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IX
THE UPPER AND LOWER EUPHRATES


The Upper and Lower Euphrates were dammed just below their confluence, where the river entered a range of hills. The river comes out of the hills into the Malatya plain, a rolling expanse at the edge of which the broad river makes a long turn from south-west to south-east. The plain was the district which supported the great medieval city of Malatya. Its walled site now lies about 10 kilometres north of the present town, which itself lies just beneath the Taurus range. The river leaves the plain eastwards by a funnel-like valley where the slopes leave a narrowing border of flat land, which is covered by a striking combination of crops, vines and trees. The river turns south by the Ottoman caravansaray called Komurhan (“Coal-Caravansaray”) and straightaway enters the first of many gorges in the Taurus. Unfortunately the funnel-like valley and most of the riverside part of the plain, as well as the gorge, will soon be flooded by the Karakaya dam.


The Keban Dam lake is now the primary reference feature in the space between the Malatya plain to the west and the plain of Palu to the east. But the lake itself has two parts. These are divided from one another by a range of hills running from east to west down the middle of the whole basin. The Lower Euphrates valley similarly had two parts before it was flooded. The first part of the lake is broad and shallow. The excavated and now flooded sites, including Arsamosata, chief settlement of a small kingdom in the Classical period, were some of the largest in what was to be the bed of the Keban Dam lake. The river then flowed northwards through the range of hills in a gorge, which is now concealed. It emerged into a wide valley, which again is now filled with the second and rather deeper part of the lake.


The Upper Euphrates, before the creation of the lake, came into the valley now occupied by the second part of the lake at its very western end: the last section of the Upper Euphrates before the confluence flowed beneath the high bank of land rising to the Anti-Taurus range which closes off the whole basin to the north-west. The Upper Euphrates comes through the Anti-Taurus (which is continued, to the north-east of the Upper Euphrates, by the Munzur Dağ) in a gorge about a mile high at the deepest point, where the picturesque town of Kemaliye (former Egin) sits among trees halfway up its westerly side. The gorge, though, is effectively part of the lake: the water has risen to the base of the cliffs or steepest slopes. A fjord-like appearance results.


East of the Upper Euphrates is the Dersim, a district which extends like a shelf beneath the Munzur Dağ and above the westerly part of the lake. The Dersim, whose scenery and land form change from lonely, rock-filled valleys to open downland or pockets of spring-fed orchards, is a district of mostly isolated small towns and villages. The last town to the east is that of Mazgirt. This town, however, although rightly accepted as part of Dersim, sits beneath cliffs and a black citadel rock high above the east bank of the Munzur Su; which bounds the shelf-like Dersim massifto the east. In general the whole north half (as defined by the range of hills dividing the lake) of the Lower Euphrates basin is one of small towns - in the Dersim, Çemişgezek, Mazgirt and the former towns at Ulu Kale and Başvartinik, to the west Arapkir and Kemaliye, and Pertek, which by convention and for modern administrative purposes is counted in the Dersim (now the province of Tunceli) but which formerly lay in the base of the Lower Euphrates valley. The old site, therefore, has been flooded, but the citadel rock stands clear out of the lake.


Along the south side of the long range of hills, in the south half of the whole basin, stretches a great plain, that of Elazığ. This, before the building of the dam, literally extended the whole distance from the pass into the Malatya plain on the west, then beneath the citadel rock and town site of Harput (predecessor of Elazığ) to the final broadening of the plain at the former city of Arsamosata. The easterly half of the plain was known, before part of it was flooded, as the “Altin Ova”, the “Golden Plain”. This described the fertility and breadth of a plain which in the past had supported various local capitals such as that excavated at Norşuntepe, the city of Arsamosata and, later, Harput.


To the east of the basin containing the Keban Dam lake, other plains occur. The plain of Palu is overlooked by the former town’s tall citadel rock from the south: here the Lower Euphrates does not flow through the plain, though the citadel rock and old town site rise from the riverside. The Bingôl plain (called after the plain’s present market town, which itself is named after the mountain), on the other hand, is traversed by the river. To the north of these two plains is a highland of trees and pasture, which supported two medieval towns (Bağin and Kiğl, both on the Peri Su, a tributary of the Munzur Su). This country runs up to the Şeytan Dağlari (Mountains of the Devil) on the north: the range continues eastward, under other names, as far as the pasture-massif of the Bingöl Dağ (“Thousand-Lakes Mountain”).



MALATYA



The medieval city stood just west of a stream flowing through the plain not far from the Euphrates. “Eski Malatya” is now only a small town, recently risen from the status of a village. On the present site of Malatya were the city’s gardens and summer residences, known by the name of Aspuzi (descendent of a Hittite name). The bulk of the population moved in the early Ottoman occupation. The medieval city itself was not the first site: in the Hittite and neo-Hittite eras the main settlement was at Arslantepe, east of the road between the present old and modern cities.


1. * * Eski Malatya


Seljuk Great Mosque and other buildings


The life of the city on the present site started when in A.D. 71 or 72 a Roman camp was built for a legion guarding the Euphrates frontier. The legionary base commanded the approach from the most important crossing of the Euphrates in this sector (probably at İmikuşaği in the Roman period); the crossing, of course, was of great international significance because one of the main routes between the Roman empire and Armenia came over the border there. The encampment attracted a civilian population, and was probably granted city status by Trajan (early 2nd century A. D.). The built-up area was walled in the 6th century by the emperors Anastasius and Justinian.


The city’s importance increased further under the Umayyads and Abbasids, since it became one of the great military bases from which attacks were launched against the Byzantine border in the mountains west of the Malatya plain and beyond. Malatya and its district were one of the chief governorships in both the Danish men did and Seljuk agglomerations, and for a time was a separate Danish men did principality. From 1315 onwards there was a Mamluk governorship of Malatya, but the city must have undergone a decline during the Mamluks’ stay.


By the mid-17th century most of the population had moved out of the walled area to the present site of Malatya. This site, known as Aspuzi, had been an area of gardens and summer-houses for the inhabitants of the walled area. When Ottoman government made the countryside a little more secure the inhabitants preferred Aspuzi to Malatya on account of Aspuzi’s better irrigation and more healthy position. In the mid-17th century there were 5,000 households permanently living in Aspuzi and only 300 in the walled area. The walls were crumbling. As if the pathetic state of the walled area, whose streets were grown with grass, were not enough, the Ottoman government made the medieval site one of its bases in the war against Muhammad Ali (1838 onwards). When the military moved away again the site was almost completely deserted, but under cultivation. Eski Malatya grew up after the First World War. It was granted the status of belediye (municipal authority) in the mid-1970s.
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Eski Malatya


Redrawn from Gabriel, with changes by T. A. Sinclair. Streets and residential areas have mostly been left out because their positions and extent have changed much since Gabriel’s visit.


The present walls describe a rough quadriateral, the long eastern side of which runs past the stream. The present little town’s houses, mostly of two storeys in mud -brick with an open-sided pitched roof for storage, are grouped at the north end, but are spreading towards the south. Among the market gardens with which the rest of the walled area is covered, towards the south, is a group of medieval buildings, including the Great Mosque and a scattering of modern houses.


From the south-western corner (1) the wall’s western and southern sides run straight for (respectively) about 500 metres (to 2) and about 300 metres (to 3). This no doubt marks the dimensions of the Roman legionary camp, and the built area must have grown towards the north and east from the camp. The positions of the Great Mosque and other medieval buildings suggest that in the Middle Ages nearly the whole walled site was built over, and that the Christian population tended to live in the northern quarters. Under the Muslim empire this Christian population was a mixture of Armenian and Syrian: the proportion of Syrians was increased after the Byzantine conquest in 934, when Syrians were persuaded by the Byzantine empire to move into the city and its environs.


From the roundabout in the n. side of modern Malatya, ***(b) (winding), 10 km. Many minibuses go from roundabout at e. end of main shopping street (plan, p. 16) and stop at a square on the n. side of the old city.


** Great Mosque (4). Seljuk. Tile decoration.


The mosque’s present prayer-hall, the only part in use, is at the north end of the rectangular courtyard in the middle of the whole building. The rest of the covered area consists of deep porticoes. From the south end of the court a great iwan leads off (Pl. 1), and this is connected by a tall arch with the high dome in front of the mihrab. The original mosque, constructed in 1224, therefore consisted of a series of covered areas open to the courtyard but closed on the exterior, although it is possible that there was a second iwan on the north side opposite the southerly iwan. The iwan, the dome and the west facade of the court, which are all built of brick and decorated with fine tiles and glazed bricks, are the only parts of the original mosque left. The vaults west of the court, the iwan and the dome were rebuilt in or not long before 1248, probably during a restoration that ended with the completion of the west portal in that year. Those to the east and perhaps the north were probably rebuilt in 1274, when the east portal (at the south end of the east wall) was built. In the two 13th-century restorations the piers and arches supporting the vaults were rebuilt in stone; only the vaults were rebuilt in brick. (The direction of the vaults east and west of the court, as opposed to east and west of the iwan and mihrab dome, was changed from north-south to east-west.) The north portico was converted into an enclosed and separate prayer-hall right at the end of the Mamluk occupation of Malatya, in 1514. The original mosque’s portals were to the south (east of the mihrab) and probably to the north (no trace).
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Great Mosque, Eski Malatya


One goes in at present by the east portal. The high-set mihrab dome, straight ahead, has a fine Catherine-wheel pattern of curving lines of blue-glazed brick (Pl. 3). In the middle is a medallion of tiles which is decorated with a complex design in blue and black, based on a six-pointed star. There is a tile inscription right at the bottom of the dome.


On the south side of the courtyard, east and west of the iwan, we can see two rising bands of concentrated, mainly blue, tile ornament (Pl. 2). The closeness of the different ribbons of tiles, each arranged in different patterns, and the predominance of the blue tiles, which are set off by the black and white ones, give a brilliant effect. On the iwan arch is an inscription; there are others in rectangles just above the small corner-pillars.


The blue and brown ornament of the west side of the courtyard is lighter in tone and texture: here too there are inscriptions (on the central arches). These give the names of the builder and calligrapher. The opposite facade of the courtyard is in stone. The door of the ornamented portal of 1248 on the west side of the mosque is now kept closed.




Original mosque. W. side. It must have extended further to the w. by the length of one arch. This is clear from the outside w. wall of the mosque, where the pier of the southernmost arcade can be seen incorporated into the wall. The springing of an arch can be seen on the pier’s outer face: this arch was the last in the arcade. The pier is of stone. This entails one of the following. (1) The southernmost arcade of the original mosque was built of stone. (2) The southernmost arcade was rebuilt in stone in 1248 when the west portal was added. However in this case part of the mosque extended further west than the line implied by the west portal. The withdrawal of the west wall of this part of the mosque would in this case have taken place after 1248. (3) There was a rebuilding in stone of parts of the mosque between the original date of construction (1224) and the building of the west portal (1248). The third idea is the most likely. Perhaps the west portal was part of this reconstruction, but came at the end and represents a change of plan in which it was decided to bring back the line of the west wall. That the arcades e. and w. of the court must have originally run n.-s. can be deduced from the back side of the s. pier of the court’s w. facade. Here the stone pier and springing of the vault above are separated by a thin gap from the original pier, and there is no provision on its back face for a pier and vault springing in the direction of the present ones. The n. face of the court must have originally been one arch further n. The brick pier at the nw. corner bears no signs of an arch coming off its e. face, which there would have been if the n. facade had begun here. The pier from inside seems designed to take another high arch to the n., continuing the line of the others in the courtyard’s w. facade. Its w. face is now covered by the masonry pier of the last arcade to the n. (as rebuilt in 1248 or soon before). The minaret now rising between the Mamluk prayer-hall and the outer w. wall is probably not original, and was perhaps rebuilt here during the campaign of 1248. The portal in the s. wall was revealed only recently, in 1966, during a restoration. The portal’s two walls now stand to a height of about 1 m. Bits of carved decoration can be seen: it is possible (A) that the portal’s carved stones were taken to make the Ulu Cami Medresesi to the s.


