


The Kadin Han on the Konya-Aksehir road (620/1223-24)
built by Radiyya Khatin bint Mahmiid (4);

The Ertokus Han on the Egridir-Aksaray road (620/1223-24)
built by Mubariz al-Din Ertokus (5);

(both of these have al-sultani in bolder script).

The Cardak Han on the Denizli/Tofiuzli - Dinar road
(Ramadan 627/summer 1230) built by Ayaz/Iyaz b. “Abd
Allah al-Shihabi under Kayqubad I, (6);

The Zazandin Sa‘d al-Din Han on the Konya-Aksaray road
(633/1235) built by Sa°d al-Din Kubak/Kopek, the mi‘mar
and amir-i shikar of Kayqubad I, (7);

The Hospital at Gangra/Cankiri (633/1235) built by the
Atabak FarrGh under Kayqubad I, (8);

The Sirgali Medrese at Konya (640/1242) built by the
lala/tutor, Badr al-Din Muslih under Kaykhusraw II, (9);

A Dar al-Hadith (for the teaching of Islamic tradition) and
cemetery (?) at Gangra/Cankir1 (640/1242), presumably
also built by the Atabak Farriih (10);

(4)
(5)

(6)

(7)
(8)

%)
(10)
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Erdmann op. cit. 50 No. 10, correcting the reading «Ruqiyya»
given in RCEA 3896.

Ibid. 53 No. 11. Cf. O. Turan «Selguk devri vakfiyeleri. II.
Miibarizeddin Ertokus vakiflar ve vakfiyeleri» Belleten XI
(1947) 415-30.

Ibid. 61 No. 5. RCEA 4021 describes the caravansaray as
being at Hanabad, but it is unclear whether the settlement
was mediaeval.

Ibid. 106 and references.

RCEA 4089. The inscription has evidently been hacked
about since the date comes right at the beginning, even
before al-sultani. See also Y. Onge «Cankir1 Dariissifasi»
Vakiflar Dergisi V (1962) 252.

RCEA 4211 and references.

Y. Onge art. cit. 253.












took precedence. In less ambitious ventures than the Karatay Han,
therefore, the expense may have been less and the money available
for completion of the courtyard but some temporary obstacle
- perhaps even the early onset of winter - may have put off work.
Since the amenity -a caravansaray principally offered was shelter,
a covered area, particularly if charges were made for lodging
travellers, needed some incription to deter unscrupulous strangers
from appropriating it for themselves. However, since it was
intended to build the courtyard there was no point in erecting
more than an interim inscription. Thus, none of the insciptions
prefixed by al-sultani allots the full conventional titulature to the
reigning Sultan. On the completion of he courtyard the principal
foundation inscription with standard official titulature reflecting
individual Sultans’ peculiarities or even the political events of a
reign simultaneously in buildings all over Anatolia would be placed -
above the main entrance, into the courtyard. Interim inscriptions
probably had no official forms. Since the building was theoretically
incomplete it could not be declared wagqf, the usual protection
against confiscation or illegal appropriation, and al-sultani was
most probably chosen in the case of the five caravansarays to
demonstrate that at least the prior formalities were complete. The
land was held to be the Sultan’s property, and private property could
only be granted in special circumstances; since private property
is a prerequisite of wagqgf, the Seljuk Sultans had to issue decds/
tamliknames, of which at least one has survived. Copies of these
deeds would be lodged in the Royal Chancery, guaranteeing those
in private hands. It is, therefore, not improbable that al-sultani
had the force of «guaranteed by Royal deed», which would demon-
strate the founder’s title to the building-lot and act as a warning
to others not to appropriate the building. This suggestion relies
~upon the assumption that Seljuk caravansarays were generally
pious foundations and thus made waqf; this will be considered
below, but whether or not they were is perhaps not very important.

