negative positions

! For the dispute and opposition to the construction of mausolea in the Islamic world, see Thomas
Leisten, “Between Orthodoxy and Exegesis: Some Aspects of Attitudes in the Shari’a toward Funerary
Architecture,” Mugarnas 7 (1990), 12-22; For the history of Islamic funerary architecture, see Oleg
Grabar, “The Earliest Islamic Commemorative Structures, Notes and Documents,” Ars Orientalis 6
(1966), 7-46; Robert Hillenbrand, “The Mausoleum,” in Islamic Architecture: Form, Function, and
Meaning (New York: Columbia University Press, 1994), 253-330; idem, “The Development of Saljuq
Mausolea in Iran,” in The Art of Iran and Anatolia from the 11th to the 13th Century AD, ed. William
Watson (London, 1974), 40-59.



regarding funerary architecture.” Along with prohibitions against visiting and praying at
graves,® certain hadith accounts disapprove of raising a structure over the grave, so as to
prevent it from turning into the place of worship.* Instead, such accounts postulate the
principle of leveling of all tombs to the ground (taswiyat al-qubur), in order to lessen
the corpse’s suffering and to ensure that all believers are equal in death.® The
controversy surrounding funerary architecture is further reflected in the writings
(commentaries, treatises) of Muslim theologians and jurists, whose attitude toward the
construction of the mausoleum is expressed with either justification of or ban on it
throughout the early and medieval periods.°

Despite such disputes, mausolea were constructed in the Muslim lands since the
early Islamic times. Following the burial of Prophet Muhammad (d. 632) in the house in
Medina, which was subsequently enclosed in the mosque of the Umayyad caliph al-

Walid I (r. 705-15),” the idea of a mausoleum gained certain acceptance and legitimacy

2 It should be noted that hadith literature often includes contradictory opinions and rarely presents a single
view on certain issues. This is also true for its position in regard to the funerary architecture (as well as to
the funerary practices). See Leisten, “Between Orthodoxy and Exegesis,” 12-13.

® Along with its ban on visiting and praying at graves, hadith literature also prohibits sitting at graves,
making sacrifices on them, marking or attaching inscription on them, using lime mortar (jiss) and brick
(ajurr) inside and on top of the grave and coating the outside of it with clay (tin). Ibid., 13.

* “This is also aimed against burials in buildings, especially houses, that existed before the burial took
place, as well as new constructions.” Ibid., 13- 14.

® Ibid., 13-16.

® Ibid., 16-18.

" Prophet Muhammad was interred in A’isha’s house (bayt), which along with other houses and the court
wall constituted “the dar of Muhammad in Medina.” Ibid., 17. The grave of Prophet Muhammad was

supposedly crowned with a dome in the late thirteenth century. See Grabar, “The Earliest Islamic
Commemorative Structures,” 8; Hillenbrand, “The Mausoleum,” 253.



in the Muslim society.® It is commonly assumed that the earliest Islamic mausoleum is
Qubbat al-Sulaibiyya, a no longer extant octagonal plan building which was constructed
for the Abbasid caliph al-Muntasir (r. 861-62) by his Greek mother Hubshiyya in
Samarra, Irag, in 862.° In the following centuries, mausolea were already all around the
vast geography of the medieval Islamic world, spreading in the lands of Central Asia,
Iran, India, Syria, Anatolia, Egypt, and Spain.

The erection of a mausoleum was obviously costly and its patrons were
generally from the upper echelons of society. Various terms were used to refer to the
funerary building in the Muslim community. Among them are turba (“dust” in Arabic),
gabr (“grave” in Arabic), qubba (“dome” in Arabic), gunbad (“dome” in
Pahlavi/Middle Persian), mashhad (“place of witnessing” in Arabic), gasr (“castle” in
Arabic), madfan (“place of burial” in Arabic), margad (“place of rest” in Arabic),
mazar (“place of visit” in Arabic), ‘imarat (“building” in Arabic), and rawza (“garden”

in Arabic).™® These terms designated the burial place of either an individual or a family.

& Muslim laws governing land ownership also contributed to the acceptance and legitimacy of the
funerary architecture during the early and medieval times. According to them, the construction of a
mausoleum was permissible when it took place on owner’s land. However, it was condemnable if the
mausoleum was erected “on land that was open and unclaimed (musbala/sakhra), in a public cemetery
(magbara musbara), or land that had been turned into wagqf land for public purposes (waqgf ‘amm).” See
Leisten, “Between Orthodoxy and Exegesis,” 18-19.

% Later, another two Abbasid caliphs al-Mu‘tazz (r. 866-69) and al-Muhtadi (r. 869-70) were also buried
in the Qubbat al-Sulaibiyya. See Grabar, “The Earliest Islamic Commemorative Structures,” 14-15. It is
important to note that the examination of textual sources by Yusuf Raghib and the recent study of
mausolea in Central Asia by Melanie Dawn Michailidis suggest that the construction of mausolea might
have begun even before the ninth century. See Y. Raghib, “Les premiers monuments funeraires de
I’Islam,” Annales Islamologiques 9 (1970), 21-36; M. D. Michailidis, “Landmarks of the Persian
Renaissance: Monumental Funerary Architecture in Iran and Central Asia in the Tenth and Eleventh
Centuries,” Ph.D. diss. (Massachusetts Institute of Technology, 2007).

19 For the discussion on terminology in medieval Islamic funerary architecture, see Grabar, “The Earliest
Islamic Commemorative Structures,” 7-13; Hillenbrand, “The Mausoleum,” 255-60.