Iwan, w. side of courtyard, etc. Iwan. The s. end is covered by a sort of semi-dome formed of three curving panels. Below these, and above the arch to the dome, is an inscription and a blue tile revetment in a hexagonal pattern. The decoration of the rest of the iwan is partly covered by a stone rib later built half-way along. There is a small panel next the “semi-dome”. Then comes a large panel bordered by an undulating motif on tiles (two lines, one black and one blue, adorned with half-flower shapes, continually crossing). Inside the various panels the diagonallines forming the patterns are composed of glazed or unglazed bricks, set parallel to or at right angles to the vault. Bricks in a pattern very similar to that on the small panel are used on the soffits of the arches in the w. side of the courtyard. But in the latter the strips of decoration (the same pattern in each) which provide the vertical sides of rectangular frames for the arches are in tiles and thin sections of brick. The top horizontal sides of these frames, mainly fallen away, were inscriptions on tiles; and so were those of the two central arches. The soffits bordered by the frames have patterns (different for each arch) composed of the same materials as the vertical framing strips. Portals. The overall design and some of the details and motifs of the e. portal repeat some of the equivalents in the w. portal.


Present enclosed prayer-hall. The Mamluk work appears to have been no more than the walling-off of part of the covered area and the building of the two domes. The first dome is in front of the mihrab, and the second immediately in front of the first (i.e. to the n.). The mihrab is near the e. end of the courtyard wall, but roughly on the n.-s. axis of the walled-off prayer-hall to allow access to the minaret staircase without going through the prayer-hall. The piers and arcades of the walled-off prayer-hall probably all belong to the second Seljuk restoration, but the point needs clearing up.


† Ulu Cami Medresesi (5). All that remains is an iwan to the s., a room evidently at the nw. corner of the building, a part of the portal adjacent to the room’s ne. corner (which implies an entrance iwan) and a low wall on the w. and s. which presumably betrays the building’s original limits. Portal. There has been much changing of the blocks carrying the carved decoration, but enough is left to show that this is at any rate a 13th-century building. Nw. room. Door on e. (into iwan ?) now rises not much above the level of the debris, but the debris level sinks to allow part of the door’s jambs to be seen. Lower halves of windows on n. Squinch (muqarnas) left next to portal: room was domed. In 1965 (Kuran’s visit) there were four gravestones inside the room, and it may have been a türbe. The room had (in 1965) been given a wooden roof: perhaps its preservation was due to use as a storeroom. Iwan. The surviving facing material for the inner walls and vault is crude. Remains of semi-circular mihrab: part of muqarnas hood. To w., two blocks of a rich surround (low relief). These are now hard to get at. (1983)


+ Walls. The present layout most likely dates from the walling of the city’s built-up area in the 6th century, except that the present single wall follows the line of the outer wall of that time where there were two walls, which was probably on all sides except the east. In the west and south sides of the present wall a withdrawal (by a short distance) of the line of the wall indicates the corner of the wall of the Roman fortress. The positions and shapes of the towers that we have now were perhaps determined in the 8th or 9th century during one of the rebuildings by the Arab authorities. Most distinctive are the rows of prow-shaped towers on the west and to an extent on the south, but the large rectangular bastions of the east side may have been laid out at this time too. The present fabric is of various dates, but the present standard masonry (small, rough blocks) was perhaps put in place during a Byzantine rebuilding of c. 1160, and the same style of masonry was no doubt used in the Seljuk restoration immediately after the final capture in 1178. Some rebuilding was no doubt carried out by the Mamluks and other work was certainly done by the Ottoman authorities.


1. Sw. corner. Near the beginning of the s. wall, just e. of corner, large tower. Its side-walls project about 3 m.: since the tower is very broad and its two diagonal faces are each about 6 m. long the tower has a snub-nosed layout and appearance. The interior and the once crenellated wall are much ruined, but in the e. diagonal wall two embrasures about 1.70 m. high at the back can be seen, whose shape (the width greater than the height) suggests they were constructed for small cannon. The “V” of the tower’s platform is a little raised above the rectangle behind. The tower is not bonded in with the curtain (visible split). The construction of the embrasures (not the lack of bond) imply the tower was rebuilt by the Ottomans, probably soon after their capture of the city. Note remains of, apparently, a staircase at the back of the wall. Gateway at corner. Two towers: the long passage formed between them intersects the angle at the corner. Each tower is a pentagon rather than a long rectangle, since the two outer salient faces start at right-angles to (respectively) the s. wall and the short diagonal wall at the corner, which is not far off the w. wall’s alignment. The towers survive to the height of two storeys. Solid. (1978*)


2. W. wall. (a) To the first gate (6). Many of the towers, which are all prow-shaped, survive to a height of about one storey from the base of the wall (Pl. 4). However the facing stone is lost. Large tower (7), then four smaller towers of roughly equal dimensions. Then three more, smaller again, the interval between increasing to about 35 m., and, finally, even smaller towers, still prow-shaped. Behind these, not far from the next gateway, is a single isolated square tower. (b) First gate (6). This gives an impression of great solidity. The concept of its design, like that of the sw. corner, is a single mass of stone with a long passage carved through the centre. However the passage here is wide, and there was probably no arch between. As at the other gate, the towers’ corners are chopped, though the s. side of the s. tower is in tatters. (c) To the second gate. Three towers are now lost (since 1932). Then two prow-shaped towers. Slight inward turn of wall. Gateway (dirt road enters town): two small rectangular towers (frontage just longer than salient faces). The n. tower has a window at upper storey level. (1978*)


3. N. wall. The wall continues, backed by houses, on the far side ofa wide ditch from the road, which is now at the same height as the wall’s base. However further on the wall has been destroyed for the tarmacked square where the minibuses stop. (1983 — little information.)


4. E. wall. This can be picked up by going along the street (8) going se. from the square and looking between houses. The street brings one out half-way along the straight stretch which begins, by the river, at 9. The rectangular towers here have a frontage of about 4½ m., and are rather wider than the lengths of their projecting faces. From the track (10), two towers have been lost since 1930. There follows a rectangular tower (11) (Pl. 5) just before the shallow corner. Although the corners of the lower courses have been pulled away, these lower courses of blocks are generally c. 40 cm. high. Above these are the small blocks, narrower (in a horizontal direction) than those of the w. side, and apparently formed to a greater extent by splitting. (1979*: no information on remainder of e. wall.)


5. S. wall. Many of the towers, which seem to be a mixture of small rectangular and prow-shaped towers, survive, projecting from an almost vertical bank sometimes maintained by means of stone walls: the ground inside is cultivated. The ground between, as well as in front of, the towers, is flat, probably because of continued ploughing. The walls are hard to get at: to do so one looks for gaps in the hedges defining the fields. (1983 – little information.)


* Caravansaray (“Silahdar” — i.e. “Arms-bearer” — Mustafa Paşa Kervansarayı”) (12). Built in the reign of Murat IV (1623-40) by a governor of the Malatya sanjak. A long hall of three aisles fronts on to the sw. side of a vast courtyard lined by porticoes on all four sides. Between the south-west portico and the hall there are a line of windowed chambers for those who were able to buy a more comfortable resting-place. Against the outside wall of the remaining three sides of the courtyard are rows of small shops, which are still in use. In the courtyard parts of the portico are also in use: in one place glassware is being made for export to Italy. The hall. The three aisles’ high, steep, cross-vaults rest on heavy, relatively low piers. From the entrance in the centre of the courtyard wall extends a transverse vault separated from the aisles by arches; its central compartment, instead of a simple cross-vault, is roofed by a star-vault. All four sides of the hall have ocaks (fireplaces with chimney-pieces) between the wall-piers and niches for travellers’ possessions on either side of each ocak. Travellers slept on the slightly raised pavement running along each wall. The only lighting for the dormitory comes from pairs of splayed windows above the ocaks and niches. Note the star-vault in the small entrance-hall interrupting the row of chambers, each of which has an ocak and niches too. Courtyard. Much of the portico was crumbling when Gabriel saw the caravansaray in 1930, and by the 1960’s the wall at the back of the portico and the portico’s vault had fallen, apart from the entrance. However the wall and vault have now been rebuilt, and the portico everywhere restored. Quite unusually, there are an ocak and two niches in the back wall opposite every arch between the successive pairs of piers. Note the small chambers either side of the entrance vault, which prolong the latter into the course of the portico, thus interrupting it, on this side. Staircases lead up to the roof from the entrance vault in the thickness of the main wall. (1979)


† Vaiz Baba Camii (or “Vaizočagı Camii” or “Melik Sunullah Camii”)(13). Built in 1394 by a certain Çerkez (name, not race — “Circassian”), son of Abdullah Hüsnü. (1982)


† Brick minaret (14). It stands up out of trees. Probably of the 12th or 13th centuries. It has a tall, eight-sided base. Above this the round and tapering shaft starts up without any intermediate arrangement. At the top of each face of the base there seems to have been a simple pattern in brick, but this has mostly been lost. (1983*)


† Akminare Camii (“Mosque with the White Minaret”) (15). Built in 1573 by a certain Hikmet, probably a sanjak bey. Dome with octagonal drum over small prayer-hall. Minaret is free-standing. Ring of eight blind arches between square base and round shaft. (1982)
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† Kanlı Kümbet (“Blood-stained Kumbet”), in the cemetery (position not known). Probably medieval. (1982)


Outside the old city:


† Düllük Tepe. Roman (?) signalling station. C. 4 km. se. of Eski Malatya. The pyramidal hill (“tepe”) rises about 200 m. above the surrounding land. In the middle of the flat summit are two deep masonry-lined rectangular pits, one of them 18 m. long. In these were probably kept the dry wood for beacons. On the w. side are five saucer-shaped depressions, each c. 2 ½ m. wide. These seem to have been used for keeping beacon-fuel ready for ignition. (C. 1970)


Bibliography. History. El1. HRK 233–7. PWRE, “Melitene”. Gabriel, Voyages I. 264–6. Also: Barbaro 93. Merchant in Persia 181, 182, 197, 198. Djihannuma, tr. Saint-Martin 660–1 (walls falling into ruin). Evliya, Üçdal ed. 3. 1099–1110 (walled area and Aspuzi). Faroqhi, Towns and Townsmen 27, 67, 71, 73. Polonyalı Simeon 89. Brant, JRGS 6 (1836), 210–11 (Aspuzi). Von Moltke, Briefe (1891 ed.), 216–17, 348–56 (military use). Ainsworth, Travels and Researches I. 252, 255, 295–6, 297 (state of old city). Yorke, GJ 8 (1896), 326–7. Bell, Amurath 336–8 (old city). Great Mosque. Gabriel, Voyages I. 270–3. Ank, VakDerg 8 (1969), 141–8 (date of constr. and repairs, except Mamluk). Yalvaç, Türk Yurdu, Mayıs 1966 (no. 323, 55th year), 22–9 (Mamluk work). Schneider, San Tar Yıl 2 (1966–68), 134–41 (hypothetical reconstruction). Önge, Önasya Vol. 6, no. 69, 1971, 7–8 (plasterwork). Öney, San Tar Yıl 2 (1966–68), 149–50 (gravestone in courtyard). Ulu Cami Medresesi. Kuran, AM 109–10.
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2. + Arslantepe. Bronze Age, neo-Hittite mound.
 Early Bronze and Chalcolithic levels being dug



Eski Malatya rd., c. 7 km., r. (yellow sign), **(b), c. 3 km.


