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XI
EDESSA AND COMMAGENE



The city of Edessa, now Urfa, occupies a remarkable position at the border of the Mesopotamian plain. The edge of the hill district beneath the Taurus runs, as a general direction, from east to west, well to the south of the city. But an inlet of the plain, both broad and long, comes northward from the vicinity of the city of Harran, which would otherwise be at the edge of the plain. In the face of the hills bordering the west side of this inlet the plain takes a further bite. The city of Urfa lies fu the second inlet, and is backed by hills to the south, despite the fact that it is to the south that the greater part of the Mesopotamian plain lies. The citadel of Urfa stands at the top of the first rise from the plain and looks northward (not southward) over the city.


The history of the city of Harran, considering that a distance of (at most) two days separated the two cities, was entirely at odds with that of Urfa. Harran was already more than 1,500 years old when Urfa was founded (at the turn of the 4th and 3rd centuries B.C.). Edessa supplanted Harran as the chief trading city at the mid-point of the Fertile Crescent. Urfa contained (at first) a colony of Greeks, whereas Harran, so far as we know, was never colonised by the Seleucids. In the early days of Christianity, the new religion gained ground at Edessa, but Harran remained the stronghold of a planet-worshipping cult. From the early fourth century A.D. onwards Edessa was to all intents and purposes a Christian city, whereas Harran obstinately retained its planet-worshipping religion until the 10th century at least. Edessa became the capital of a Crusader principality: Harran was never even part of the principality. After the fall of the Crusader county Harran was built up by Nur ad-Din and the Ayyubids, and Edessa was allowed to take second place. In the end Edessa survived, whereas Harran was extinguished: it was evacuated by the Mongols in 1271.


During the Hellenistic and early part of the Roman periods the kingdom of Commagene lay in the opposite direction from Urfa to Harran: the river Euphrates separated the kingdom of Osroene (whose capital was Urfa) from the kingdom of Commagene. Commagene was in essence a reconstitution of a former neo-Hittite kingdom, that of Kummuh. The capital of Kummuh, like that of Commagene, was at Samsat. Commagene may have extended further west than Kummuh and included Maraş, which had been the capital of a second neo-Hittite kingdom called Gurgum; but whether Maraş was included within Commagene is not clear. Certainly the former Kummuh was the centre of gravity of the Hellenistic kingdom of Commagene; and the pretentious king Antiochus (1st century B.C.) chose to build his funerary monument on the highest mountain overlooking the hill area centred on Samsat. A similar monument, later much modified by Antiochus, had been built beneath a crag at the base of the Taurus’s southern face.


For all Commagene’s origins in a neo-Hittite kingdom, the area where neo-Hittite remains are most in evidence and where, to date, most archaeological excavation concerned with neo-Hittite settlements has been done, is the rift valley stretching southwards from Maraş. Here are the sites of Zincirli (capital of the kingdom of Samal; but virtually nothing is now to be seen there); Sakçagözü, where a small neo-Hittite palace was dug up; and Tilmen Hüyük, where although the neo-Hittite settlement was unimportant — it was probably succeeded as a local capital by Zincirli — the remains are impressive. The other great neo-Hittite site of the region as a whole is Carchemish, which is just on the Turkish side of the Syrian border. Little visited, it is the most impressive neo-Hittite site of all.


Despite various changes, the settlement pattern of the region west of the Euphrates is that of the Late Middle Ages and the Ottoman period. An extraordinary shift of population and, in a certain sense, of cities, has taken place. Population has moved from the districts of the neo-Hittite cities (the rift valley and Carchemish, which lies on the Mesopotamian plain) to the hill district of Gaziantep. The rift valley became a swamp late in the Roman occupation, and Carchemish was similarly abandoned, either late in the Roman period or early in the Late Roman period. The hill district, with its city of Doliche (later to be succeeded by the nearby site of Gaziantep) seems to have been the destination of population leaving the rift valley. Similarly the town of Birecik (then “Birtha”) and probably the Seleucid foundation of Zeugma (at Belkis further upstream from Birecik) received some of the population of Carchemish.


URFA


The city was founded by Seleucus Nicator about 300 B.C. When it was founded, the small river now flowing in a man-made channel along the north and east sides of the walled area came, instead, down the west side of the city (a), where a steep slope gave defensive coverage to the city wall (Pl. 1), then eastwards (b) not far inside the city’s southern boundary. At the time the city wall included little, if any, of the citadel hill. It certainly protected the spring (2) now concealed by a mosque, just to the south of the river, of which a section has survived as the fish pool (c) between this mosque and the Abdurrahman Medresesi (1). The wall may have run at a height far enough up the citadel hill’s northern face to include the spring in a cave inside the hill: the spring is also the site of a mosque, since the cave has been converted into one.