The principal foundation inscriptions of the Kadin Han and
the Ertokus Han, both with complete courtyards, have disappeared.
That of the Ak Han, dated a year later than the modest inscription
above he entrance to its coveredlpart, is still in position bearing
the full panegyric titulature of Kayka'tis II in whose reign it was
erected (652/1254). The short interval seems characteristic. It is,
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Pratica della Mercatura (21), written circa 1340, which sometimes
writes as if local rulers controlled and levied dues in the
caravansarays on the route from the Mediterranean towards
Erzurum and Tabriz, there is really nothing else. Pegolotti
is writing of Anatolia under fragmented rule, moreover, and his
observations cannot be read into 13th century Anatolia without
the danger of serious anachronism. But should the Seljuk Sultans
have done better? Consideration of II-Khanid Persia, which almost
certainly modelled its patronage upon that of the Seljuks in
Anatolia (22) suggests that the former were not guilty of culpable
omission. Ghazan Khan, despite his administrative reforms, like
his successors, seems to have been principally concerned with his
own funerary foundation (23). The Ghazaniyya at Shanb included
a Friday mosque, a dar alsiyada (abode for sayyids), an obser-
vatory, a hospital, a library, a covered cistern, a bayt al-qaniin |
(? school of administrative law?), a free bath and a school for
orphans, with (unspecified) funds to be spent on the poor of various
classes. Though doubtless built and initially endowed from the
Crown revenues (injit) it was financed in a novel way, partly by
dues from Byzantine and Frankish caravans, which were obliged
to pass by the Ghazaniyya on their way into Tabriz (24). Even
apparently unconnected foundations, like the restoration of the
tomb/shrine of Mawlana Abu’l-Wafa’ at Ma‘badiyya in Iraq and
the reclamation of the desert round it by a canal dug from the
Euphrates (25) contributed: a few faddans were made waqf to the

(21) Edited A. Evans (Cambridge, Mass. 1936) particularly 28-29
and Glossary 389-91; R. Kiepert «Uber Pegolotti’s vordera-
siatisches Itinerar» Monatsbericht der K. Preussischen
Akademie der Wissenschaften zu Berlin (1881) 901-13.

(22) Ample evidence of this is given by the Mukatabat-i Rashidi,
or Letters of Rashid al-Din, edited by Muhammad Shafi
(Lahore 1947) and translated by A.I. Falina as Rashid
al-Din. Perepiska (Moscow 1971).

(23) Rashid al-Din Jami® al-Tawarikh edited °Abd al-Karim Oghli
cAli-Zzade and A.K. Arends (Baku 1957) text 416-25;
translation 235-41. :

(24) Ibid. Text 414; translation 235.

(25) Ibid. Text 411-12; translation 233. Abu'l-Wafa' al-Hulwani,
the Sufi mystic, was a contemporary of Suhrawardi’s.
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should be, or for some undisclosed reason remains to be decided.
Madrasas and the like, other hospitals, khangahs and other
foundations were left to their emirs or their viziers; carelessness
rather than policy, at least in the light of the evidence to date.

Even so, caravansaray foundations should have been an
exception, since, whether wagf or not, they all produced revenue,
and in the often preached, if rarely practised, instructions to rulers
of Nizam al-Mulk, the vizier of the Great Seljuk, Malikshah, are
included within the ruler’s direct responsibilities. Malikshah’s one
known foundation, Ribat Jalila in Iraq, was, admittedly, an
ordinary stage by the time Hamdulldh Mustawfi Qawini mentioned
it in his Nuzhat al-Quliib (circa 1340) (29), but this, like Ribat-i
Sharaf in Khurasan, restored by Sanjar’s wife, Turkan Khatiin
(549/1154-55), might have been a recognition of Nizam al-Mulk’s
principle. On the other hand his principle may have been
prompted by the consideration that caravansarays were Royal
staging places, which is strongly suggested by the Royal restoration
of Ribat-i Sharaf since this lay on the Royal Seljuk route from
Merv via Nishapiir to Isfahan (30). This raises the question why
Kayqubad I built his two Sultan Hans, on the Aksaray and the
Kayseri roads. These were certainly used occasionaly as Royal
lodgings, and the former was even used, and damaged, as a redoubt
in a battle (654/1256) (31) between Bayjii's Mongol troops and
the Seljuks. Other caravansarays were used by Rovalty: the
wagfiyva of the Karatay Han, stipulates that although in general
food should be free to all comers this provision did not apply
when the Sultan and his attendants were in residence, since this
would constitute an excessive charge upon the revenues (32).
However, this is no evidence that such Anatolian caravansarays
were intentionally built as palaces, or fortresses.

(29) G. L. Strange The Geographical Part of the Nuzhat al-Quldtb
(=GMS XXIII) (London-Leiden 1915) text 162:; translation
165. :

(30) Pronylien Kunstgeschichte. Islam edited J.Sourded-Thomine
and B. Spuler (Berlin 1973) 291-93 No. 242.

(31) 1Ibn Bibi Mukhtasar 287: Duda 272.