The Italian archaeologists are now working at the sw. slope of the mound, mostly towards the bottom. For the most part they are laying bare Early Bronze Age levels. They started excavating in 1961. Before the Italians a German team under Schaeffer worked from 1947 to 1951: the team sank a shaft through the whole depth of the mound and worked also on the s. side of its base. This work was little publicised. The excavations by Delaporte which, among other things, uncovered the well-known Lion Gate lasted from 1932 to 1939. The mound was first identified as a Hittite site (in fact it is much more a neo-Hittite than a Híttite one) by the English scholar-spy Hogarth, who saw in 1894 a bas-relief discovered here by a villager.




Sw. sector. The oldest strata dug by the Italians contain the mud-brick levels of several Late Chalcolithic levels (here lasting until c. 3,400 or c. 3,600 B.C. — excavators’ Period VII). The Early Bronze Age I levels are clearly divided between two periods. The early period (VI A) ends somewhere between c. 3150 and c. 2950 B.C. Part of a palace has been excavated. A corridor comes n. from the gate. A complex has been found which is only accessible from the corridor through a single door. The room into which the door gives, apparently designed for some ceremony or ritual, then gives access to the storerooms. In one of these, the seeds of cultivated grapes were found. The gatehouse was a partly paved passage with doors front and back (Building IV). Several rooms lay to the nw., a single room to the se. At the back of the rear wall of the entrance passage was a cupboard-like room in which were found many clay seal-impressions. Later in the same period two chambers were built at a higher level, to the n. of the entrance passage: meanwhile the rooms nw. of the entrance passage had, it seems, been filled in to create a flat surface at first floor level. In the two new rooms (Building III) a large number of bronze swords (three of the swords were inlaid with silver) and of bronze spears were found. To the nw. again, and nearly contiguous with the nw. wall of the gatehouse complex, was a temple “cella” (room, as opposed to portico) with storerooms attached (Building I). This was thought to be a trifle later than Building III (the upper addition to the gatehouse). In the two storehouses ne. of the temple cella large numbers of pots were found. In another, very narrow room also leading off the temple cella was a pile of 130 seal impressions. The EBA I Early Phase, to judge by its pottery, was a local culture with a fair measure of individuality. It had not yet been absorbed by the Early Transcaucasian Culture, but felt its influence. There was contact with north-west Syria (the Amuq) and Mesopotamia.


In the EBA I Later Phase (Period VI B), which started somewhere between c. 3150 and c. 2950 B.C., the first occupation was one of wooden houses with wattle-and-daub walls. Next in time came a three-roomed building just to the ne. of Buildings IV and II (the latter were the gatehouse complex and later house). Then came a complex of buildings (VI – IX) arranged along and near a main street which ran above the path of the entrance in the former gateway (Building IV). In these buildings grain was stored and ground, and bread baked; and an area outside the buildings was used to slaughter animals. The pottery of the EBA I Later Phase included much of the red and black pottery standard in the Early Transcaucasian Culture, the Syrian and Mesopotamian influence on the pottery was considerably less, and it is reasonable to conclude that the site was occupied during this phase by the same people as occupied other sites (particularly in the Lower Euphrates valley further east) during the whole of the EBA I period. The EBA I Later Phase ended perhaps around 2750 B.C.


The EBA II was only represented by some waste pits. In the EBA III (here c. 2400 – c. 2100 B.C. ?) a remarkable city wall seems to have run round the mound near its base. A mud-brick wall revetted an inner stone wall. Two underground circular buildings have also been found.


There was a Middle Bronze Age occupation, where a house with plastered walls has been found (Period V A). After the Late Bronze Age (Period V B) this part of the mound was deserted until the late Roman period. Even then it was used only as a Christian cemetery. There was also a long paved area dating to the Late Roman period. The excavators called this a road.


N. and ne. part. Late Chalcolithic (Period VII) in the ne. of the mound. Houses of mud brick, some on stone foundations, with one or more rectangular rooms. Some burials beneath the floors. There was a gap in time between this occupation and the EBA, which in this part of the mound (ne.) was thinly represented. As before it appeared in two phases.


On the northerly of the two former bumps in the top of the oval mound, the city wall and a gate of the Bronze Age and the neo-Hittite period were investigated. Three successive walls were found: each had a gateway in the same position, each time composed of a walled rectangular courtyard with doors in the front and back walls. Behind this was another paved courtyard. The upper gate was certainly of the Middle Bronze Age and was judged by the excavators to have been built by the Hittites in the Imperial period (Period V A). The lower part of the wall, rather than just the foundations, was solid masonry. Each side of the gateway were two rooms. The two latter walls were both of the neo-Hittite period. Meanwhile the wall and gate had been used to make ordinary civilian houses, by building new walls against them. The two neo-Hittite walls were built of mud brick on stone foundations. The second of these was the Lion Gate excavated by Delaporte. The lions were set either side of the inner gateway, and along the inner wall’s two faces various bas-reliefs mainly of libation scenes were arranged at shoulder-height. A lion discovered in 1907 by a Cornell University (USA) expedition proved to be that to the e. of the inner doorway: the Cornell University expedition had taken away the head. The statue of a king or prince which had originally been set up in a gap in the w. wall was found on the paving stones behind the front wall, w. of the doorway: a sort of stone “tomb” had been built over it. The assemblage of sculpture is now in the Archaeological (“Hittite”) Museum in Ankara.


Sw. of the gate, in each of the three successive cases, was a palace (little has been published about the palace). To the e. of the palace the Italians discovered an impressive stone-built tunnel-staircase which descended first sw., then s. They reasoned that this was a postern for the palace; possibly it was intended as a private and hidden entrance. Where the staircase ended and the tunnel ran flat, there was a ventilation shaft in the roof. The staircase was in use from the Hittite Imperial period down to the end of the Neo-Hittite, material from the later period surrounding the upper levels of the tunnel. The excavators argued that the staircase-tunnel was ex tended upwards as the accumulation of debris brought the ground level upwards.


By the term “Hellenistic” which they gave to the following occupation (roughly the second half of the first millenium B.C.) the excavators only meant the interim up to the period of the Roman occupation. “Hellenistic” mud houses were found to the s. of the Lion gate and to the n. of the palace.


Further e. was found a part of the settlement of the Roman and Late Roman periods. It was a remarkable group of workshops. In what was presumably the smithy were four ovens. The rooms of the pottery were grouped round a court. The stone structure in the middle of the court must have supported a post carrying the wheel. The last occupation was medieval. The pottery is of the well-known sgraffiato type, which was not produced before the end of the 12th century. Thus there was very likely a long gap in occupation between the mid-7th and the late 12th or the 13th century. The occupants of the medieval settlement may well have been Muslims.





The mound’s history. In the Late Chalcolithic (here c. 4000–3600/3400 B.C.), which was not necessarily the earliest period of occupation, there was a farming settlement. After a short gap came the remarkable town of the EBA I Early Phase (c. 3600/3400–3150/2950 B.C.). This was not fortified, but the palace and temple complex at the sw. side was presumably secure against small numbers of armed intruders. The seal impressions, storerooms and so on tell us that this was the capital of some kind of political entity, which in geographical extent presumably comprised the Malatya plain. The pottery indicates relations, probably of a commercial nature, with Syria and Mesopotamia. In the EBA I Late Phase, Malatya is perhaps the chief town of the plain, but the plain is no longer an entity of great political cohesion, nor is there much sign of organised administration. There is less trade with other areas, and the economy is more heavily weighted in the direction of farming. There is no wall, but in the EBA II for some reason a wall is built round the town.


In the MBA there seems to have been a Hittite city with a city wall encircling the top of the mound and residential areas further down its side. lt is not clear at what point the city wall went out of use, nor if there is any LBA occupation on the top of the mound. However there was such an occupation to the sw. The LBA occupation was perhaps a farming settlement, the residue after a Hittite withdrawal. After c. 1200 there was either a gap in occupation or a further contraction of the settlement, after which the neo-Hittite kingdom of Milid was formed and the city wall and palace rebuilt on top of the mound. The kingdom was destroyed at the end of the 8th century B.C. by the Assyrian Sargon.


After this an unimportant village lived on the mound in the second half of the first millennium B.C. The foundation of the fortress of Melitene, though, seems to have converted the village into something like an industrial exurb supplying the fortress, which was later to become a city. The settlement of the Roman and Late Roman period at Arslantepe was poor, if the absence of grave goods in the cemetery is anything to go by, but of some size. After the Arab seizure of the Malatya plain there was a long gap in occupation until the end of the 12th or sometime in the 13th century. At this point a village came back; possibly its residents were Muslims. (1985)


Gelinciktepe. 2 km. e. of Arslantepe. The small hill is formed mainly of igneous rock and is crowned with a layer of big rock fragments. The settlement, mostly of EBA Phase I, used natural cavities and ledges to make shelters: the inhabitants both dug the rock out further and put up walls to supplement natural features. Below the rocks the foundation of some buildings whose walls were entirely man-made were found. Since no mud-brick was in evidence it was thought that above the stone foundations the walls were made of plastered brushwood (?). Further n. are two semi-circles of megaliths spaced 15 m. apart which were thought possibly to be contemporary with Gelincik: but no other remains have been found on the site of the two megalith-monuments. (1966)




Bibliography. Arslantepe. Delaporte (1930’s). Delaporte, Arslantepe. Id., RHA 2 (1932–34) (pottery of neo-Hittite levels). Id., RHA 5 (1938–40) (3rd campaign). E. Akurgal, Remarques stylistiques sur les reliefs de Malatya (Istanbul 1946). Schaeffer. AfO 16 (1952–53), 151–2. Italian. 1961 to 1968: Malatya I, II, III (short reports for same period, by Puglisi, Palmieri, or both, in TAD 11–2, 13–1, 13–2, 15–2, 16–2, 18–1). 1970 to 1975: Palmieri, TAD 19–2 (1970), 203–11; 21–1 (1974), 137–46; 24–2 (1977). 1976 to 1984: Palmieri, AS 31 (1981), 101–19; 33 (1983), 235–6; 34 (1984), 207–8; 35 (1985), 181–2. Other bibliography: Russell, PCPEA 122. Gelinciktepe. Puglisi & Palmieri, TAD 15–2 (1966), 84–91. Palmieri, Origini I (1967), 117–93.






3. Modern Malatya



Museum etc.




A road (1) ) has been built to the n. of the town centre which keeps through traffic off the main shopping street (2). From mini-roundabout at centre of town, n. to Ulu Cami (3), s. to museum. Hotel Sinan (4), often full. Malatya’s cooking is good, and the open-air Emniyet Lokantası is the best restaurant (5). Ziraat Bankası (6) or that opposite it (7). The block between it and the mini-roundabout at the centre of the town, on the s. side of the street, is an underground shopping centre. PTT (8) at acute-angled junction opposite Ziraat Bankası. Bus station is off “bypass”: not marked. Railway station about 1 km. w. of PTT, to n. of road. Many minibuses go to Eski Malatya from roundabout (9) at e. end of main shopping st. For the way there, see p. 5.
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*Museum. Some interesting finds from nearby excavations, including Arslantepe.


Room on left: prehistoric and Urartian. Chalcolithic and other pots. Flints. Seals. Bronze Age: arrowheads, spearheads. Two daggers with fine inlay on the guard. Skeleton and burial gifts from Arslantepe. Urartian objects include three beautiful necklaces with a fine variety of clear colours.