In the first and second centuries A.D. Edessa was the capital of a small local kingdom with a good claim to be the first to adopt Christianity. The best-known of the kings, Abgar the Great (end of second and beginning of third century A.D.) had a summer and a winter place in the city. The summer palace seems to have stood near the lower spring (2). The winter palace stood on what is now the citadel hill. Of the winter palace all that remains above ground are the two columns inside the citadel (d). From the reigns of the kings of Edessa, when the majority of the population was still pagan, date the mosaics, showing in general rather opulent family groups, which have been uncovered, mainly in what is called “Şehitlik Mahallesi” (above the museum, 27). Some of the mosaics were found in the cave-tombs in the hills south of the citadel, in the valley to the citadel’s west and in “Şehitlik Mahallesi”. These cave-tombs, some with sculpted entrances and other ornament, date both from this era and from the Christian era (Chistianity seems to have to started to gain the upper hand in Edessa after the expulsion of the kings by the Roman empire in about A.D. 215).


In the early sixth century A.D. a flood knocked down the western wall and damaged part of the city (A.D. 525). A lake had formed behind the barrier of the western ridge and city wall. After the flood a deep ditch was dug along the city’s north and east sides. A dam of limited height kept the river on its old course in normal times, but in times of flood allowed the excess of water to flow harmlessly down the ditch. Later the ditch became the river’s normal course. Of the former river there remained the long pool (c) beneath the citadel hill, now bordering the Abdurrahman Medresesi (1). The city wall on this side was moved to the top of what became the citadel hill: conditions were more dangerous than for the kings of Edessa, and the remains of the winter palace (perhaps by now converted into a fort) were exposed to attack from above.


The city wall was knocked down in the reign of the second Abbasid caliph Mansur (754–75) after the revolt by local Muslim commanders. But in 812 the citizens, who during the period of Umayyad and Abbasid government formed a partly self-governing body, built new walls, and the towers and walls that we see now are the remains of that rebuilding, apart from certain later repairs. The walls were rebuilt at a time when the surrounding countryside was largely controlled by local rebels against the Abbasid government, and it seems to have been now that the citadel, which provided an extra deterrent to any attacker, was created. The citadel did not in fact have to be created completely from scratch; its long south side was already defended by the city wall. The chief element of the work done in 812 on the citadel was very likely the carving of the formidable ditch on the citadel’s south side and at its east and west end.
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At some stage in the Muslim occupation, which began in 639, or conceivably before the Muslim occupation, there grew up the legend that Abraham was born in the cave south of the long pool (c) left by the river, and that he had been hidden in the cave on the citadel hill’s slope (3) to protect him from the hunter-king Nimrud; both of these became a shrine to which Muslims came on pilgrimage. In addition the long pool (“Birket Ibrahim”) contains carp which it is forbidden to eat because Abraham is said to have loved them. The legend states that this pool sprang into existence when Abraham was flung down from the citadel hill into a furnace. However the traditions are muddled; for example the upper cave is also said to be that where Abraham was flung down. The Muslim legend may have grown up because of a transfer of the association with Abraham from Harran. There is genuine scriptural evidence for Abraham’s presence at Harran, but Harran remained a pagan city throughout the Umayyad and Abbasid occupations. The Muslims had an aversion for the planet-worshippers of Harran, and on the other hand for the latter the association with Abraham can have had little meaning. Local Christians sometimes identified Urfa (knowing it, however, as Orhay) with Ur of the Chaldees, from which Abraham went to Harran.


Edessa was, of course, the capital of the shortest-lived of the four Crusader states (1098–1144). The subjects of the counts of Edessa were both Syrian Orthodox and Armenian: there had been a large influx of Armenians into the district, particularly into its towns, in the 11th century, and at Urfa Armenians had supplanted Syrians as leading citizens and the wealthiest landowners. Except the southerly tower of the Bey Kapısı (vii) on the east side of the city walls, no building now above ground can be attributed to the Crusaders, and it is unlikely they built much.


The Crusaders’ great enemy, Nur ad-Din, the ruler of Mosul and Aleppo (1146–74), in Syria a great builder of mosques and medreses, seems to have put up nothing in Urfa but the rather plain Great Mosque (4 — almost certainly on the site of a church). Under Saladin (late 12th century) more destruction than construction is known, and in particular the great cathedral of the Melkites (in other words the local, normally Arabic-speaking, Orthodox — not Syrian Orthodox) was broken up: part was used for work on the citadel and part taken to Harran. All the same some mosques other than the Great Mosque must have been constructed in the occupation of Nur ad-Din and in the subsequent Ayyubid occupation.


Urfa was captured by the Mongols in the campaign against Damascus. However the Mongols never garrisoned the town, because it was near the Mamluk border and thought to be too difficult to defend: its citadel had been slighted in 1235 and was probably not thought worth repairing. The inhabitants either abandoned the town or were evacuated; only Turcoman nomads lived in the otherwise empty city.