(32) O. Turan «Selguk devri vakfiveleri. ITI. Celaleddin Karatay -
vakiflar ve vakfiyeleri» Belleten XIT (1948) 86 ff.
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Perhaps misleadingly, it has been assumed that the Seljuk
khans of Anatolia were either like the Karatay Han, pious
foundations offering food and lodging free to all comers, or else
commercial enterprises, for the benefit of their founders - which
would, of course, explain the haste with which the covered areas
of caravansarays were put into use. There is, however, at least a
third pessibility, that some pious foundations charged for lodging,
which involves neither contradiction nor illegality, since running
costs were inevitably a notional factor and there was no way of
guaranteeing that the endowments could cover them. Such were
very probably the Altunapa and the Ertokus Hans (41) the
wagfiyyas of which were markedly less. well endowed than thé
Karatay Han. Against these may be set the Hekim Han (42), the
only extant Christian foundation of Seljuk Anatolia which, its in-
scription makes clear, was intended as an investment for the
founder’s son. Rashid al-Din also suggests that khans, whether
waqf or not, did not generally offer free accommodation, by
including them among buildings and lands made waqf to other
pious foundations (43) :

qura wa mazari® wa aswaq wa khwanat (sic) wa tawahin wa
basatin wa magqgasir wa hammamat ki dar baldi-yi Samnan wa
Khuwiar (the place of that name near Rayy) wa Damghan wagqi*
ast ...

(villages, agricultural land, markets, khans, mills, orchards, large
caravansarays and baths ...)

and therefore exempt from paying certain dues. Magasir, the plural
of magsara (enclosure), is by no means a standard term; but
large mediaeval ribats are known on the Damghan-Samnan road,
and the term must be used to distinguish these from khans inside
the towns. If so, these at least were sources of taxable revenue.

The astute commercial enterprise of Ghazan or Rashid al-Din
at Tabriz, or other town khans which were considered to be simply
investments, seem as far removed as possible from khans like the

(41) See O. Turan, respectively Belleten X1 (1947) 197-236; ihid.
415-30.

(42) Erdmann op. cit. 67-69 No. 18.

(43) Mukitabat-i Rashidi Letter 11. Text 28; translation 95.
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murtattih al-abwab, left no motto on his most important works,
the walls of Sinop (612/1215-16), built after his capture of the
port (58), or on his Hospital at Sivas (614/1217-18), and only one
inscription, du‘a on the Citadel of Antalya (612/1215-16) Basmala.
Al-nasr wa'l-zafer min Allah (Victory and triumph are from God).
Qilij Arslan IV, the only other Seljuk ruler whose alama is given
by Ibn Bibi, apparently built nothing at all. The only case where
a motto approaches the known ‘alama of a Sultan is an inscription,
Al'mulk li'llah wahdah (Power belongs to God alone) (59), on the
‘Ala, al-Din Medrese at Antalya, the foundation inscription of
which mentions Kaykhusraw II, whose alama is given by Apsara'i
as Allmulk li'llah. However, this was not a Royal foundation and
fi ayyam dawlat al-sultan ... («in the reign of Sultan ... Kay-
khusraw») demonstrates this (60). However, the later Seljuks
present less of a problem, in fact, than Kayka'as I or Kayqubad 1,
the most considerable Royal founders of the 13th century. The
disorders which racked Anatolia on the accession of Kaykhusraw
IT in 1236, followed by the defeat of Kose Dag in 1243, effectively
put an end to State activity - bridges, roadways and fortifications.
These mottos are evidently primarily for State constructions. If
so, however, the practice of Kayka'iis and Kayqubad I should have
been congruent, which it is not. This problem demands further
consideration.

Others of Kayqubad I's inscriptions on the walls of Alanya
and Antalya could well be interpreted as tughras. Though these
were in origin a mark of tribal proprietorship, that of the Seljuks

(58) 1Ibn Bibi Mukhtasar 54-59; Duda 64-68. See also M. Behcet
«Sinop kitabeleri» Tiirk Tarih Enciimeni Mecmuast NS 1/2
(1929) 35-45; 1/4 (1930) 46 ff.; 1/5 (1931) 57-63 and M.S.
«Ulkiitagir «Sinop’ta Selcuki zamanina ait tarihi eserler»
Tiirk Tarih, Arkeoloji ve Etnografya Dergisi V (1949) 112-51.

(59) Dated 636/1239-40. Not transcribed by RCEA 4159. See
Ahmed Tevhid art. cit. 176 No. 15 and P. Wittek in R.M.
Riefstahl Turkish Architecture in South-West Anatolia
(Cambridge Mass. 1931) 87 No. 6.