First room: Greek, Roman, Byzantine etc. Roman: mother-of-pearl vases, unusually large; pots; oil-lamps. Byzantine (?) figurines. Medieval Islamic pottery. Coins: Roman period (Greek and Latin inscriptions); Armenian; Seljuk, Ottoman; “Venetian”; “European”.


Upper room: ethnographic and Ottoman. Ottoman. Collection of enormous flintlock rifles. Very interesting kitchen implements and bowls. “Tepeliks” (bowl-shaped cap on Newly married woman’s head, from which chains hang down): the collection is good. The tepeliks are worked in much detail, but the metal is dull grey in colour. Fine belts, clasps, buckles. Two belts have exceptionally dense workmanship. Women’s dresses: a striking dress in green and yellow silk displayed on a model. Three purple velvet dresses. Brocaded men’s jackets. Ethnographic. Carpets on wall. Thick wool socks with dense patterns. (1979*)


+ Great Mosque (4). An elaborate construction built between 1889 and 1910. The previous Great Mosque had fallen in an earthquake of 1873; this one was paid for in part by the sultan. No detailed description of this mosque is at present available.


+ Armenian church. Late 19th or early 20th century.


N. of “bypass”, towards w., among houses. 10 (approx. position) on first plan.


The exterior faces of the large rectangular church are plain, except for the door on the w., but above these faces rises the arcaded polygon of the short drum. The dome was oval, though little survives. It was supported ultimately on the n. and s. walls and on two walls which lead inwards from the e. and w. sides. The drum’s segments follow the oval.


Where they support the drum, the n. and s. walls are thickened in effect by blind arches, executed in a many-lobed line; these are upheld on wall-piers. Above the blind arches run stepped mouldings. The two w. squinches, which imitate Artukid equivalents, start above this moulding, and beneath them arches are run westwards from the wallpiers, gradually thickening, to counter the blind arches’ thrust. The two e. squinches are larger than those on the w. Starting lower, they continue the line of the moulding above the blind arch. A vault at half-height creates a room at first-storey level. The n. chamber is extended northwards on the ground floor. (Visit of 1983.)


Note also:


† Vank. Medieval Armenian monastery church.


C. 15 km. s. of modern Malatya. Vank is name of village.


The church stands on a small hill on the side of a massif of the Taurus known as Vank Dağ. The rest of the monastery, that of Hulvenk, has been lost. The church was built in 1493 by the archbishop of Malatya. It has a single, low nave, whose vault is semi-circular in vertical section. A row of three blind arches containing niches travels down each of the n. and s. walls. There are three windows on the apse’s wall, which is semi-circular. (Before 1974)




Bibliography. Museum. Palmieri, TAD 21–1 (1974), 138 (body from Arslantepe). French, TAD 23–1 (1976), 53 (milestone). Great Mosque. Sözen, SanTarYıl 4 (1970–71), 39, and ref. there. Church. — Vank. Kuntelian, 2nd International Armenian Art Symposium, II. 211–12.





HARPUT


Harput is the predecessor of Elazığ, and the present small town stands on an open platform overlooking it from the north-east. Some of the Ottoman mosques stand within this upper part of the old site. The platform area seems to have been largely a Muslim quarter. It was probably developed as a residential area soon after the Ottoman conquest, and must in time (perhaps in the 17th and 18th centuries) have become the centre of the town. But the bulk of the medieval town lay in a now empty valley which starts down eastwards from the platform, and here stand the Great Mosque, ruined hamams, churches etc.: the citadel on its wide rock lies above the valley on its south side. Upward slopes only begin to form at some distance north and south of the platform, although the rising land to the south is a tumulus of rock round which the edge of the plain below starts to turn north-eastwards. However the descent from this area of rock on the opposite side forms a steep south side to the valley which once contained much of the town. The citadel rock is the easterly continuation of the bulky rock area, still on the valley’s south side. It commands a view over the plain east of Elazığ.


As a medieval town Harput seems to have developed under the second Byzantine occupation (1Oth and 11th centuries — 938 onwards). The Byzantines presumably valued the site for the powerful castle rock, but once a military base became established here a civilian population started to form. No doubt this population, ethnically Syrian and Armenian, came in part from the city of Arsamosata further east, which started to give way to Harput, as well as from nearby villages. Harput had a city wall in the late Middle Ages; perhaps it was now that this was built.


By the late 11th century Harput was the leading settlement in an area south of the Lower Euphrates (Murat Su) and east of the Euphrates below the confluence. A Turkish chief, Çubuk, seized it in about 1085 and was confirmed in possession of it by the sultan of Seljuk Iran, Malik Shah. Çubuk or his son, who is known to have been reigning here in 1107, started providing the town with Muslim religious foundations by building the Great Mosque opposite the citadel. The Artukid period begins at Harput with the rule of Balak, a formidable enemy of the Crusaders who died young (in 1124): related to the Artukid rulers south of the Taurus (Mardin and Hasankeyf) he was nevertheless more or less self-made and did not belong to either of the two main dynasties. At Balak’s death, however, the Artukids of Hisn Kayfa (Hasankeyf) gained control; these then lost Harput to a member of the dynasty (Imad ad-Din Abu Bakr) who had previously attempted to seize the throne of Hisn Kayfa. An independent line remained in Harput until 1234. During the Artukid period as a whole the transfer of population from Arsamosata was completed and, going by what can be seen there, the citadel at Harput may have been entirely rebuilt by one of the independent Artukids (early 13th century). During the Seljuk occupation, which started in 1234, little seems to have been built. But in a period starting in the middle third of the 14th and finishing in 1433 Harput was one of the main centres of the Dulgadırogulları, under whom there was a further extensive rebuilding of the citadel. Durig part of the Ak Koyunlu occupation (1433–78) Uzun Hasan’s Christian Trapezuntine wife lived here, conceded a Greek entourage.
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Harput. Diagram


During the Ottoman occupation (1515 onwards) Harput was still a centre of industry, particularly silk-weaving and carpet-making, and possessed many medreses. In the 19th century an American Mission (there was also a Catholic one from France) was set up near the citadel, and provided an education mainly for Armenians. IN 1834, however, the governors of the sanjak of Harput moved their residence to the hamlet of Mezre on the plain, and a small proportion of the population of Harput was to move with them. Later, in 1838, a barracks was built at Mezre to serve as a local base for military operations against Muhammad Ali. In 1879 a new vilayet capital was instituted at Mezre. A new transfer of population began. The name given to the new town, Mamuret el-Aziz, became in time Elazığ.


Elazığ and the way to Harput. The big and busy town of Elazığ is now bypassed to the s. The roundabouts at the ends of the town’s high street are c. 3 km. to the w. and c. 2 km. to the e. of the town’s centre. From half-way along the bypass a wide, straight street comes about 1 km. direct to the centre. From the square at the junction of this street with the main street, if one goes c. 100 m. e., the street leading to Harput, pointing uphill and a little e. of n., can be seen to the 1.4 km., climbing steeply. The Harput town council buses go every hour (stopping at the bottom of the street, which is called “Birinci Harput Caddesi”). Also minibuses from the same place, both regular and dolmuş. Altogether a wait of more than 1/4 hr. for cheap transport is unlikely.


The bus station is se. of the centre of Elazığ, near the bypass. Dolmuş minibuses etc. to centre: c. ½ hr. walk. On the w. side of the st. coming n. from the bypass, one block s. of the high st. and nearly opoosite the PTT, starts a street going in c. ½ km. to the “garaj” for towns and villages to the w. of Elazığ: Çemşgezek etc. Open space, bus offices. The “garaj” for towns and villages e. of Elazığ is near the eastern roundabout: large open space. Büyük Elazığ hotel, n. side of main street, more or less at junction with street coming n. from bypass.


1. The citadel and beneath


* * Citadel (1). This is one of the largest castles in present day Turkey and the Middle East. It stands above cliffs. The walls are tall in any case, but those at the north tip, facing the valley which descends from the town’s platform, rise to an imposing height: they are built down over the cliff because they were added to walls which stood at the top of the cliff. That part which looks at the valley is faced in careful limestone. The whole castle stands up independently of the valley’s southern side, yet the position is awkward and not entirely dominant: it is overshadowed by the greater bulk and height of the rocks further west (Pl. 6).


The castle takes the form of a large triangle with the highest point (from sea-level) at the north end, but there is a loop added to the west side which secures an otherwise easy approach to the wall. The valley once containing the lower town sweeps round the north corner and goes on down beneath the castle’s north-eastern cliff: here too the steep slope beneath the castle was covered by houses. The secondary ravine deepens as it descends past the west face. The northern nose, defended by a whitish-yellow wall, faces those who descend the main valley from the town’s platform. It also overlooks the approach in the west ravine to the three successive gates in that side. The cliffs of the west side increase in length with the descent of the ravine, and the south-east cliffs rise up from the slopes at the edge of the Elazığ plain.


Most of what we see was put up by the Dulgadıroğulları brothers İbrahim and Halil after an unsuccessful but damaging three-month Mamluk siege of the castle. The two brothers’ work was finished in 1370 or possibly a little later. The tower on the north side of the third gateway was put up by the Ak Koyunlu Uzun Hasan: therefore it dates from between 1465 and 1476 (crude elephant relief just to the left of the tower’s front corner). The castle was still in good condition by the end of the first 150 years of Ottoman occupation. It was not used by the military, but simply contained civilian houses and a mosque. However by the mid-19th century it had approached its present state of partial ruin, though it was at that stage still lived in.


It was in this castle that the Crusaders Joscelin de Courtenay and Baldwin, king of Jerusalem, were imprisoned in 1122 and 1123 respectively. Soon after Baldwin’s capture, fifty local Armenians came into the castle disguised as monks and merchants, overpowered the garrison and held the castle for a time (Joscelin had escaped at the first opportunity); but eventually the lord of Harput, the Artukid Balak, recaptured the castle. He spared Baldwin, who was ransomed a year later.


Dates and styles. One Dulgadır inscription (1370) is high up on a tower (1) in the ne. face. Another (1369) was read between the two World Wars: it had fallen from a tower in the west face which collapsed about 1935, but it is not on the ground now. It is now said to be in the museum. Apart from the Dulgadır work, masonry put up by the local Artukid ruler, Nizam ad-Din Ibrahim (early 13th century) exists here and there, mostly built over by the Dulgadırids. The Dulgadırids’ masons generally built the large towers in a blunt version of the prow-shape. For smaller towers they apparently preferred a slim, but necessarily tall shape but at two points put up a triangular tower in imitation of some of the Artukid towers, and employed other shapes as necessary. Of the various masonry styles among the Dulgadır constructions, the small yellow limestone blocks, both bossed and unbossed, encasing the north end were evidently considered the most striking and finished. The inner wall on the w. (2) has green, smooth-faced limestone blocks, though these fade into yellow towards the s. end of this wall. Elsewhere the stones are unshaped or re-used, mostly from the Artukid work; however the towers either side of the’ two outer entrances are faced with large blocks of light grey-green and purple: courses of green stone were placed on top of these at least in the towers of the first gateway. Corners and wall-bases elsewhere have received cut blocks. The Dulgadırids’ builders were in general imitating an Artukid policy of putting finer masonry in conspicuous places, where it was important to impress visitors or enemies, and of using unshaped stones in parts seen less often; however the Artukid masons seem to have put the better masonry on all towers, and their better-quality masonry consisted in exclusively green blocks, which in some stretches and towers were bossed.
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Entrance complex and w. side (Pl. 7). The tall cliff, over part of which the wall at the n. corner is built, comes to an end some 50 m. from the n. end of the castle. The ground slopes up from w. to e. past the s. end of the cliff, starting from a low outer cliff which is defended by the outer wall. This outer cliff outlies part of the upper one, because it extends rather further n. then the upper one’s s. end. So the ground also slopes up from the outer cliff to a short section of the upper cliff itself. Here the slope is moderate, and the ground to the s. of the upper cliff would also have sloped up fairly gently if it were not for the inner wall, which acts as a retaining wall. The inmost entrance is now built at the n. end of the inner wall (3). (The Ak Koyunlu work on the n. tower of this entrance — the s. tower survives only as a shape on the ground — is an inferior imitation of the larger Dulgadır towers.) The outer wall, after following the outer cliff, swings inwards to finish in the middle gatehouse (4) just beneath the upper gatehouse and the high cliff. The angle between the middle gatehouse and the upper cliff was crossed by a third wall, continuing along the rock step’s edge, and in this wall is the well-preserved outer gatehouse.