By the eleventh century, the two major types for a mausoleum were defined.
These were a domed square chamber and a tomb tower, exemplified in the Samanid
mausoleum (dated to the late ninth-early tenth centuries) in Bukhara, Uzbekistan, and
the Gunbad-i Qabus (1006-7) in Gurgan, Iran, respectively.'* The origins of the domed
square chamber and the tomb tower are a matter of scholarly debate.'? Along with the
impact of Roman and Byzantine mausolea, the former type is associated with ossuaries
used by Iranian people. Likewise, the latter type, which is compared to palatial towers
and minarets, the so-called “victory-towers” built in Central Asia and Iran, is linked to
pre-Islamic Iranian tombs. In addition to this, both the domed square chambers and the
tomb towers are associated with the impact of nomadic tents, which is chiefly due to the
practice of tent burial among Arabs and Turks. Obviously, the origins of the two
funerary genres are obscure and there is a need for a thorough investigation of them in
order to shed light onto them.

The history of the domed square mausolea shows that they had a broad appeal in
the medieval Islamic world. They commemorated rulers, their family members and
state/military officials as well as Companions of the Prophet, members of the ahl al-

bayt (literally, family of the Prophet), Quranic/Biblical figures, and martyrs. Likewise,

1 For the domed square chambers and the tomb towers in the medieval Islamic world, see Grabar, “The
Earliest Islamic Commemorative Structures”; Hillenbrand, “The Mausoleum”; Michailidis, “Landmarks.”
Also, see A. C. bperauutkuii, 300uecmeo Azepbaiioocana XI1-XV 6. u E20 Mecm0 ¢ Apxumexmype
Iepeonez0 Bocmoxa (Mocksa, 1966), 101-20; Abbas Daneshvari, Medieval Tomb Towers of Iran. An
Iconographic Study (Lexington: Mazda Publishers, 1986).

12 See Grabar, “The Earliest Islamic Commemorative Structures”; Hillenbrand, “The Mausoleum,” 268-
69 and 273-77. Also, see Esin Emel, “Al-Qubbah al-Turkiyyah. An Essay on the Origins of the
Architectonic Form of the Islamic Funerary Monument,” in Atti del Terzo Congresso di Studi Arabi e
Islamici (Naples, 1966), 281-313; Guitty Azarpay, “The Islamic Tomb Tower: A Note on Its Genesis and
Significance,” in Essays in Islamic Art and Architecture in honor of Katharina Otto-Dorn, ed. A.
Daneshvari (Malibu, 1981), 9-12; Katharina Otto-Dorn, “The Ambivalent Character of the Seljuk Tomb
Tower,” in First International Congress on the History of Turkish-Islamic Science adn Technology. Vol.
5 (Istanbul: I. T. U. Mimarlik Fakiiltesi Baski Atolyesi, 1981), 33-55; Daneshvari, Medieval Tomb
Towers of Iran, 1-17; Michailidis, “Landmarks”.



the history of the tomb towers demonstrates that they enjoyed popularity in Iran,
specifically in the mountainous region south of the Caspian Sea and subsequently in the
northwestern provinces. They memorialized primarily the members of the ruling elite.
One of the main formal differences between the domed square chambers and the tomb
towers was in the ratio of width to height. Thus, in the former it rarely exceeded 1:2,
whereas in the latter it ranged from 1:3.5 to 1:5.5.'* Moreover, the square plan mausolea
had one or more entrances, often adhering to the form of chahar taq (literally, “four
arches”), which offered an entry on each side of the building. On the other hand, the
tomb towers, which took circular, flanged, or polygonal (octagonal, decagonal,
dodecagonal) forms, had a single entrance that was usually set high off the ground. Both
domed square mausolea and tomb towers generally had a single chamber. In addition to
this, the latter often had a crypt, particularly in the twelfth century. The domed square
chambers and the tomb towers were usually covered with a hemispherical dome,
although the latter often had a conical dome as well. In the twelfth century, it was
common for these two types of Islamic funerary architecture to constitute part of major
urban architectural complexes, which would include a mosque, a madrasa, a hospital, a
khangah, and/or other structures (for example, the mausoleum of Sultan Sanjar (1140s-
60s) in Merv, Turkmenistan, and the mausoleum of Mu’mina Khatun (1186) in
Nakhchivan, Azerbaijan).

The history of Islamic funerary architecture in Anatolia is traced to the second
half of the twelfth century. Anatolia was an eastern domain of Byzantium and came
under Muslim rule after the Battle of Manzikert in 1071, when the Byzantine army

under the command of Romanos IV Diogenes (r. 1067-71) was crushed by the Great

13 See Hillenbrand, “The Mausoleum,” 282-83.



Seljuk sultan Alp Arslan (r. 1063-72). By 1081, a branch of the Seljuk family had
established itself in Anatolia, with the capital first in Nicaea (iznik) till 1097 and then in
Konya. Yet, it was not the only Muslim power in the region. The Turkmen dynasties of
the Danishmendids, the Mengujekids, and the Saltukids also set their own rule in and
around the Anatolian cities in the aftermath of the Battle of Manzikert - the first in
Niksar, Sivas, and Malatya, the second in Divrigi, Erzincan and Kemah, and the third in
Erzurum.™ Each of these ruling houses - the Seljuks, the Danishmendids, the
Mengujekids, and the Saltukids - engaged in building mausolea. In the course of the late
twelfth and the early thirteenth centuries, the Seljuks, however, gradually supplanted the
neighboring Muslim states and dominated the Anatolian region. Nevertheless, in 1243
they faced a great defeat at hands of the Mongols in the Battle of Kdsedag and became
their vassals. Despite the changing political atmosphere, the construction of mausolea
went on in Anatolia, which was still under the rule of the Seljuks. By the early
fourteenth centuries, Anatolia was thus dotted with monumental Islamic mausolea.