(60) See J.M. Rogers «Waqf and Patronage» art. cit. 82. The
inscription of Kayqubad I on the Karatay Han (RCEA
4127) eads Huwa Allah. Allmulk li'llah al-da’im al-bagi.
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between them. The tughra of the first was Sultan zill Allah fi'l-alam
Abu’l-Fath Muhammed b. al-Sultan al-a®zam Tukush/Tekesh burhan
amir allmu’minin (The Sultan, God’s shadow on earth, Muhammed

. the glorious testimony of the Caliph). Turkan Khatin's tughra
was ‘Ismat al-Dunya wa'l-Din Ulugh Turkan malikat nisa’ al<dlamin
(... the Great Turkan, Queen of the women of the universe), while
her calama was I‘tasamtu bi'llah wahdah (I held fast to God alone).
As for Jalal al-Din, who never actually reigned, the used only an
‘alama Almasr min Allah wahdah (65). This suggests that some of
the abbreviated inscriptions of Kayqubad I at Antalya and Alanya
may be derived from similar tughras - for example, at Alanya, Al-
Sultan al-mu‘azzam “Ald’al-Dunya wa’l-Din burhan amir al-mu’minin
(three times) or Al-Sultan €Ala’ al-Dunya wa’l-Din (66) - and recall
the Chancery procedures preceding the execution of the works.
Some consistency was, of course, essential, but the only inconsis-
tencies at Alanya and Antalya are the result of ad hoc abbreviations
to fit the space available for inscription (67).

(65) Ibid. 148-49 note 2, citing the Sirat al-Sultan Jalal al-Din
Mangubirti.

(66) Alanya op. cit. 57-59 No.s 9-11.

(67) The existence of principles governing abbreviation is not
yet clear, and it is possible that it was haphazard. However,
D. Sourdel and J. Sourdel-Thomine («Un texte d’invocations
en faveur de deux princes Ayyibides» in Near Eastern
Numismatics, Iconography, Epigraphy, and History. Studies
in Honor of George C. Miles edited D.K. Kouymjian (Beirut
1974) 347-52) comparing a rough copy of a du‘a for the
Great Mosque at Damascus (Now in the Tiirk ve Islam
Eserleri Miizesi at Istanbul, Inventory No. 13794) datable
to 592/1196 in the name of Al-Malik al-Aziz, a son of
Saladin, with the only other inscription in his name (RCEA
3503), on a caravansaray at Dasiliq in Lower Egypt, note
certain significant omissions of titulature. The latter does
not contain, for example, gamic al-kafara wa’l-mushrikin
(the suppressor of the Infidel and the polytheists) or qahir
al-khawarij wa'l-mutamarridin (the exterminator of heretics
end the insubordinate) - less applicable to his actual deeds
than to what was expected of him - which, in their view,
were part of the titulature of the Syrian Counter-Crusade
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However, why authenticate buildings, as ‘alamas or tughris
would have authenticated Royal deeds? Taking for the moment
only Al'minnatu li'llah, moreover, why should that appear on the
walls of Antalya, presumably an operation of the Sultan in concert
with his emirs, and not on the two large Sultan Hans? There
obviously was some point, since, except for the °Ala’ al-Din Med-
rese at Antalya (see page 416 of the present article) and the porch
of the Karatay Han (see page page 401-02 of the present article),
which bears the name of Kayqubad I alone, no motto appears on
a private foundation, even those of Seljuk princesses, like the
Hatun Han (636/1239) (68) or the Cinginli Sultan Han (637/1240)
(69), both founded by Kayqubad I's first wife, Mah-peri Khatan.
But why should there be any parallelism at all, since foundation
inscriptions were not Chancery documents and required no
authentication but a qadi’s decision that the construction was not
illegal (70) before they were put up.

A point for such mottos is suggested by the fortifications of
Alanya and Antalya (mostly datable 625/1227-28), on which they
were particularly conspicuous. Pious foundations could only be
erected on private property (mulk), a rule which applied as much
to the Sultan in his private capacity as to any of his subjects. The
preliminaries to such constructions were deeds of sale, in the case
of Royalty, doubtless occasionally fictitious. Fortifications, how-
ever, were State enterprises, for which the Sultan was nominally
responsible. The land they occupied, if already built up at the time,
as the suburbs of Konya evidentlv were when the walls were
built (71) or the suburbs clustering outside the old gates of Tabriz
which Ghazan brought within his new wall (72), would have been

and not, therefore, applicable in Egypt. On the other hand,
it cannot be excluded that they were merely omitted for
lack of space.

(68) Erdmann op. cit. 138-39 No. 36; RCEA 4158.

(69) Ibid. 142 No. 37 - in fact, two inscriptions, possibly from
two different foundations, but both in the name of Mah-
Perl Khattn.

(70) «Waqf and Patronage» art. cit. 71, 83-84.

(71) See note 47 of the present article; Tbn Bibi Mukhtasar
104-106; Duda 110-11.

(72) Jamical-Tawarikh text 413-14; translation 234.
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expropriated, and for this a ferman or other Chancery document
would have been issued. The Antalya and Alanya inscriptions are
thus a permanent record of the Royal deed of expropriation.