At the s. end the outer and inner walls are joined by a huge rectangular tower. Its masonry, though the n. side has completely fallen, is just the same as that of the two small semi-circular towers at the castle’s nw. nose (deep, neatly-set white blocks with a coat flaking off in places). The tower, apart from joining the two walls, was meant to balance the n. end, as seen from the town, by its great height and bulk.


The inner curtain wall, as it approaches the tower from the n., is composed of an Artukid wall-face overlaid with a Dulgadırid one. The tower itself outlies an Artukid corner-bastion. The new curtain is in line with the outer face of the Artukid corner-projection; the top of the corner-projection’s n. side can just be seen from below. The w. side of the former corner-projection has apparently been re-faced with mostly unshaped stones, because it was to be covered by the new tower. However the fine limestone blocks of the curtain wall (evidently contemporary with the large outer tower) begin where the outer tower hit it (the masonry by which the join was effected has now fallen away). Inside the old corner-bastion, on the upper level, is a vaulted chamber. A window and embrasure in the storey below were re-used probably as a means of access to one of the new tower’s upper storeys (the tower reaches further down the slope, and therefore its lowest storey lies below the base of the inner wall).


South-west. Outer wall. The wall now moves away from the inner one in a south-westerly direction. The next tower (5) has a large blunt prow-shape. Its base, which is probably contemporary with the rest of the tower, follows the tower’s shape on the n.,1 but is rounded on the s. Above the base the tower has at least one, possibly two, covered storeys. Stretches of the wall survive further s., but before the sw. corner tower (6) the wall turns inward, then descends diagonally towards the tower: outside the tower two outer walls were built. The tower is really shaped to suit the rock at its base, but resembles a prow-shaped tower facing nw. into the ravine rather than s. over the cliff. Without putting ourselves in too much danger we can see: the two walls supporting a now fallen vault across the neck of the tower; and the entrance to a staircase at the tower’s nw. tip. The stair went down behond the w. face and turned at the corner between this and the s. face. In the n. face (visible, with danger, from above) and w. face are fourteen blocks of the inscription commemorating the Artukid Nizam ad-Din’s work on the citadel. These blocks are in the wrong order, and some are upside-down, but they are set in a patch of blocks of exactly the same cut and texture as themselves. Those of the inscription blocks which are not more or less completely effaced were read by the mayor of Harput in 1936. (The mayor climbed up a ladder set against the tower.) At the same time (1936) five inscription blocks from an Artukid medrese of 1228, which had similarly been reused in the Dulgadırid work, were taken off the top of the tower to safeguard them from damage.
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S. side From the large tower where the two walls came together the inner wall progresses first above the steepest slope available, then above a fearsome cliff. Where the wall survives, a thick skin of masonry can generally be seen to have been laid on the face of the Artukid work. Only small square towers are used; these, showing a variety of masonry techniques, nevertheless all belong to the Dulgadır work; no doubt they simply copy the dimensions of Artukid predecessors. Note the mixture of bossed and unbossed honey-coloured blocks on the very first tower (7); on the short first stretch after the large corner-tower (8) note the use of green blocks. After a turn (9), two outward right-angled turns, the second of which is the cut-off end of the outer wall. Outside the first corner is a further isolated right-angles corner. The whole of the little complex seems late (Ottoman ?). Beneath it, on the spine of the smooth rock ridge, incised Urartian steps. They must have supported a platform rather than just a wall, as they extend so far down the slope and, over this range of height, so far along the contour.


Ne. side. At the se. end, the rock makes a salient, and with it the wall likewise. The walls on the first two rock projections (10 and 11), on the re-entrant wall (note triangular tower, bossed blocks, 12), and the outer wall moving down to a corner at 13 (the wall turned to pass through fragment 14 and probably rose to 15) are all Artukid. After the re-entrant, the wall, rising to the height of the w. side, still stands on rock. At 16, two shallow corners treated with a striking alternation of greyish-green and purple blocks (compare the outer two of the three entrances, w. side). The following two large towers probably cover salients of the rock. After the second of these one can see the blocks at the base of a large rectangular Artukid tower buried inside the newer work, and the split betraying its s. wall. Further n., part of the Artukid curtain wall is revealed. The coating of masonry seems to have been placed over the front face of the tower, but to hve turned in so that the remainder of the wall was in line with the former tower’s front face. At 17, the stylish, yellow-white limestone masonry (the showpiece of the Dulgadırid reconstruction of the whole citadel) begins at a straight vertical joint.


N. nose. A great Artukid breastwork including a large hollow prow-shaped tower (18) was encased in new masonry. The new work was so shaped as to leave a shallow corner outside the tower. Vaults were built either side of the tower, using the original wall on one side. The vaults were reached through the original embrasures, inclusing those of the tower. The height of the platform at the bak was raised a short was, and the line of the large blocks above the entrance to the embrasures marks the platform’s original height. There were wooden constructions behind the original wall’s embrasures, including a floor giving access to them (beam-holes). There are several different types of facing on the tall added wall (bossed, unbossed but nearly-fitted etc.; that e. of the n. tower is green rather than yellow) but the differences are no warrant for supposing that different building campaigns are represented. (1982*)
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Harput citadel, northern nose. Sketch.


* Syrian Orthodox Church (“Kızıl Kilise”, “Red Church”) (2). This is quite possibly a reconstruction of 1179, from which an over-modest “repair” inscription is known: if not, the church is 1Oth-century and the inscription of 1179 refers only to a repair.


The forbidding box-like form of the church is pressed against the s. side of a corner low down in the rapidly-descending cliff of the citadel rock: the corner is cut into the north-east end of the rock spur projecting from the citadel rock’s east corner. A platform still exists to the n. of the church, protected from earth slippage by a retaining wall to the w. (road above, slippery path down): at its s. end the wall distances itself gradually from the rock in order to allow for a small chamber accessible from the nave. The wall in fact conceals part of the nave. In front of the wall there was at one time a portico of at least three arches, which may have turned the comer to the church’s n. face. The portico may have been built in a restoration of 1845.


The interior is ill-lit but spacious: the light, coming lengthways down the church from windows at the e. end only, causes shadows on the deeply-pitted floor (much dug by treasure-hunters, starting in 1978 or 1979) and a different greyness at the w. end and in the higher regions of the nave. The nave is entered by a doorway much narrowed in the late 19th or early 20th century) by additions from the side and from above: a ramp against the wall, protected by an L-shaped wall and a roof, leads to the doorway.


The wide nave has four wall-piers, upholding arcades, on each side. The shallow vaults, although sprung from the top of the walls resting on the arches, relies just as much on the ribs sprung from the arches’ spandrels: the strictly vertical height of these ribs, in other words the distance between any given point on the soffit and the point on the vault vertically above, increases greatly towards the wall as the slant of the rib’s soffit swiftly steepens.


E. end. Since 1979 much of this has become unwalkable, owing to the deep pits. An internal wall cut through by the chancel arch ends the nave, but two chambers either side of the short chancel can also be reached from the nave through doors in this wall. Off these again are the genuine pastophoria (side-rooms for liturgical purposes). The sanctuary is a rectangle with rounded corners: low altar. The semi-dome (or near equivalent) is of brick. The southern of the two chambers reached from the chancel extends outside the line of the nave wall, and the s. pastophorion is shifted further s. in sympathy, in order to exploit a turn of the rock. Off the first chamber leads another: this is extremely dark and its floor much lower, mostly because of the digging. It causes a considerable lengthening of the church’s s. face, which is raised on a base above the ground. (1982*)


Near the church is a hamam, the Dere Hamamı (“Valley Hamam” — not marked). Much ruined. (1977)


† Armenian church, probably that of the Apostles (3 — position approx.). Only the e. wall and parts of the n. and s. walls adjacent to it remain. They stand at the end of a high artificial platform. The church no doubt belongs to the 19th century. It has three apses, the central one wider than the others. From these apses vaults or possibly rows of domes would have led westwards, supported on pillars or piers. To n. and s. of the three juxtaposed aisles was a single aisle, narrower than the central three. The ends of these two narrower aisles can be seen to n. and s. of the three apses. (1979)


† Chapel nearly at the bottom of the valley (4 — position approx.). Single-nave, probably with dome in front of apses. Probably Armenian. Perhaps medieval. (1979)


† Hamam at n. foot of citadel (5). Ottoman, probably 16th-century. Its various rooms lie in a line from e. to w. The entrance to the disrobing chamber faces the citadel. The wide dome has mostly fallen. At the w. side are several troughs, three taking up the whole w. wall: purpose not clear. To the n. is the entrance to a room which projects from the disrobing chamber’s wall: purpose again unknown, conceivably a lavatory. Long, thin cool room. Hot room: central domed space. Stoke-hole to e. again. (1980*)



2. *Great Mosque (6)



Mostly 14th or 15th century: but
early leaning minaret


Not in use. Key in belediye office (11): mosque will be opened, in working hours, if one asks.
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Harput, Great Mosque


The long mosque, whose high exterior wall is almost blank and crudely finished, extends out of the gentle hillside in a position looking from a height over the citadel on the far side of the valley and beyond it to the Elazığ plain. The mosque was probably first built in the early 12th century. The fine wooden mimber, now in the Kurşunlu Camii (13) bears an inscription saying that a “Kiya Ali” son of Çubuk built the mosque. Harput was given to an emir Çubuk in the late 12th-century: so the inscription on the mimber argues an early 12th-century date for the mosque’s foundation. However the present mosque is in part the product of an extensive rebuilding. This is most likely (A) to have taken place under the Dulgadır (mid-14 th to mid-15th century) but might have been carried out during the Ak Koyunlu tenure of Harput (1464–76). The prayer-hall to the south is mostly original, but the porticoed courtyard now at the centre of the rectangle is probably for the most part a conversion from a different design in which the now leaning brick minaret was adjacent to the north wall: and the minaret may well (A) belong to this first mosque. The quite and restful courtyard (Pl. 9), beneath high walls supported on arcades, contains several trees. The brickwork of the arches and of other arcades separating the surrounding vaults, has been sharply and cleanly restored (starting in 1964).