The mausolea in medieval Anatolia evolved from the two contemporary major
types of Islamic funerary architecture. The dominant genre was, however, the tomb

tower, which was initially associated with medieval northern Iran but spread in Anatolia

1t should be noted that in the aftermath of the Battle of Manzikert (1071), the Turkmen dynasties of the
Artukids (1101-1409) and the Shah-i Armanids (1100-1207) were established on the territory of the
present-day Turkey in the east which is broadly known today as Anatolia or Anadolu (in Turkish). Ruling
in Upper Mesopotamia (Diyar Bakr) and over the region near the Lake Van (Ahlat), respectively, these
dynasties were much attached to the histories of their regions - Syria and Iraq in the case of the former
and Iran and Transcaucasia in the case of the latter. The focus of this study is, however, on those ruling
houses that directly participated in and shaped the history of medieval central Anatolia (like the Seljuks,
the Danishmendids, the Mengujekids, and the Saltukids). See F. Taeschner and H. Louis, “Anadolu,” in
Encyclopedia of Islam, Two. Accessed 17 November 2014,
http://referenceworks.brillonline.com/entries/encyclopaedia-of-islam-2/anadolu
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in the late twelfth century.™ In general, the Anatolian tomb towers were squatter in
proportion in comparison to those in Iran.'® They were small and not as tall as the latter.
The buildings took polygonal (octagonal, decagonal, and dodecagonal), cylindrical or
square forms. They had one or more entrances and consisted of an upper chamber and a
crypt underneath it. Their interiors were bright and embellished with niches. Moreover,
they often had a mihrab and at least one cenotaph. Sometimes a drum was used to
provide the transition to the dome, which was usually conical in shape and, like the
domes of the Iranian tomb towers, had a double-shell roof system. Like in Iran, the
Anatolian tomb towers could stand alone, but could also form part of architectural
complexes. The history of their construction shows that until the 1250s they were built
chiefly in memory of important political figures (for example, the mausolea of Amir
Saltuk in Erzurum, Mama Khatun in Tercan, Abu al-Qasim in Tokat, and others).
Nevertheless, in the period that came after, they often commemorated important
individuals from religious milieu - sayyids, shaykhs, babas, and pirs and in most cases
served as holy sites of visitation or ziyarat (for example, the mausolea of Shaykh

Osman Rumi and Pir As‘ad in Konya, Shaykh Badr al-Din in Ilgin, and others)."’

1> For the discussion on Islamic funerary architecture in medieval Anatolia, see Ulkii Ulkiisal Bates, “The
Anatolian Mausoleum of the Twelfth, Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries,” Two Vols., Ph.D. diss.
(University of Michigan, 1970); idem, “An Introduction to the Study of the Anatolian Tiirbe and Its
Inscriptions as Historical Documents,” Sanat Tarihi Yi/iig1 (Malazgirt Zaferinin 900 cii Y1ldoniimii Ozel
Sayisi) (Istanbul, 1971), 73-86; idem, “The Impact of the Mongol Invasion on Turkish Architecture,”
International Journal of Middle East Studies, 9/ 1 (1978), 23-32; M. Olus Arik, “Erken Devir Anadolu-
Tiirk Mimarisinde Tiirbe Bigimleri,” Anatolia IX (1969), 57-100; Orhan Cezmi Tuncer, Anadolu
Kiimbetleri. 1-Sel¢uklu Dénemi (Ankara: Giiven Matbaas1, 1986), 277-352; Hakki Onkal, Anadolu
Selcuklu Tiirbeleri (Ankara: Atatiirk Kiiltiir Merkezi, 1996), 447-77.

'® For the comparative study of the tomb towers in Iran and Anatolia, see Goniil Oney, “Comparison of a
Group of Anatolian Seljuk Tiirbes with Great Seljuk-Ilkhanid Tiirbes in Iran,” in Fifth International
Congress of Turkish Art, ed. G. Feher (Budapest: Akadémiai Kiado, 1978), 665-89; idem, “Iran ve
Anadolu Selguklu Tiirbelerinin Mukayesesi,” Yillik Aragtirmalar Dergisi 111 (1981), 41-66.

17 See Bates, “The Impact of the Mongol Invasion,” 25; Onkal, Anadolu Selcuklu Tiirbeleri, 477.
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Islamic funerary architecture in medieval Anatolia displayed a variety of forms.
Centered on the octagonal, circular, and square plan tomb towers, it also included
domed square chambers (for example, the mausolea of Shaykh Alaman and Avhad al-
Din Kirmani in Konya, Shaykh Shuja al-Din in Antalya, and others). Despite the same
architectural plan, the proportion of breadth to height, as one of the major formal
differences, defined domed squares and tomb towers. Thus, it did not usually exceed
1:1.4 in the former and ranged from 1:1.5 to 1:2.5 in the latter.'® At the same time,
rectangular mausolea were also popular, often forming the so-called iwan type
mausolea. These mausolea had a wide arched opening entrance leading to the chamber
that was covered with a hemispherical dome (for example, the mausolea of Sad al-Din
‘Ali in Karaman, Amir Yavtash in Aksehir, Gomech Khatun in Konya, and others).
Like the tomb towers, the domed square chambers and the iwan type mausolea usually
had a crypt and were part of architectural complexes, commemorating both ruling and
religious elite.