There are, admittedly, insufficient parallels to demonstrate
this completely. The walls of Sivas, Afyon Karahisar and other
Anatolian towns fortified by Kayqubad I have all been destroyed,
and only a few of the inscriptions from the walls of Konya remain,
unpublished, in the Ince Minareli Medrese and the Classical Museum
at Konya; these are mostly closer to the Antalya-Alanya inscriptions,
all to the glory of Kayqubad, than to Ibn Bibi’s rhapsodical des-
cription of them (see page 412-13 of the present article). Ibn Bibi's
own silence is superficially suprising since hé was himself a high
Chancery official, the tughra’i; however, Muslim historians, and
particularly Chancery katibs, tend to comment on innovations, not
traditions, so that his silence may, on the contrary, an indication
of established practice. He also suggests why Kayka'is I did not
similarly inscribe the walls of Sinop (73). The population was
Christian, largely Greek, and the capture of Sinop could, therefore
be construed as a stage in the jihad, an ideal of Holy War against
the Infidel which had been revived by the Zengid and Ayyibid
Counter-Crusade in 12th century Syria and Palestine. Churches at
Sinop were turned into masjids, qadis, khatibs and muezzins
installed, and a minbar erected to designate the Friday mosque.
In these special circumstances the original law of Islam prevailed:
abandoned lands fell to the community (umma), the population
was required to pay the poll-tax (jizva), and no deed of expropria-
tion would have been required to obtain the land on which the
walls- were built. Ibn Bibi, in fact, writes as if the fortifications
were merely restored, not built (74); however, the inscriptions
from them suggest otherwise (75). Sinop turned out to be a
unique case. Presumably, therefore, Kayqubad’s fortifications used
tughras or calamas as a matter of course, to reflect his glory and
announce his proprietorship of them.

The parallel between inscriptions and Chancery practice is
also, somewhat inadequately, apparent in the Seljuk coinage,

though the following remarks are no more than provisional.
' li

(73) Mukhtasar 58, Duda 68.
(74) Ibid.
(75) See note 58 of the present article.
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The restricted space a coin offers for inscriptions in a
Sultan’s name naturally favours abbreviations, heraldic devices or
the use of the proprietorial tamgha-tughra. In Seljuk Anatolia this
last can be ruled out. The bow and arrow of Tughril (76) is so far
from the highly stylised flourishes to fill inconvenient gaps in
Anatolian Seljuk issues that it must long previously have been
abandoned and its original sense totally forgotten (77).

Representations of animals, with the exception of the common,
nonheraldic device of the Lion and the Sun and a curious series
of coins of Qilij Arslan IV to which Lindner (78) has drawn
attention, are surprisingly infrequent. The double-headed eagle. is
principally Artuqid, though again too irregular in its occurrence
to permit the conclusion that it was their dynastic device, in mints
between 597/1200 and 712/1312 (79), and was also used by the
atabaks of Sinjar (mints of 584-605/1208-09). However, three tiles
from the revetment, most probably of the throneroom, of
Kubadabad on Lake Beysehir, the palace of Kayqubad I ordered
just before his death, show double-headed eagles bearing Al-Sultan
on their breast (80), written from bottom -to top - twice on tiles

(76) Cf. I and C. Artuk op. cit. 342 No. 1043 dated 448/1056-57.

(77) Compare ibid. 356-57 (Konya 601/1204-1205) No.s 1081,1086;
361 (Kayqubad I Konya 617/1220-21) No. 1099; 372
(Kayka'ts II Develii 651/1253-54) No.s 1137, 1139; and 380
(Siyawash/Jimri Konya 675/1276-77) No. 1166. -

(78) ~ «The Challenge of Qilich Arslan 1V» in Near Eastern Numii-
smatics, Iconography, Epigraphy and History. Studies in
Honor of George C. Miles edited D.X. Kouymjian (Beirut
1974) 411-17.

(79) 1. and C. Artuk op. cit. 39495 No:s 1210, 1212-13; 406-407
No. 1248. :