Minaret (1). High stone base: the stone stairs on e. and n. are probably (A) original. Bricks in interstices of stones form patterns. A stone skin continues the mosque’s outer wall along the w. face of the minaret’s base: it was partly to expose the brick patterns, and partly because the solidity of the base made a wall outside it unnecessary for the structural soundness of the courtyard portico, that an arch was left in the “skin”. Still beneath the level of the apex of the portico vault to the n. of the courtyard, the base is continued upwards in brick. The transition to a cylinder is managed by means of a gradual rounding of the corners. Where the minaret comes up out of the roof, the transition is almost over; there follows a stage in which buttress-like vertical lines lie against the stem. Above again is the widest band encircling the stem. The pattem, in which bricks are laid horizontally and vertically, looks (probably not as a result of the artist’s intention) as though trying to imitate a cloth weave, but it has the effect of a series of staircase-like diagonallines crossing one another. Two thin bands, themselves carrying a pattern in brick, edge this area above and below. Above the upper of these two, two bands made up of overlapping hexagonal stars with petal-shaped rays. The şerefe then begins to spread outwards, still in brick: but the wall of stone slabs and the cap above the stem inside the platform are an addition (Ottoman, probably early). One can climb the stairs to the şerefe. The e. and w. outer doors (4 and 5) of the mosque, the former now blocked, seem to belong to late improvement work, some at the end of the 19th, some at the beginning of the 20th, century,


Court and portico. Here the arches are in brick, with a flange edging the voussoirs’ upper edges. On the vertical walls above, first of all rather crude blocks, then field-stones. The vaults are built in a mixture of rubble and brick, the latter being used mostly in a long band just above the springing. Layout. A high continuous vault lines the n. face of the prayer-hall: the vault’s n. side is supported by an arcade. From the two ends of this vault run other high vaults, one along the w. wall, blocked by the minaret, the other along the e. wall as far as the ne. corner. The two northerly vaults’ positions are determined by the minaret, which is sandwiched by the walls beginning the southerly of these: the rest of the same vault is upheld by arcades of four piers each. The northerly of the two vaults then rests on the outer wall on one side, and on the northerly of the arcades on the other. The courtis then narrowed by two more vaults to e. and w., each resting on arcades either side; but on each side the northerly bay of the three is vaulted transversely and opens on to the court in an arch of the vault’s full height, in the manner of an iwan: to the s., these “iwans” are cut off from the remainder of the vault by arches of the same height as elsewhere. Original layout. It is likely that the two “iwans” are a memory of a former portico on the n. side of the court: this then lined the courtyard where the two outer vaults now run, and turned again to n. face of the prayer hall. The two inner vaults on e. and w. did not exist: the court was parallel to the prayer-hall. The arches of the s. vault are keel-shaped, whereas the others are ordinary pointed arches. The four middle ones could well be original: the outer two (2 and 3) are unlikely to be original, but could possibly be. The mihrab niche in the outer face of the prayer-hall’s n. wall is decorated in stucco: a scallop shell fills the conch, above is a horizontal band of rather simple and half-hearted interlace, then a line of stone muqarnas with stalactites.


Prayer-hall. Single e.-w. arcade of seven arches supports the two aisles’ vaults. The middle arch is of the same width as those crossing the southerly aisle to uphold the brick dome in front of the mihrab. The “false pendentives” are composed of stones which, although square with the axes of the dome bay, are nevertheless staggered in each course so as to provide the curve of the pendentive’s surface. The outer comers of each row are aligned with the inner corners of that above, and a particularly rough surface is formed. The mihrab belongs to one of the late restorations. (1979)


† Mansur Baba Türbesi (7). This has now been almost completely rebuilt, though the present hexagonal ground-plan is the same as that immediately before the restoration, and no doubt the same as the original. The cap is now pointed, and this is a much more likely imitation of the original than the mis-shapen, low and ill-fitting dome, probably a late Ottoman reconstruction, which sat above the walls immediately before the rebuilding. The original was medieval, ? mid-13th century. The turbe still attracts pilgrims. (1979)


3. Platform area


* Sara Hatun Camii (8). Perhaps 18th-century. The mosque’s supposed builder (“Sara” = “Sarah”, “Hatun” = “Lady”) was the Ak Koyunlu Uzun Hasan’s mother. It is possible, but still distinctly unlikely, that a mosque was built here by Sara Hatun, though the form would have been different from that of the present mosque. However it is more likely A) that the first mosque was an early Ottoman one (soon after the conquest of 1515). At any rate a repair inscription of 1585 is known (now in the wall 1. of the mihrab). No doubt the positions of the four pillars in the present prayer-hall were determined by some aspect (perhaps wall-corners supporting the dome) of the original mosque. The present prayer-hall (1843) has four pillars upholding a dome, set inside a broad square. The longitudinal vaults against the central square and the cross-vaults in the corners are of exceptional height. The minaret was built in 1898.


From outside the prayer-hall is forbidding and square. The dome is all but cocooned by the pyramidallead roof, and so fails to relieve the rectangular shapes of the outside walls. The interior, however, has great spaciousness and carries much light. The pillars supporting the dome are thin, though necessarily short. The width and height of the vaults surrounding the dome are managed by springing the vaults, not from the capitals of these pillars, but from well above. The low height of the dome is unimportant compared to the through sweep from one wall to another, and the spaciousness of the areas beneath the vaults. The light comes mostly from large windows set low in the walls. There is a contrast between the badly lit dome with its dark decoration, and the white, well-lit vaults and walls (Pl. 10).


The walls are composed of load-bearing piers, from which spring the ribs of the vaults, and of thinner walls between the piers. There are rows of papuçluks (cubby-holes for shoes) either side of the mihrab on the s. wall, and others beneath the windows on the e. and w. sides. The small lobby, covering only the door and the wall to its e. as far as the ne. corner, probably belongs to the work done in 1843. Five-lobed arches, small square engaged capitals, above the two doors, one in the centre of the n. wall and one near its e. end. No doubt the present minaret had a predecessor; this would explain the short length of the lobby. (1979*)


† Cemşit Hamamı (9), by the Sara Hatun Camii. This was built in the first years of Ottoman occupation by Cemşit Bey, a cavalry officer of the sultan of the time, Selim I; it has now been restored and is in a fresh-looking condition. Disrobing room (w.): pool, benches against wall. Hot room: usual four axial and four corner-rooms around central domed space. (1979)


+ Museum (10). Arabic inscriptions: Ottoman house interior. By the belediye (town council) office (11): the museum is run by the belediye. (12 is the police station.) The museum was moved between the summers of 1978 and 1979 from the Alaca Cami (17). Two parts: 1. Inscriptions. Some tombstones, incl. ram gravestones from district of Çemişgezek and Byzantine (?) gravestones from Tadım. Some inscriptions from citadel, incl. one from a medrese founded or repaired by the Artukid Nur ad-Din Artukshah in 1228, and re-used in the Dulgadıfid restoration of the citadel. Second Dulgadıfid inscr. from the citadel (see above). Another inscr. seems to date from 993/4 and to refer to building work done by a certain Jiwakam. Jiwakam may have been an officer installed here after the flight of the Byzantine rebel Bardas Skleros from his dominions, which included Harput. The Roman inscr. in the name of Corbulo from the nearby village of Kesrik. 2. Ottoman exhibits, incl. a mock-up, using models, of an Ottoman living-room (lady’s dress and its decoration). Guns. Collection incls. (possibly in store) books and pots, some of the pots Byzantine. (1982)


* Kurşunlu Cami (13). Ottoman (17th century ?): it contains the fine wooden mimber of the Great Mosque (? early 12th century). The prayer-hall is small in its horizontal dimensions; the walls are low, and the dome shallow, and this imparts an unusual degree of intimacy. The lighting is uneven. The dome is dark; though the drum contains four windows, most light comes from the windows in the walls, but there are none on the e. side. Portico: two domes at either end, but the middle bay covered by a small barrel-vault (short walls continue the portico’s front arches at either end). The dog-tooth pattern round the base of the prayer-hall’s dome is repeated on the interiors of the two domes of the portico.


Mimber. This was taken from the disused Great Mosque when that mosque’s restoration was proposed. It was put first of all in a mosque in Elazığ then (1964 or so) taken to the Sara Hatun Camii, and (apparently in the same year) finally put here. One of the several inscriptions (which are mostly Koranic) attributes the mimber to a son of Çubuk, to whom Harput was given some time late in the 11th century.


1. Beneath canopy. On either side, a square panel containing pentagons, four-sided shapes and tendril patterns. Below is an inscription panel. The main panel, below again, is formed of hexagons, pentagons and quadrilaterals between thick incised lines. Vegetal decoration in the spaces. 2. The balustrade and beneath. On either side of the whole trapezial shape (triangle plus the parallelogram of the balustrade) is begun by a vertical strip carrying an inscription read from bottom to top. This is in fact the last strip of the inscription, the first running along the hand-rail, the second along the top of the triangle below the balustrade. The slats are uncarved on the r. side, and the carving is not complete on the 1. The triangle is edged by inscription bands on all sides: the horizontal band at the bottom is the workman’s statement that he made the mimber. In the triangle thus edged, on the r. side, two sets of squares forming “streets” between the two sets are shifted from each other along half a diagonal, and interlock. The blank spaces are treated with patterns of tendrils and leaves. L. side: four different sets of octagons. In each, the octagons are placed without overlapping, so as to leave squares between the vertical and horizontal sides and channels between the diagonal ones. In the shapes between the lines here are intertwined tendril patterns: but these are unfinished, and the bubbles within the lines have not been carved. The name of the commissioner of the mihrab is carved here: the date was not originally carved, but a false date was added later. 3. Door. On each jamb there is an undulating band superimposed on a rinceau. This is continued to the top of the rectangle, although here a trilobe to cover the door’s semicircular top is formed by two panels of exceptionally intricate spiralling tendrils. In the middle of each of the door’s leaves a circle is carved which, however, ends above and below in incipient tear-drops, against which are triangles. These each lead (still at either side of the circle) to one quarter of the inscription. Outside that again, rows of eight-pointed stars join each other at the adjacent corners. Medallion above the trilobe lintel. (1979)


+ Arap Baba Mescidi and Türbesi (14). Seljuk mosque (tiled mihrab) and attached mausoleum. Built in 1276 by a “Yusuf ibn Arapshah”, probably for himself. The two buildings stand on a slope. The mescit is entered from the n., and leads through to the now empty upper storey of the türbe. The türbe’s lower storey, containing a mummified corpse, is reached from the s., where the building’s wall drops lower owing to the slope. The now broken minaret on the n. side, hard against the mescit’s n. wall but structurally independent, meant the mescit’s door had to be placed near the e. end of the n. wall. Note that the minaret’s stem was round and of brick, whereas the stone base is square.


Mescit. The dome has been reconstructed in the restoration: “Turkish triangles” (now in grey cement) have been presumed as the method of support. Mihrab. The glazed tile mosaic is mostly blue, but partly in black. The whole composition now has a lifeless appearance; the blue tiles seem to have lost the colour’s normal penetrating luminosity, the black elements tend to dirty the already dull blue, and here and there patches of tile have come off. A niche in the centre of the rectangular composition consists of three straight faces and a “hood” of muqarnas cells. Immediately outside the niche’s engaged pillars is an arch. Three curious items like pointed crenellations stand on the top line, with half-crenellations at either end. In the niche, the back face is covered by two eight-pointed stars composed of two four-pointed stars whose outline is traced in tile. The eight-pointed stars are each surrounded by a zig-zagging circle. On each side face the pattern continues with exactly half of the design on the back wall. The engaged pillars at the outer corners are decorated in zig-zags and edged by a continuous band in an odd pattern of single-lobed straight leaves, generally two at a time, and a lily-like shape formed by two rûmîs placed back to back. The cells in the “hood” above are each decorated with a mosaic pattern and outlined with a strip of tile. The flat surface between the “hood” and the arch is treated with three-pointed and smaller six-pointed stars, which leave overlapping stars of a larger size. On the arch, lotus leaves: inside are shapes which are circles but for an angle at the point of contact with the thick outside line. On the vertical faces outside the arch, immediately adjacent to is a band composed of two lines of end-to-end leaves twisted round one another as in a rope.