The traditions from the eastern Islamic lands, Central Asia and particularly Iran,
shaped the Anatolian mausoleum. However, it was also open to architectural and artistic
impacts from the neighboring Muslim lands of Syria, Ahlat, Irag, and Egypt as well as
from Christian cultures (Greek, Armenian, and Georgian). The main medium of
construction was stone, the traditional material of Anatolia. The epigraphic program
comprised chiefly Qur’anic verses and foundation texts written in Arabic, but at times
verses in Persian were used as well. The decoration generally consisted of geometric,

floral, and at times figural (human and animal) designs. At the same time, glazed

'8 For the proportion of breadth to height in medieval Anatolian mausolea, see Onkal, Anadolu Sel¢ukiu
Tiirbeleri.
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tilework, which acquired a prominent role in the architecture of Anatolia in the
thirteenth century, was also applied. By the early fourteenth century, Anatolia, which
was once a Christian domain occupied by monasteries, churches and martyria, was thus
gradually transformed into an Islamic realm, wherein along with mosques, madrasas,
khangahs, and caravanserais stood Islamic mausolea with their high profile conical

domes soaring into the sky.

1.3 Review of Scholarship

The mausoleum of Qilich Arslan 11 has garnered much attention in scholarship
since the nineteenth century. In 1849 and 1862 it appeared in the illustrations of the
‘Ala al-Din Hill which were made by Charles Texier, whose focus was on the history,
geography, and archaeology of Asia Minor.*® In 1896 and 1897 it was described in
travel accounts on Asia Minor, which were composed by Friedrich Sarre and Clement
Huart, respectively.?® Along with this, the mausoleum was featured in studies on
epigraphy. In 1895 it was mentioned in the work of Huart, who dealt with Arabic

inscriptions in Asia Minor.?* Later, in 1907 the monument was also noted in a

19 See Charles Texier, Description de I'Asie Mineure. Volume Two (Paris, 1949); idem, Asie Mineure:
Description Geographique, Historique et Archeologique des Provinces et des Villes de la Chersonnese
d’Asie (Paris, 1962).

0 See Friedrich Sarre, Reise in Kleinasien. Sommer 1895. Forschungen zur Seldjukischen Kunst and
Geographie des Landes (Berlin, 1896), 39-56; idem, Denkmcdler Persischer Baukunst. Geschichtliche
Untersuchung und Aufnahme Muhammedanischer Backsteinbauten in Vorderasien und Persien (Berlin,
1910), 123-24; Clement Huart, Konia. La Ville des Derviches Tourneurs. Souvenir d'un Voyage en Asie
Mineure (Paris, 1897), 10-12.

2! See C. Huart, Epigraphie Arabe: D Asie Mineure (Paris, 1895), 48.
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monograph devoted solely to epigraphy on Seljuk monuments in Konya by Julius Harry
Lsytved, who served as the German consul of the city at that time.*

Subsequent to the early Western scholarly interest, Qilich Arslan II’s
mausoleum was discussed in Turkish literary and scholarly circles starting in the
twentieth century. In 1923 it was, for example, mentioned in an anonymous guide book
on Konya. In 1939 it appeared in a book of the architect Sehabettin Uzluk, who briefly
described the mausoleum along with other standing monuments in the city.?® With
growing interest in Islamic funerary architecture in medieval Anatolia (ca. 1150-1450)
in the second half of the century, the monument was also regularly included in studies
dealing with mausolea. In 1969 the mausoleum was discussed by Olus Arik, who in his
survey focused on formal analysis of Anatolian funerary structures built during the
period between the second half of the twelfth and the first half of the sixteenth
centuries.?* In 1970 the mausoleum was documented in a doctoral study by Ulkii
Ulkiisal Bates, who was primarily concerned with architectural analysis of mausolea
that were constructed during the twelfth, thirteenth, and fourteenth centuries in
Anatolia.?® Later, in 1986 and 1996 the tomb tower of Qilich Arslan Il was published in
catalogues of Orhan Cezmi Tuncer and Hakki Onkal, respectively, whose aim was to
reflect on evolution of mausolea that were erected during the Seljuk period of rule in

Anatolia, specifically between the second half of the twelfth century and the early

22 See Julius Harry Loytved, Konia. Inschriften der Seldschukischen Bauten (Berlin, 1907), 27-28 and 30.
%3 See Konya ve Rehberi (istanbul, 1923), 73; Sehabettin Uzluk, Konya Abideleri (Konya, 1939), 5.
24 See Arik, “Erken Devir Anadolu-Tiirk Mimarisinde Tiirbe Bigimleri,” Anatolia IX (1969), 70-71.

% gee Bates, “The Anatolian Mausoleum of the Twelfth, Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries,” Ph.D.
diss. (University of Michigan, 1970), 29-37.
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fourteenth century.”® Each of the scholars provided a lengthy description of the
building, which was supplemented with measurements and accompanied by plans,
sections, and photographs. Apart from this, the mausoleum also featured in publications
dealing with Islamic art and architecture in medieval Anatolia, as exemplified in the
works of Dogan Kuban, Oktay Aslanapa, and Michael Meinecke.?” In addition, it
appeared in a monograph on the history of Konya by Hakki Ibrahim Konyali and was
included in studies on the ‘Ala al-Din Mosque complex by Mehmet Zeki Oral and
Yasar Erdemir.?