(80) L. A. Mayer (Saracenic Heraldry (Oxford 1933) Plate III)
illustrates an underglaze-painted Raqqa sherd with the body
of an eagle bearing Al-Malik al-Salih horizontally across its
breast, the only inscribed eagle illustrated, except for the
frontispiece of a Qur'an with the same inscription (ibid.
Plate XIV), which suggests that it was the personal blazon
of one of the Ayyiibids or the Mamliks with the title of
Al-Malik al-Salih. On the other hand, the vertical in-
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painted underglaze in black with turquoise and manganese staining
in the glaze, and once on a larger tile-fragment, also painted
underglaze in black but with cobalt staining only. The double-
headed eagle and Al-Sultan have jointly been taken as evidence
of a Seljuk sign-tughra (81) placed on Royal buildings. However,
though enough has been said to show that the Seljuk inscription-
tughra may have retained some element of its original proprietorial
force into the 13th century (see pages 418-20 of the present article),
there is no evidence for the archaistic use of a sign-tughra on
Seljuk Chancery documents: moreover, why validate tiles in the
throne room of a palace? - too inconspicuous for the public and
superfluous for the ruler and his entourage. Double-headed eagles
are only a minor element of the Kuba dabad repertory, which is
rich in both animals and figures (82), - falcons and other birds
of prey, bears, dogs panthers, peacocks, dragons, and other animals

scriptions on the Kubadabad fragments suggest an in-
terpretation of Mayer’s observation (ibid. 9) that Mamlidk
eagles often have a vertical gash on the breast, so that some
writers have described them as «éventré». The gash can
scarcely be decorative and must be a stylisation of earlier
eagles bearing vertical inscriptions.

(81) K. Otto-Dorn and M. Onder «Bericht iiber die Grabung in
Kobadabad (October 1965)» Archiologischer Anzeiger
(1966) 170-83; ead. with G.Oney, J.Sourdel-Thomine and F.
Tungdag «Bericht iiber die Grabung in Kobadabad 1966»
Archiiologischer Anzeiger (1969) 438-506. The arguments
for the heraldic significance of the Kubadabad motifs have
been presented by O. Aslanapa «Die seldschukischen Fliesen
im Museum von Antalya» Cultura Turcica IT (1965); id.
«Ttirklerde Arma Sanati» Tiirk Kiiltiirii I1/16 (1964) 40-47.

(82) K. Otto-Dorn «Die menschliche Figurendarstellung auf den
Fliesen von Kobadabad» in Forschungen zur Kunst Asiens.
In Memoriam Kurt Erdmann edited O. Aslanapa and R.
Naumann (Istanbul 1969) 111-39. The animal representations
are not necessarily purely Turkish. For a review of the
evidence see J.M. Rogers «The 11th century - A turning
point in the architecture of the Mashrig?» in Islamic
Civilisation 950-1150 edited D.S. Richards (Cassirer-Oxford
1973) 211-49 and especially 245 ff.
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devices, that is of animals corresponding to the founder’s name
Sad al-Din Kubak/Képek, who founded the Zazadin Han (85)
near Konya, left neither the animals of the hunt - horses, hounds
or cheetahs - with which, as Kayqubad I's amir-i shikar (Master of
the Royal Hunt) he was associated, nor the dog (Képek) which
was probably his name, nor any conventional sign at all. Neither
does the Ak Han (86), founded in 651/1253 by Qarasungur («Black
Gerfalcon») bear any representation of a bird of prey; and the
foundations of emirs whose names include Arsldn appear to lack
lions. This concentration on punning devices is, of course,
misleading in the context of Mamlak heraldry, but is only invoked
in the present context for the lack of conventional signs as
alternatives. For example, though the Court falconers (bazdrarin)
may well have had the blazon of an eagle (87), no Seljuk
foundations by anv of these have been identified.

In Mamliak heraldry blazons were honorific devices adopted
as a badge or uniform when an emir entered one of the offices of
Court, was appointed to certain offices or reached a certain
rank, Mamlak practice differed from that of the mediaeval West
in that devices were typicallv associated with officials, not in-
dividuals. Tn the case of the sovereign their prime purpose was
to glorify him and thus, on occasion, to commemorate him;
otherwise they were primarily to identify propertv, as al-Qalqa-
shandl implies (88) :

Kunstgeschichte Asiens. In Memoriam Ernst Diez edited
O. Aslanapa (Istanbul 1963) 131-65, with references. She
argues strongly for the use of signs from the Animal
Calendar in Seljuk architectural decoration; but there is
little evidence that the Seljuks used it before the Mongol
invasion and she does not explain why, although each year
corresponded to only one animal, the signs regularly appear
all together.

(85) Erdmann op. cit. 196 No. 28 and references.

(86) Ibid. 67-72 No. 19.

(87) Disputed by Mayer (op. cit. 10). However, see C. Lamm «A
falconer s kettledrum of Mamluke origin in Livrust-kam-
maren» Livrustkammaren Journal of the Swedish Royal
Armoury VI/56 80-96.