Lower chamber of türbe. The ghastly corpse in the coffin is said by old inhabitants of Harput to have been brought from another burial or resting-place, so may not be that of “Yusuf ibn Arapshah” (the türbe’s builder). Nevertheless people still come here to present their wishes to the supposed dead hero Arap Baba. The corpse and the building as a whole have their own "bekçi" (guardian). (1978)


† Ağa Camii (15). Ruined. 1559. The rectangular wall survives nearly to its full height. The minaret (against the n. wall) survives even as far as the slender pointed cap on the tapering shaft above the şerefe. The shaft of the minaret broadens gradually towards the bottom, and changes to an octagonal cross-section at a moulding: square base. (1978) By the mosque’s side, the Ottoman Murat Baba Türbesi hexagonal, domed and decrepit. (1977) By the mosque is the Üç Lüleli Çeşme of 1906. (1982)


† Hoca Hamamı (16). Ottoman. Rather ruined. Normal layout. (1977)


† Alaca Camı (“Many-coloured Mosque”) (17)., probably (A) Ottoman. The museum was until recently (1979 at the latest) in this small, rectangular mosque. The minaret, which uses an alternation of dark red and white stone, is the source of the mosque’s name. It stands above the nw. comer supported only by the flat roof and the walls. The wooden ceiling (painted in various square designs) is upheld by two rib arches on stone pilasters. The minaret belongs to a 19th-century restoration: so do the lower half of the n. face, the northem third of the w. face (upper part of staircase above door, lower half probably wooden and now gone) and the painted ceiling. Minaret: the alternately red and white courses rise as far as the şerefe: above this it is the colour of individual blocks which alternates within courses (only a rough chequer pattern was airned at). The rubble stonework of the remaining walls could be earlier than the Ottoman occupation, but would be untypical of Artukid and what is known of Dulgadırid masonry. (1978)


4. Position unknown


† Esediye Külliyesi (külliye — collection of buildings including a mosque). It looks to be medieval, perhaps Artukid or Seljuk. Mosque: only the portal and the lower course of the outer wall are left. Mescit and türbe, no details known. The much-altered fourth building is perhaps a tekke or Dar ul-Hadith (school to teach the hadith, the sayings of the prophet). This consists of two sw.-ne. rooms side by side, the smaller (to the se.) being complemented by a cell in the s. corner. The bigger room, whose north-easterly third is much lower than the rest, gives the impression of being an iwan extended and closed off so as to be converted to a room (there is now a plain mihrab in the sw. wall). The room was originally given a doorway with muqarnas hood, in the ne. wall, but the entrance was moved to the nw. end of the same wall. (1966)


† Ahmet Bey Camii. Ruined: ? 16th century. Mihrab and minaret base, n. of and separate from the prayer-hall, survive. The Ahmet Bey in question was probably one of the first beys of the sanjak of Harput created after the Ottoman conquest. However he could possibly have been an Ak Koyunlu, brother of Kara Osman; this Ahmet was taken hostage by Timur in 1403. (1977)



5. Elazığ



* Museum




In the campus of the new Euphrates University (“Fırat Üniversitesi”) outside Elazığ.





This museum is entirely separate from the Harput museum. It was built only recently. The contents are said to be highly impressive. Many of them come from the Keban Dam excavations: but little information. The Urartian exhibits are said to be especially good (bronzes, belts etc.). However it is unlikely (A) that they all come from the Elazığ province: as in the case of the Adana museum, some of them will have found their way from other once-Urartian-inhabited areas, such as the Van region, to middlemen in this province. Ethnographic. Copper bowls, saucepans, trays, cauldrons etc. in Harput style. Silver jewellery (belts, rings, bracelets etc.) to adorn women’s dresses, and some of the dresses themselves (local costume). Kilims, carpets, saddlebags etc., again in patterns typical of or special to the area. Embroidered clothes, mostly featuring flower patterns. Purses and tobacco-pouches of crochet-work. Designs include human and animal figures. (Urartian and Keban Dam, 1986; ethnographic, 1982.)


In Elazığ there is a large, late 19th-century mosque, a little to the n. of the junction of streets at the centre of the town. No details known, but large prayer-hall, high dome, more than one minaret, well-executed stonework. Some of the town’s timber-framed houses are interesting.
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2. Great Mosque. Altun, SanTarYıl 5 (1972–73), 79–94. Altun, Artuklu Devri 27–43. Gabriel, Voyages I. 258–9 (plan wrong), 351 (inscr. wrongly read). Oral, VI. Türk Tarih Kongresi 140–5 (inscr.). Oral, VakDerg 5 (1971), 35–8 (mimber, now in Kurşunlu Cami). Bakırer, VakDerg 9 (1971), 341.2, 344.2 (minaret). Harput Tarihi, pls. between pp. 44 & 45, 45 & 46 (some show state before restoration). Mansur Baba Türbesi. Kılavuz 24.


3. Platform area. Sara Hatun Camii. Kılavuz 16–18 (best). Sözen, AKM 59–62. Gabriel, Voyages I. 259 & fig. p. 260. Harput Tarihi 74 (hist. only). Cemşit Hamamı. Kılavuz 25. Museum. YA 4. 2573. 2. Bivar, in Freeman & Kennedy (eds.), Roman and Byzantine East, pp. 9–21 (Jiwakam inscr.). Kılavuz 13. Mitford, Thesis Vol. III, no. 100, 101 (Corbulo inscr. from Kesrik). Kurşunlu Cami. Kılavuz 15–16 (mimberillustr. p.21). Oral, VakDerg 5 (1962), 35–8, pl. 5–8 (mimber). Altun, Artuklu Devri 30 (mimber’s journey). Arap Baba. Kılavuz 20–21. Harput Tarihi 63–4. Bakırer, VakDerg 9 (1971), 435.1, 351.2, 352.2, 359.1. Ağa Camii. Kılavuz 13, photo p. 14,20,27. Hoca Hamamı. Kılavuz 25. Alaca Cami. Kılavuz 14. Altun, Artuklu Devri 76–8.


4. Position unknown. Esediye Külliyesi. Kuran, AM I. 111–12. Harput Tarihi 64. Kılavuz 26. Ahmet Bey Camii. Kılavuz 13. Sözen, AKM 41–3.


5. Elazığ museum. YA 4. 2573. 2. Bağin inscr.: HChI no. 73; Schäfer, IstMitt 23–24 (1973–74), 33–7.





1. THE MALATYA PLAIN


(a) THE SULTAN SUYU


The valley of the Sultan Suyu is a broad corridor leading north-eastwards into the south-west corner of the Malatya plain. It is lined with gentle, yellow slopes on which the present road from Urfa and Adiyaman looks from above before descending down the east side. In the vicinity of the old town, probably Zibatra, by Viranşehir (“Doganşehir”), trees cover a broad strip on the west side of the floor. The road (in the Roman period a paved one) which passed Zibatra on the way to Malatya emerged from the river’s gorge into the south-west corner of the plain and followed the river to the two cities. At the junction of the Sultan Suyu valley with the Malatya plain proper, this track met the highway from Kayseri to Malatya at Arka (“Akçadag”)


From Gölbaşı: Sürgü 51 km.; first and second turns to Viranşehir 60 and 66 kms. (each 5 kms. to the town); Kayseri-Malatya junction 98 km., c. 1½ hrs.


† Viranşehir (very likely med. “Zibatra” (Arab.) or “Sozopetra” (Gr.)). The only detailed description derives from a visit of c. 1840. The rectangular site was defended by a double wall except to the s. The walls were very thick and had towers. the centre was a mound with what seems to have been a vaulted building. (1840) Houses now cover part of the site. (1928)


C. 6 km. s. of Viranşehir is another Classical or medieval settlement site, called Harapşehir or Harabeşehir (“Ruined City” or “Ruin City”), which is reported also to have city walls and gates. (1928)


2½ km. n. of Viranşehir is an old bridge, date unknown. ( Information of c. 1980.)


† Akçadağ (former “Arga”, Gr. “Arka”). Byzantine site.


Malatya-Kayseri rd., 9 km., after Gaziantep turn and ½hr. from Malatya, 1., ***(b) rd., 6 km.


On this site stood a Late Roman and medieval town which was a bishopric from the 5th to the 13th century A.D. The present town lies at the foot of the hills of the Anti-Taurus district. The low mound, about 40 m. across, where the Ottoman government excavated, in the early 20th century, a Late Roman basilica with a mosaic floor, rises from the n. side of the road entering the town, just before the small square, which is s. of, but visible from, the road. All that can be seen now is a mosque built in 1960 which is said to contain elements from the church (the bottom end of a column, surmounted by an impost block, lies s. of the mosque). The Kayseri museum has stopped the building of a “sağlik ocaği” (health centre) on the e. part of the mound because excavations may be carried out here in future. (1983)


(b) THE KURU ÇAY VALLEY


From the pass which separates it from the Kangal plain all the way downstream to the entry into the Malatya plain the valley consists mostly of a remarkable patchwork of generally treeless, but sometimes cultivated, hillsides all set at slightly different planes and sometimes crossed by lines of trees. The descent down the length of the valley is overall very gradual. Occasionally the centre of the valley becomes a narrow, craggy, cleft, as for example between Hasamçelebi and Hekimhan, and once in while the valley turns into a limited, cultivable plain, as at Hasançelebi. The river exits into the Malatya plain through a gorge.


In the 19th century it was possible to reach the town of Keban (p.55) directly from Hekimhan without going through Malatya or even descending to the Malatya plain. The way led through dreary hills, from which the occasional line of basaltic rocks stands up. The existence of the track explains the importance of the caravansaray at Hekimhan: it served two routes, not one. In the Middle Ages the route through Keban probably (A) went to the han at Denizli and then to Harput (p. 53). Either way the track passed the settlement of Arguvan, though Arguvan’s site may have changed. The predecessor site may have been a mound called Karahüyük, not far from the present Malatya-Arapkir road.


Sivas-Malatya. 268 km., c. 5 hrs.


1. Sivas-Kangal, 103 km., ***(a),2 hrs. 2. To Malatya. 155 km., c. 3 hrs. **(b) to c. 79 km. (18 beyond Hekimhan): parts bad, incl. parts beyond Hekimhan. Then ***(a). Hasançelebi is 60 km. from Kangal. Then Hekimhan 19 km., Fethiye 51 km. Only one bus a day in each direction from Sivas to Malatya.


† Halil Rıfat Paşa Köprüsü (bridge). Late Ottoman.


This is somewhere upstream of Hasançelebi, but precise distance unknown. Halil Rıfat built the bridge when he was vali (governor) of the Sivas vilayet, from 1882 to 1885. He was the Ottoman Minister of the Interior from 1891 to 1885 and became Prime Minister in 1895. The bridge carries a wide roadway over a relatively narrow stream. It crosses the valley and stream at a diagonal rather than a right.angle, creating the problem that the two edges of the roadway are at a diagonal rather than a right angle to the walls carrying the vault of the arch. The long vault over the stream has been constructed as a number of staggered arches. The base of the walls beneath the vault is stepped outwards. The arches and walls beneath are executed in neat ashlar. The masonry of the exterior faces consists of large, well-fitted blocks with rusticated bosses. The parapets are stepped inwards (i.e. narrowing the wall towards the bottom) on the inside, to allow carriages more room. The bridge still takes the main road. (1968)


† Kara Kavak. Roman (?) site. The present village lies in a small plain connected to that of Hasançelebi in the main valley, and is c. 2 km. ne. of Hasançelebi. The plain is bordered by rocky slopes and hills. The Roman (?) settlement was said by a visitor of 1928 to be large.