Until now, the mausoleum of Qilich Arslan 11 has received largely descriptive
assessment. Along with the partial reading and documentation of its epigraphic
program, the descriptions of the tomb tower were usually brief and quite repetitive. The
aim of the scholars was to generally introduce the building as part of the history of the
Seljuks of Anatolia and their architectural and artistic culture. Preoccupied with the
categorization and classification of Islamic mausolea in medieval Anatolia according to
form, region and cities in chronological order, they were much concerned to place the
mausoleum in the narrative of the evolution of Anatolian Islamic funerary architecture.

With the focus on formal features of medieval Anatolian mausolea, which are more than

% See Tuncer, Anadolu Kiimbetleri. 1-Selcuklu Dénemi (Ankara: Giiven Matbaast, 1986), 178-83; Onkal,
Anadolu Selcuklu Tiirbeleri (Ankara: Atatiirk Kiiltiir Merkezi, 1996), 185-90.

2 Dogan Kuban, Anadolu Tiirk Mimarisinin Kaynak ve Sorunlar: (Istanbul, 1965), 153; idem, Sel¢ukiu
Caginda Anadolu Sanati (Istanbul: Yap1 Kredi Kiiltiir Sanat Yayinlari, 2002), 223; Oktay Aslanapa, Tiirk
Sanatt, cilt 11 (Istanbul: Milli Egitim Yayinlari, 1972), 127; idem, Anadolu’da Ilk Tiirk Mimarisi.
Baglangici ve Gelismesi (Ankara, 1991), 99-100; Michael Meinecke, “Kiligarslan (Alaeddin) Tiirbe,” in
Fayencedekorationen seldschukischer Sakralbauten in Kleinasien. Teil 11: Katalog (Tiibingen, 1976),
222-32.

%8 Hakk1 fbrahim Konyali, “Ala-ed-Din Tiirbesi,” in Konya Tarihi (Konya, 1964), 576-85; Mehmet Zeki

Oral, “Konya’da Ala Ud-Din Camii ve Tiirbeleri,” Yillik Arastirmalar Dergisi 1 (1957), 45-74; Yasar
Erdemir, Aldeddin Camii ve Tiirbeleri (Konya, 2009), 170-91.
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200 in number,?® they often stressed the unique decagonal plan of the mausoleum of
Qilich Arslan 11. 1t is no coincidence that such a notable monument, which functioned
as a dynastic burial place of the Seljuk sultans, was selected for the cover of the front
page of Tuncer’s book, Anadolu Kiimbetleri, while its plan and section were depicted
on its back cover page. Within this dominant formalistic approach that largely
characterizes Western and Turkish scholarship of the last century,*® the historical and
architectural context in which the construction of the tomb tower of Qilich Arslan 11
took place has never been investigated. Considering the work of art/architecture as an
integral part of history, this thesis thus offers to examine the context in which the

building was erected in order to understand it in its own right.

% See Bates, “An Introduction,” 78; Onkal, Anadolu Selcuklu Tiirbeleri, 476-77.

% See Oya Pancaroglu, “Formalism and Academic Foundation of Turkish Art in the Early Twentieth
Century,” Mugarnas 24 (2007), 67-78.
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CHAPTER 2: HISTORICAL AND CULTURAL MILIEU

This chapter is concerned with the historical and cultural milieu in which the
mausoleum of Qilich Arslan Il was built. It deals with the patron of the monument,
Qilich Arslan 11, whose reign brought territorial expansion and political consolidation to
the Seljuk state. Furthermore, it examines the Seljuk court culture in the second half of
the twelfth century, which was marked by the penetration of Persian culture that gained
momentum and by the Seljuks’ engagement with the local Christian environment.
Finally, it reflects on cultural and architectural activities of Qilich Arslan 11, part of
which was his construction of the mausoleum.

The Seljuks of Anatolia (1081-1308) were a Sunni Turko-Muslim dynasty.**
They were from the house of Seljuk (d. after 985), the leader of the Qinik tribe of
Oghuz Turks, and traced their lineage back to Seljuk’s son, Arslan Isra’il.* In this
regard, they were family relatives of the Great Seljuks (1035-1194), who ruled over
Central Asia, Iran and Iraq and were descended from Seljuk’s son Mika’il. The
relationship between the two dynasties were, however, quite tense. The disagreement
had to do with the right to rulership. According to the old Turkic concept of rule,

authority rested within a whole family, though on a principle of seniority. Thus, when,

%1 For the general history of Seljuks of Anatolia, see Osman Turan, Selcuklular Zamaninda Tiirkiye:
Siyasi Tarih Alp Arslan’dan Osman Gaziye, 1071-1318. (istanbul, 1971); Claude Cahen, Pre-Ottoman
Turkey: A General Survey of the Material and Spiritual Culture and History, ¢. 1071-1330, trans. J.
Jones-Williams (New York: Taplinger Publishing Company, 1968); idem, The Formation of Turkey. The
Seljukid Sultanate of Rum: Eleventh to Fourteenth Century, trans. and ed. Peter Malcolm Holt (Longman,
2001); Speros Vryonis Jr., The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor and the Process of
Islamization from the Eleventh Through the Fifteenth Century, vol. 4 (Berkeley: University of California
Press, 1971); Songiil Mecit, The Rum Seljugs. Evolution of a Dynasty (London and New York:
Routledge, 2014); Andrew C. S. Peacock, “Saljugs II1. Saljugs of Rum,” in Encyclopcedia Iranica.
Accessed 17 November 2014, http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/saljugs-iii

%2 See A. C. S. Peacock, Early Seljizq History: A New Interpretation (London and New York: Routledge,
2010), 60-68.
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after the death of the Great Seljuk sultan Tughril (r. 1039-63) in 1063, rulership passed
to the young Alp Arslan, nephew of Tughril and son of Chaghri, Arslan Isra’il’s son
Qutlumush (d. 1064), as a senior member of the Seljuk family, declared himself
sultan.®® Moreover, he justified his act with the claim that his father was the best and the
most senior of the tribe.** The clash between him and Alp Arslan resulted in the defeat
and death of the former. Nevertheless, in 1081, Qutlumush’s son Sulayman (d. 1086)
claimed Seljuk authority in Anatolia and a new chapter in the history of that branch of
the house of Seljuk was thus begun.