(88) Subh al-Assha’ 1V 61:2] - 62:5. T am much indebted to Mrs.
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wa min “dda kull amir min kabir aw saghir inn yakiin lahu rank
yukhassah ma bayn hinab aw dawa aw buqja aw fransisiyya ... bi-
alwan mukhtalifa ... wa yin‘al dhalik dahanan cala abwab buyad-
thum wa’l-amakin al-mansiiba ilayhim ka matabikh al-sukkar wa
shawan al-ghilal wa'l-amlak wa’l-marakib wa ghayr dhalik, wa
cala qumach khuyilhum min jokh mulawwan makhsias, thumma

‘ala qumash jimalhum min khuyiit sif mulawwana ... (roughly,
«all emirs should have a special blazon (rank) ... of different
colours ... fixed to the doors of their houses in colours or their

property, such as sugar factories, real estate, private property,
boats, etc., and on the trappings of their horses, cut out of special
coloured cloth (that is, applique-work), or on their camels, out of
coloured woollen thread ...»).

The passage is somewhat problematic, since al-Qalgashandi
was writing in the 15th century of practice in the 14th, without
indicating that there may have been changes, and because, according
to his account, blasons should have been even more requent than
they are. However, his emphasis upon property, either personal
or granted to an emir in virtue of his appointment - as his further
reference to «swords, bows and harnesses» in the same passsage
shows - is quite deliberate, and the vast majority of extant blasons
occur on pottery, metalwork or textiles, either specially commis-
sioned work or standard issue. Architectural blasons, as al-Qalqa-
shandi says,are known in the 14th century from palaces (dar, gasr,
istabl) in Cairo, baths and wikalas or khans (both real estate),
but not in or on pious foundations except, quite inexplicably,
sabils, and on movable objects - lamps, metalwork, bronze door-
facings or even wooden panelling - which, experience had shown,
were easy to steal. However, pious foundations were legally not
private property, since the founder’s waqfiyya totally alienated the
building and its endowments, both from the State and from
himself, whatever saving clauses waqfiyyas might contain granting
a founder some right to interference in the institution during his
lifetime. This obviously had its inconveniences, and 15th-16th
century wagqfiyyas elsewhere in Islam (89) show progressively

Layla °Ali Ibrdhim and to Dr. Michael Meinecke for discus-
sion of this passage, though the conclusions advanced here
are my own.

(89) For a review of waqfiyya material in 14th-16th century
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more devious attempts by founders to retain control over the
property they had made waqf. However, in 14th century Mamlik
Cairo, pious foundations, being outside the control of both the
State and the founder, bear out al-Qalgashandi in only exceptionally
bearing a blazon. Mamliik heraldry was obviously a law unto itself,
and it cannot be used to illuminate Anatolian Seljuk practice.
However, the point regarding the ownership of property made
waqf stands, and it would follow that animal ornament on pious
foundations is not heraldic. This in contrast to the double-headed
eagles from the state walls of Konya, or even the eagle on the
walls of Diyarbekir (90) with an inscription dated 605/1208-09,
which may well be heraldic in a sort of way, though the choice of
the blazon has yet to be explained.

One further contrast which deserves mention is the increasing
importance of Royal cartouche-blazons on the later (15th century)
Mamliik architecture of Cairo, on emirs’, not just Royal,
foundations (91). The only obvious justification for this would
have been a contribution, either a gift of land or labour, craftsmen
and materials from the Court, as al-Nasir Muhammad (92) aided
his own emirs’ pious foundations, though these bear no inscription
recording it, and the only buildings of his reign bearing the Roval
cartouche are the official residences he built for his emirs. Tf this
ever took place in Seljuk Anatolia the evidence is lacking. The
only constructions bearing Royal mottos are fortifications, though
it is unclear whether theyrecord Roval grants in aid or merely the
Roval decree; while their sporadic use demonstrates that the

Central Asia, particularly Samarkand, and the attempts of
endowers to retain control over their foundations see J.M.
Rogers «Wagqfiyyas and Wagfregisters. New Primary Sour-
ces for Islamic Architecture» Kunst des Orients X111/1-2
(1977).

(90) M. Meinecke art. cit. 220.

(91) L.A. Mayer «Die Sohriftwappen der Mamluken-Sultane» in
Beitriige zur Kunst des Islam. Festschrift Friedrich Sarre
(=Jahribuch der Asiatischen Kunst TT) (Leipzig 1925) 183-
87; M. Meinecke art. cit. 286-87.