About 9 km. ne. of Hasançelebi as the crow flies is an artificial lake, near two others which are natural. The lakes, fed by many springs, lie on a fertile but high plateau which is reached by a 2 hr. climb from Beşgenik (itself 2 km. ne. of Kara Kavak). The artificial lake is dammed (?) with big boulders. On the lake shore pottery fragments are frequent, but unfortunately they are not datable. (1928)


† Şırzı, between Hasançelebı and Hekimhan. Hieroglyphic inscription, thought by some to belong to the 8th century B.C., and forge (1966)


+ Hekimhan (“Doctor-caravansaray” — name of both town and building). Han of Seljuk period. Ottoman mosque and hamam. The town lies on the mountain-side, high above the river.


+ Han. The vaulted hall to the north-west, which functioned as a stable and dormitory, was finished in 1218. The donor was a Syrian of Malatya, Abu Salim. The courtyard to the se. and the buildings surrounding it were finished afterwards, sometime in the reign of the Seljuk sultan Ala ad-Din Kaykubad (1219.36). Although there is no sure proof, it looks from the position of the inscription of 1218 as though the hall was originally intended to stand by itself. The courtyard buildings were rebuilt, leaving little of the original masonry in place, in 1660 by Mehmet Köprülü, vizier of the Ottoman sultan Mehmet IV from 1655 to 1661. The hall is now (1958) used as a store mostly for grain. The iwans of the courtyard have been glazed and turned into workshops.


That the caravansaray was paid for by a Christian is most interesting. Abu Salim was a doctor and archdeacon, and his father Abu’l Hasan had been a doctor and an archdeacon before him, in fact the Armenian version of the trilingual inscription in Arabic, Syriac and Armenian) over the door of the hall calls him an “Arch-Doctor”. By the time of the rebuilding in 1660 the han was already known as Hekimhan or (Arab.) Khan al-Hakim.


Hall. Interior. It has three aisles. The middle one is wider, and its vault higher, than the other two. It is lit only by windows at the nw. ends of each of the aisles (i.e. the end opposite the entrance). The central vault is built of ashlar only for the first few courses, then of mortared fieldstones. The vertical wall is continued above the apexes of the arcades’ arches for one course before the vault begins. The vault’s ribs are taken on long brackets, which extend well down into the spandrels, and which have distinctive profiled heads. In the other aisles the vault starts straight above the points of the arches and the ribs do not rest on brackets. Instead they grow out of the vertical wall. Exterior. There are three buttresses of rectangular plan on the sw. (one of the long) sides. There are none, however, on the other two sides, and there is none at the w. comer. The ne. wall is built of rudely cut blocks, which suggests that lack of funds forced a cheaper method of shaping stones and doing without buttresses too. It is less likely that this wall represents a later repair. It is certainly not part of the Ottoman repair of 1660. The roof slopes down gently from the apex of the central vault.


Courtyard. The buildings around the rectangular court, which is aligned along the axis of the hall, outfly the latter. The courtyard’s sides are lined with deep iwans which are almost certainly disposed (apart from the choice of entrance iwans) as in the Seljuk original. The iwans must have been used simply as additional storage space, stabling or sleeping quarters. At the corners are rooms reached from an adjacent iwan. The iwans against the se. wall of the hall are only about half the depth of the others, meaning that the two corner-rooms at either end of this row are rectangular rather than square. There are three iwans in the ne. and se. sides, four in the others. In the Ottoman version of the court there are two entrance iwans, one to the sw. (second from s.) and one to the ne. first from n.). The original entrance was in the centre of the se. sides opposite the hall’s entrance, and the whole iwan of the Seljuk period is preserved. There is a niche with a keel-shaped arch in either wall. In the ne. wall is the door to a stairway in the roof. The exterior wall is surrounded by a moulded frame: inscription over door. However the door is covered by the wall of a fireplace, whose chimney rises to the top of the wall. (1958)


† Mosque (“Köprülü Mehmed Paşa Camii”). 50 m. se. of the caravansaray. Built in 1661 by the caravansaray’s restorer. To either side of the dome saddling the centre of the prayer-hall are vaulted spaces: the prayer-hall on ground plan is a short rectangle. The minaret is adjacent to the w. wall. The son cemaat yeri has five domes. (1982)


† Köprülü Mehmed Paşa Hamamı. Badly ruined. The disrobing chamber is entered through a penthouse room. (1982)


† Fethiye. Ottoman mosque, though attributed to the Ak Koyunlu Uzun Hasan. Built in 1566/67 by one Mustafa Paşa. The prayer-hall’s dome is held by the usual squinch-and-blind-arch construction. The portico has five domes, and the two ends of the portico, extending beyond the prayer-hall, conceal tabhane rooms (i.e. rooms where travellers could stay three nights), each of which is domed. Stone mimber. (1982) Near the village is a settlement mound, possibly the site of a medieval castle or citadel. (C. 1956)


(c) THE ARAPKİR ROAD


To Arapkir, 116 km., ***(a) & **(b), 2¼ hrs. Kıkgoz Köprüsü (Tohma Çay; Sivas junction) 19 km.; c. 35 km., **(b) begins. 61 km., Morhamam. 86 km., 1½, hrs., Keban junction, after easy climb. Then to Arapkir 30 km., ¾ hr. (p.56). At least one bus a day does the journey Arapkir-Malatya, but most traffic from Arapkir goes to Elazığ.


Near Morhamam is a settlement mound which may still bear traces of a triple wall. Prob. the medieval “Chermuk” and Roman “Chiaca”, both on roads towards the Arapkir or Ağın district. (1928)


The tall Karahüyük (“Black Mound” or “Great Mound”) near Arguvan is possibly the town’s medieval site. (1966)


Of the Roman road, traces can be seen at the end of the plain: road zig-zags up towards Denizli. At one point it passes between two mounds, probably for signalling: only the southerly appears artificial. (1966)


(d) THE EUPHRATES VALLEY EAST OF MALATYA


Malatya-Elazığ. 100km., ***(a), l¼hrs.


Pötürge turn 13 km. Turns to Kale (village) 26 and 27 km. Kale (bucak, i.e. village with gendarmerie and middle school), 29 km. Euphrates bridge 38 km., ½ hr. (The right to blow up the bridge when the road is moved to its new course has been sold to a German film company.) Rd. to Habibuşağı (Tomisa Kale etc.) turns 1. after straight stretch, 300–500m., after bridge. Top of pass c. 48 km. (steep up, much winding). Descent is gentler and straighter.


Malatya-Pötürge. 73 km., ***(a), and **(b). C. 1¾ hrs.


13 km., turn off Elazığ rd. C. 27 km., Han-i Kürik. C. 32 km., pass. ***(a) ends after pass.


(i) Old roads


Eastward to the Elazığ plain. It is likely that during the period of the neo-Hittite kingdom of Milid the main crossing of the river east of Arslantepe was where the railway now crosses (before the flooding of the Karakaya lake). At Köşkerbaba Hüyük, on the south bank, just 700 m. south-east of the present railway bridge, archaeologists have found what looks like a substantial neo-Hittite post. This must have been designed to overlook a river crossing: if there had not been a much-used crossing by Köşkerbaba Hüyük, the main track would not have gone past it at all, but taken a more direct line, over land not liable to flooding, to whatever point further downstream was in use as a crossing. After crossing at Köşkerbaba the track came east along the north bank and passed the small Urartian fort at Habibuşağı. The inscription at Habibuşağı mentions a bridge, but the bridge was not necessarily over the Euphrates and is more likely to have gone over the İmrik Su east of Habibuşağı. After Habibuşağı the road in all probability climbed east, like the present road, to a pass and descended by a long valley to the Elazığ plain. The alignment of the route and the positions of the forts used to guard it were not affected by the changes in ownership of territory which took place in the 8th and 7th century: first Urartu seized the east bank, then (probably in the mid-7th century) it seems to have captured Köşkerbaba Hüyük, which lies on the west bank, too.


In Classical times, when first the kingdom of Cappadocia and then the Roman empire looked across the river at the kingdom of Sophene (in its various phases of independence and client status), the main crossing is likely again to have been at Köşkerbaba Hüyük. A Roman Fortified enclosure and watchtower have been uncovered on the mound whereas nothing could be found at Pırot, the next best candidate. Ağiyabus could be considered, but has not been excavated.






[image: image]







Malatya plain: east of Malatya


As for the fort at Tomisa in Sophene (i.e. the north bank), this might be expected to be on the flat land immediately by the river, but a fort site does not exist on the flat land. Habibuşağı was not in use after the Urartian period (on the evidence of the pottery and other material). The best site for Tomisa is that which is actually called Tomisa Kale now. This stands high above the Euphrates as it turns from east to south at the end of the valley, and any road climbing from the north bank eastwards to the pass and thence into the Elazığ plain would have passed in front of its gate.


In the Turkish Middle Ages the traffic going eastward from Malatya probably kept to the rising land south of the river. This is the line indicated by the Sultan Murat Han (with bridge) by the Şişman Çay. The evidence of the hans’ position then points to two alternative crossing-places. One was Pırot, where the remains of a han were recently built over or destroyed by the building of a school. The other is somewhere near Habubuşagi, as indicated by the Karan Han. The well-known Kömürhan represents the subsequent course of the track on the north bank, whichever crossing, and associated han, had been used. These hans, as they stand, are all Ottoman structures (except, possibly, the ruined Karan Han), but the balance of likelihood is that the medieval tracks passed the same posts as the Ottoman. Tomisa Kale was certainly occupied in the Turkish Middle Ages, and would have been used to protect the route.


Roads and sites in the Euphrates valley east of Malatya
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Across the Taurus. Two Roman roads climbed over the Taurus, one by a reasonably direct route to Samsat and the other following the bank of the Euphrates. For the very first section of the Euphrates gorge the road along the bank did not go along the gorge, because it was too steep to make the road either possible or worthwhile. Of the Roman roads, the westerly one, which took a more direct route to Samsat, after passing near Arslantepe, crossed a small plain 13–14 km. east of modern Malatya and rose up the side valley south-east of this small plain. A modern road goes up the same side-valley to a pass (Kübbe Geçidi), then descends into that of the Şiro Çay towards Pötürge. Traces of the Roman road can be seen beside the present road at a point beneath the pass on the western side, to the north-east of the village of Halikan (now “Yaygin”). A little before the pass the Roman road turned south, whereas the present one continues on a roughly south-east course.


The easterly road was used to control the frontier. As it approached Melitene (Eski Malatya) from the north it was combined with the road from Sivas. But it branched off the latter road before reaching Melitene, and avoided the legionary fortress. This seems strange, but it is difficult to imagine that the stretch of Roman road which has been seen near Atabey could have belonged to the Sivas road, as it lies too far east.


The frontier road almost certainly left the riverside before the entrance to the first gorge of the Euphrates. Most probably it came past the fort at Kale (to be distinguished from the “bucak” or central village of Kale a short way to the north-east, not to mention the fortress at Kale on the east bank further north). This fort is at the foot of the first range of heights in the Taurus which a road from the north would have to cross. The settlement of the Roman period (probably “Melita” in Latin) could be the site reported just by the fort. The fort itself as we have it may be a Late Roman or medieval structure, but there would very likely have been a Roman predecessor. After the range above Kale the road would drop into the valley of the Şiro Çay, where its first major destination was the town or fortress of Claudiopolis. The remains of the latter are now at Kerar Kale in the bed of the Şiro Çay (Vol. IV, Ch. XI).
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