The rise to power of Seljuks of Anatolia was not smooth and easy. In 1097 their
first capital city of Nicaea (Iznik) was seized by the armies of the First Crusade (1096-
99), which passed through Anatolia to Jerusalem. Moreover, in the same year, the
Seljuk army under the command of Qilich Arslan | (r. 1092-1107), son of Sulayman,
was crushed by the Crusaders in the Battle of Dorylaion (Eskisehir). Besides this, the
conflicts between the Seljuks and the Great Seljuks continued. In fact, like his father
Sulayman b. Qutlumush, Qilich Arslan | died in the battle against the Great Seljuks. It
was the political dissolution of the western half of the Great Seljuk state (western Iran
and Iraqg) in 1118 and the then growing power of the Turkmen dynasty of
Danishmendids in Anatolia that finally led each of the Seljuk dynasties to turn to own

internal affairs.

% Due to the fact that Tughril did not have own children and his brother Chaghri had predeceased him,
succession to his position was disputed. Initially, Chaghri’s son Sulayman became sultan after the death
of Tughril. However, he was soon removed in favor of Alp Arslan, another son of Chaghri. It appears that
the eldest member of the family, Qutlumush, was not even considered for the rulership of the Seljuk
house that led him to openly rebel against Alp Arslan. Ibid., 63-68. Also, see A. C. S. Peacock, “Nomadic
Society and the Seljiiq Campaigns in Caucasia,” Iran and the Caucasus (2005), 219-20.

* Ibid. Also, see Zahir al-Din Nishapuri, The History of Seljuk Turks from Jami‘ al-Tawarikh: An
Ilkhanid Adaptation of the Saljiignama of Zahir al-Din Nishapuri, trans. Kenneth Allin Luther and ed.
Clifford Edmund Bosworth (Richmond, Surrey: Curzon, 2001), 45.
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The fortunes of the Seljuk state of Anatolia began to rise during the reign of
Mas’ud I (r. 1116-56).%° Engaged in the contest for power with the Danishmendids, the
leading Muslim dynasty in Anatolia at the time, Mas’ud managed to reduce them to a
vassal status in the early 1140s. Moreover, in 1146 he successfully put down the
Byzantine siege of Konya, the city which had by then been established as an official
capital of the Seljuks. In the following year, he was victorious over the army of the
Crusaders that camped at Dorylaion on their way to Edessa (Urfa). Working for the
political consolidation of the Seljuk sultanate, Mas’ud also dealt with the Zangids
(1127-1230s), the Turkmen dynasty established by atabeg ‘Imad al-Din Zangi (r. 1127-
46) in Syria and the Jazira. The relations between the two ruling houses were tense due
to Mas’ud’s annexation of the cities near the Syrian frontier like Mar’ash
(Kahramanmaras) and Ra’ban in the 1150s. By doing so, the Seljuk sultan, who was in
fact a father-in-law of Nur al-Din Mahmud b. Zangi (r. 1146-74), the son and successor
of ‘Imad al-Din Zangi, extended the Seljuk borders far beyond the area around Konya.
With a vision of a strong and large political entity, Mas’ud thus set a ground for the next

Seljuk ruler to further build the Seljuk sultanate in Anatolia.

2.1 Reign of Qilich Arslan 11 (r. 1156-92)

Qilich Arslan was the eldest son of Mas’ud I. He started his career under his

% For the reign of Mas’ud |, see Turan, Selcuklular Zamaninda Tiirkiye, 158-96; Cahen, Pre-Ottoman
Turkey; idem, The Formation of Turkey; Vryonis Jr., The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor;
Mecit, The Rum Seljugs, 42-53.
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his father, usually accompanying the latter on various military campaigns.® Besides a
late joint campaign on Armenian Cilicia in 1155-6, he was with Mas’ud during the
takeover of Mar’ash in 1150 as well as of Besni (Behesne), Kaysun (Goksun) and
Ra’ban in the next year, the lands which had been under Crusader control. In 1151 he
also joined his father in seizing ‘Ayntab (Gaziantep), which was just ceded by the
Franks to the Byzantines. A malik over the region of Elbistan since its conquest by the
Seljuks in 1144, Qilich Arslan was subsequently granted these newly conquered
territories in rule by Mas’ud L.