(92) Layla °AH Ibrahim «The Great Hangah of the Emir Qawslin»
Mitteilungen des Deutschen Archdologischen Instituts.
Abteilung Kairo XXX/1 (1974) 54-55 and references.
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foundation inscription of the mihrab of Oljeytii in the Great
Mosque at Isfahdn (710/1310) also commemorates Oljeytii’s
estimate of the importance of his own works, and may also be a
sort of alama, since the epigraphic practice of II-Khanid Iran was
much indebted to Seljuk Anatolia. However, Al-Sultan cannot be
generally explained in Chancery terms since it occurs once more,
in quite different circumstances, which have yet to be explained,
in a restoration inscription from the Great Mosque at Sivri-
hisar (98):

Al-Sultan : juddida hadhihi’l-“imara al-masjid (sic) al-mubarak
fi nawbat al-abd al-da‘if Mika'ill b. °Abd Allah ahsana Allah
cawaqibah fi sanat 673/1274-75 (in words). There is no evidence
for Royal intervention, and beyond the obvious observation that
Anatolia was very different by this time from in the reign of Kay-
qubad T there is very little to be said. However, if no conclusion
follows from the documentary or epigraphic uses of Al-Sultan

mudafat al<imarat allati attafaqat iadatha fi  ayyam
mu‘adalat al-Sultan hami hawzat al-Islam wa'l-iman
Ghiyath al-Dunya wa'l-Din zill Allah fi'l-aradin harasa Allah
bi-baga'ihi alIslam min fawadil sadagat alamima al-
sahibiyya al-a‘zamiyya sabib diwan al-mamalik sharqgan wa
gharban ba‘idan wa qariban Sa‘d al-Haqq wa’l-Din al-
makhsiis bi-“inayat rabb al<alamin Mubammad al-Sawi
a‘azza Allah ansdrah wa da“afa iqtidarah. Tawallah al-cabd
al-dacif al-raji ila rahmat Allah wa ghafaranih ‘Adud b. “Ali
al-Mastari ahsana Allah *agibatah fi Safar sanat 710/1310
(in words) ...

There is no doubt of the importance of the mihrab, which
was very probably part of a major restoration of the Great
Mosque at Isfahan. Evidently the money came either from
the private pocket of the sahib diwan, Muhammad al-Sawi,
or [rom the public funds speciallv administered by him.
But the honorific initial titulature shows that Oljeytii
wished to appear as the prime mover in ordering the
construction.

(98) RCEA 4695, recorded by Van Berchem. Q.Aslanapa (Turkish
Art and Architecture (London 1971) 121 misreads it as al-
sultani, an unnecessary complication with an already diffi
cult inscription.
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Kaykhusraw 11, struck at Konya and Sivas in 642/1244-45 (103)
bear al-sultan al-a‘zm zill Allah fi'l-“dlam Gbiyath al-Dunya wa'l-Din
Kaykhusraw b. Kayqubad gasim (104) amir al-mu’minin (co-partner
of the Caliph), which is remarkably similar to the Khwarizmshah
inscription tughra. A silver dirham of his successor, Kayka'ts II
(Konya 644/1246-47) (105) and a gold dinar struck their in (643/
1245-46) (106), just after the latter’s accession, use similar style
and titles, the latter adding the kunya Abu’l-Fath, though this may
have no official significance since the coinage of Kayqubad I
appears to include it or drop it quite haphazardly. These coins
with the full formula are, admittedly, exceptional; other coins bear
elements of it, chosen apparently, however, at random: a silver
dirham of Kaykats II (Konya 643/1245-46) lacks the kunya;
further dirhams of the same ruler struck at Konya and Sivas in
646/1248-49 (107) lack both the kunya; and qasim amir al-mu’-
minin; the coins of the Triumvirate struck between 647 and 655/
1249-57 have room only for the isms and lagabs of the three rulers;
the mints of Kayka'lis Il between 655 and 658/1257-59 (108)
retain zill Allah fi'l-“alam, omit the kunya and replace qasim ... by
burhan amir al'mu'minin (a lesser title, but probably already
irrelevant since during that time the last “‘Abbasid Caliph had been
killed when the Mongols captured Baghdad); and mints of Qilij
Arslan IV (655-63/1257-64) omit evrything but burhan amir al-

(103) Ibid. 365 No. 1113; 366 No. 1118.

(104) The title, gasim amiral-mu’'minin (co-partner of the Caliph),
the most pretentious of the Anatolian Seljuks’ titles relating
to the Caliphate, had been assumed by Kayqubad I only
in the latter part of his reign: it continued to be used in
inscriptions during part of the reign of Kaykhusraw II,
but apart from his coins and those of his successor,
Kayka'tis 00, during his rule as independent Sultan, was
then abandoned for the weaker burhan amir al-mu’minin
(the glorious testimony of the Caliph).

(105) 1. and C. Artuk op. cit. 368 No. 1122.
(106) Ibid. 367 No. 1121.

(107) 1bid. 368 No. 1122; 369 No. 1126.
(108) [Ibid. 372-74 Nos 1137-44.
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