Qilich Arslan ascended the Seljuk throne in 1156 after the death of Mas’ud I in
the autumn of the same year. Struck by illness upon his return from the campaign
against Cilicia, Mas’ud, in anticipation of the end of his days, divided his territorial
domains among his three sons - Qilich Arslan, Dawlat, and Shahanshah.*’ In
accordance with the Turkic tradition of collective sovereignty based on the notion of
seniority in the family, he designated his eldest son Qilich Arslan as his successor,
placing him on the throne and putting a crown on his head in Konya.*® However, Qilich

Arslan’s accession to the throne did not pass uncontested. Following the death of

% For the reign of Qilich Arslan 11, see O. Turan, “Kili¢ Arslan I1,” in Islam Ansiklopedisi: Islam Alemi,
Tarih, Cografya, Etnografya ve Biyografya Lugati, Cilt 6 (Istanbul: Milli Egitim Basimevi, 1940), 688-
703; idem, Selcukiular Zamanminda Tiirkiye, 197-236. Also, see Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey; idem, The
Formation of Turkey; Vryonis Jr., The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in Asia Minor; Mecit, The Rum
Seljugs, 54-79.

37 See Turan, “Kili¢ Arslan 117, 688; idem, Selcuklular Zamamnda Tiirkiye, 197.

% See Matthew of Edessa, The Chronicle: Armenia and the Crusades, Tenth to Twelfth Centuries, trans.
Ara Edmond Dostourian (Lanham, MD, New York and London: University Press of America, 1993),
265. Niketas Choniates, O City Byzantium, trans. Harry J. Magouliates (Detroit: Wayne State University
Press, 1984), 66. The designation of the successor by Mas’ud I is also briefly mentioned in the
anonymous Seljuknama. According to this source, among the three sons of the Seljuk sultan one was
complacent, the other was a house decorator, and the third was intelligent, to whom the rulership was thus
given. Anonim Selcukname, trans. Feridun Nafiz Uzluk (Ankara: Ornek Matbaasi, 1952), 25; Also, see
Mecit, The Rum Seljugs, 55-57.
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Mas’ud, the struggle for power immediately broke out between him and his brothers. To
settle down disputes over his right to rulership, Qilich Arslan strangled and killed
Dawlat, which in turn caused the younger Shahanshah to flee to his domain of Ankara
(Ankyra) and Cankir1 (Gangra).* To end intrigues in the court and secure his own
power, Qilich Arslan ordered to be put to death many Seljuk officials, among whom
were, for instance, the chief vizier and gadi (judge) of his father as well as a number of
amirs (military commanders) who formerly served Mas’ud 1.** Having reassumed his
authority, Qilich Arslan turned to the extension and consolidation of his rule in
Anatolia.

Like his father Mas’ud I, Qilich Arslan IT undertook a policy of territorial
expansion and establishment of political unity within Seljuk realms, which were
confined mainly to the central Anatolian plateau in the mid twelfth century. Thus,
following expansionist campaigns in the southeast of Anatolia by Nur al-Din Mahmud
b. Zangi, the atabeg of Mosul and Aleppo who exploited the Seljuk succession quarrels
in 1156 to assert his own position, Qilich Arslan engaged in reestablishing Seljuk
control over the disputed territories along the Syrian frontier with the Zangids.

In 1157 he reestablished the Seljuk control over Kaysun. In the same year, through an
alliance with the Crusaders, he also retook the cities of ‘Ayntab and Ra’ban on the

Syrian border. Being so close to Syria itself, he even invaded the Principality of

% It is unknown what lands were given by Mas’ud to his middle son Dawlat. Concerning Ankara and
Cankir, it is known that these cities were conquered in 1144 by Mas’ud from the Danishmendids and
were allotted to Shahanshah in 1156. See Turan, “Kili¢ Arslan 117, 688; idem, Selcuklular Zamaninda
Tiirkiye, 197; Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey, 100; idem, The Formation of Turkey, 24.

0 Matthew of Edessa, The Chronicle, 265.
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Antioch, which was then under the rule of Nur al-Din in the east and the Crusaders in
the west, and laid siege to its chief city of the same name.*

In 1164, with the death of the Danishmendid amir Nizam al-Din Yaghibasan (r.
1142-64), a former vassal of Mas’ud who, upon the latter’s death, had reestablished his
own independent rule in Sivas (Sebastea), Qilich Arslan launched vast military
campaigns into that dynasty’s territories in north-central Anatolia.** Having seized the
Danishmendid province of Jahan in Cilicia in 1164, Qilich Arslan succeeded in
establishing his authority over the provinces of Darende, Geduk and Elbistan which was
recently lost to Yaghibasan in 1165. By 1175, he had taken control over the
Danishmendids’ major cities such as Kayseri (Caesarea), Amasya (Amaseia), Niksar

(Neocaesarea) and Tokat (Comana) as well as over one of their capital cities, Sivas, an

1 According to Gregory the Priest, who continued the chronicle of Matthew of Edessa for the latter half
of the twelfth century, Qilich Arslan 11 even wrote letters to Nur al-Din asking him to return the territory
which Mas’ud set as border between the Seljuks and the Zangids. However, this did not bring any result
and he launched his attacks. Matthew of Edessa, The Chronicle, 270. For Qilich Arslan II’s military
ventures in south-east of Anatolia, see Turan, “Kili¢ Arslan II,” 689; idem, Selcuklular Zamaninda
Tiirkiye, 199-200; Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey, 99-102; Also, see Ibn al-Qalanisi, The Damascus
Chronicle of the Crusades, trans. Hamilton Alexander Rosskeen Gibb (New York: Dover Publications,
2002), 338-39. Here, it is also important to note that in 1157, upon Qilich Arslan II’s attack on ‘Ayntab,
Nur al-Din gave back to the Seljuks the lands he had captured. It is known, however, that the disputed
territories on Syrian border were later lost again to Nur al-Din who, being preoccupied with military
advance of his lieutenant Shirkuh and Salah al-Din in Egypt, seems to have submitted them again to the
Seljuk sultan in 1167. In 1173, following his re-taking of Kaysun along with Marzban, Besni and
Mar’ash, Nur al-Din faced attack of Crusaders that led him to make truce with Qilich Arslan and to
submit to him in the same year all lands he had previously seized from the Seljuks. Yet, it appears that he
did not give back all; for example, it seems that Ra’ban remained in his possession as it later passed to the
Ayyubid ruler Salah al-Din. Qilich Arslan’s attempt to reconquer the city was not successful in 1179 as
his army was defeated by the Ayyubid forces.

*2 For Qilich Arslan II’s campaigns on Danishmendids’ territorial domains, see Turan, “Kili¢ Arslan 117,

691-92; idem, Selcuklular Zamaninda Tiirkiye, 203-205; Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey, 102; idem, The
Formation of Turkey, 27.
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important trading post to the Black Sea in the north.** By then, Qilich Arslan also took
the cities of Ankara and Cankiri from his brother Shahanshah, who was a son-in-law of
Yaghibasan, supported by the Danishmendids in his struggle for power against his
brother. In 1178, after a siege of four months, Qilich Arslan took at last Malatya
(Melitene), the last remaining capital city of the Danishmendids, and thus gained
control over a major point of communication between the Anatolian plateau and
Mesopotamia. Apparently, this put an end to the Danishmendids, one of the leading
Muslim powers in the region, and the Seljuk sultanate became the main Muslim
authority in Anatolia. Consequently, according to the anonymous Seljuknama, the name
of Qilich Arslan 11 was recited in the khutba by the Artukids ruling over the province of
Diyarbekir (Diyar Bakr) and the Nisanids, holding control over its major city of Amid,
came to kiss his hand, while the Saltukids in Erzurum and the Mengujekids in Erzincan
declared their submission to the Seljuk sultan.**

Important from military and political points of view was Qilich Arslan II’s
defeat of the Byzantine army under the command of Manuel Komnenos (r. 1143-80) at
Myriokephalon near Lake Egirdir in 1176.* Claiming that Qilich Arslan neglected the

treaty concluded in Constantinople in 1162, particularly its main terms such as the

*% Like many early and medieval Turco-Muslim dynasties, the Danishmendids had more than one capital
city, due to the concept of collective family sovereignty, which implied the installment of family
members into different cities and thus the emergence of several capital cities. For the history of the
Danishmendids, see O. Turan, Dogu Anadolu Tiirk Devietleri Tarihi: Saltuklular, Mengiicikler,
Sokmenliler, Dilma¢ Ogullart ve Artuklular i Siyasi Tarih ve Medeniyetleri (Istanbul: Turan Nesriyat
Yurdu, 1973).

* See Anonim Selcukname, 25-26. Also, see S. Mecit, “Kingship and Ideology under the Rum Seljugs”,
in The Seljugs: Politics, Society and Culture, eds. Christian Lange and S. Mecit (Edinburgh: Edinburgh
University Press, 2011), 68.

*® For the battle of Myriokephalon, see Turan, “Kili¢ Arslan I1”, 691-94; idem, Selcuklular Zamaninda

Tiirkiye, 205-211; Cahen, Pre-Ottoman Turkey, 103-106; idem, The Formation of Turkey, 29-31.
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return of important Byzantine cities that he had conquered and the prevention of
incursions by nomadic Turkmen tribes, the Byzantine emperor arranged a great
campaign with troops and provisions from all of his empire andfsagainst Kony&?°
Preoccupied with eastern campaigns at that time, Qilich Arslan offered a renewal of the
treaty which, however, was rejected by Manuel. The clash between the two armies
resulted in disastrous defeat of the Byzantine forces which suiffeeat losses leading
the Byzantine emperor to accept this ti me
only to destroy his recently rebuilt towns of Dorylaion and Soublaion on the Anatolian
plateau?’ but also to send to him one hundred thousard gad silver coins, as well as
horses and felt® Regarded as a second major triumph after the famous Battle of
Manzikert in 1071, which opened Anatolia keetSeljuks, the Battle of Myriokephalon
firmly ensured the Seljuk presence in Anatolia. It degidoye Byzantine hope to-re
establish the land route through Asia Minor to the Holy Land and to bring Crusader
states Principality of Antioch, County of Tripoli, and Kingdom of Jerusaleamder

their authority’® Moreover, if there was still hope in the Byzantine court to reconquer

46 Regarding the Byzantine cities mentioned in the treaty they are not spetifedher major terms of

the 1162 agreement required from Qiliitslanll to have the same friends and enemies as the Byzantine
emperor and to provide military support to Manuel whenever there is a need. For the account of the terms
of this treaty, see particaully John Kinnamod)eeds of John and Manuel Comneruans. Charlg M.

Brand (New York, 1979)158; Paul MagdalinoThe Empire of Manuel | Komnenos, 114830

(Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1993),Tur and ,1 ¢“ KAr &90; @emSlell ,-"uk |l ul ar
Zamanénd@®02T ¢r ki ye

" SeeChoniatesQ City Byzantium107.

“8SeeAnonimSe | - u % a me

9 SeeMagdalino, The Empire of Manuel | Komnen®@598;Meci t , “Kingship and | deo
Ru m Se,l7j(note 83 Itis important to notéhatthe Crusader states were established in the

aftermath of the First @sade (10999). Along with the principality of Antioch, the county of Tripoli

and the kingdom of Jerusalem, there was also the County of Edessa which was however conquered by
‘Imadal-Din Zangi in 1144, the event that led to the Second Crusade.
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