The Mamluk kingdom gained Urfa sometime in the first half of the 14th century. The Mamluks overhauled the ruined citadel: however the town, at least until the closing years of the 14th century, attracted few inhabitants. It had no commercial importance; on the other hand it lay very near the Mamluk kingdom’s eastern frontier.


During the last stages of Mamluk rule the city is said to have regained prosperity, which was probably because commercial traffic had started to move on the track from Amid (Diyarbakır) to Aleppo via Birecik. When in the early 15th century the Ak Koyunlu took the city it was evidently considered by them of some importance: the importance, admittedly, was in part military, as Urfa was now at the western border of the Ak Koyunlu dominions. At any rate the citadel was once again extensively repaired: a mosque (the Hasan Paşa Camii — 5), may also have been put up.


As in many cities, industry and commerce were resuscitated here in the early years of Ottoman rule. The years of high prosperity can be estimated as the first century and a half of Ottoman government. At the end of the 16th century the city became the capital of a province. This was no doubt due to the city’s commercial importance and to its still viable city walls, which the Ottomans kept up until at least the early 19th century (though the military seem to have abandoned the citadel for good sometime in the 1660’s or 1670’s, using it thereafter only as part of the city wall circuit). All the same there is good evidence that the city’s population did not climb back to the size of the Classical period and that of the first half of the Middle Ages. Towards the end of the 17th century part of the land within the walls was unbuilt; many of the houses were uninhabited and ruined. In the subsequent period (to the early 19th century), however, Urfa seems to have fared better than most cities because it played such a vital role in the passage of commercial traffic from Iran to Aleppo (the other important stages in the Mesopotamian district being Diyarbakır and Birecik). It is likely that the great majority of the mosques in the town were put up in the 16th to 18th centuries, and since the mosques nearly all; replace churches, it is likely that it was in this period that the majority of the town’s churches were demolished. The standard style of Urfa’s mosques has much in common with those of Gaziantep and Kilis further west: a narrow rectangular prayer-hall rises to the south of a walled courtyard. However some of the bigger prayer-halls are built in a distinctive local idiom, the use of three domes in a row to cover the rectangular prayer-hall. The three domes of the Hasan Paşa Camii (5) may be pre-Ottoman In date: the idiom was embodied in the mosque of the Abdurraham Medresesi (1) north of the fish-pool, which was built in the early 18th century. Most of the mosques have, admittedly, not been investigated.


Like many other towns Urfa benefited from a quickening in commercial activity in the mid-19th century. No doubt the building of mosques went on (however the point has yet to be examined). The enormous Armenian church (23) on the westerly of the two main streets was built in 1842 and it was probably now that the larger of the houses in the town’s present old quarter were built. This quarter is between the westerly ridge and the easterly of the two main streets (e). The larger of the houses on the sloping land here are built on a courtyard plan. There is generally a rather narrow entrance from the street: the reception rooms were on the upper storey, the servants’ and women’s rooms on the ground floor. Much of this old quarter preserves, in addition, a haphazard pattern of quiet, narrow streets between the continuous walls of two- or three-storey houses (Pl. 12). The city as a whole has expanded to the north over the plain and the hill of “Şehitlik Mahallesi” in blocks of flats and in a series of merging villages over the beginnings of the escarpment to the south.




The city is now bypassed to the nw. by the Gaziantep-Diyarbakır road. From the round-about at the n. end of the town a wide street, Atatürk Caddesi, comes s. for c. 1 km. to a bridge (f) over the river. The bus station is near the old road from Gaziantep, which comes into the town through a cemetery: c. 10 min. walk in, taxis etc. Large modern hotel, “Harran”, at g. Also Turban Urfa (h). Tourist information office (j) is useful on the practical details of getting to Harran, Sumatar and certain places within the city. Ziraat Bankası, k.


City dolmuşes and town council buses to Eyüp Mahallesi (e., se. part of city) start by the junction of the old Gaziantep rd. and the main st. (m) and go n. to Ziraat Bankası (k), turn e. and come s. again down the Akçakale and Harran rd. (n). Dolmuşes going to the fish-pool (c) via the main street of the old town also start from the junction with the old Gaziantep rd. (m) and buses with the same destination pass the junction.


Some minibuses to Gaziantep start from the old Gaziantep road near the junction (m). Minibuses to Bozova and some other places in the same direction start from a courtyard entrance (p) opposite the Gümrük Hanı (25). Taxis to be hired ad hoc to Harran and elsewhere stand at Köprübaşı (“Bridgend” — n. of f) on e. side or just n. of the river (at q).





1. Citadel, city walls and ancient cemeteries




* Citadel (Plates 2–4). Its long and thin shape is explained by the fact that it occupies the highest line of a ridge. The citadel projects well to the w. of the junction with the city wall (a) because the highest part of the land it occupies is here: not to have fortified this land would have made the citadel very weak on this side. At the same time the whole of the citadel’s s. side probably reflects the alignment, or something like the alignment, of the city wall when it was moved to the top of the citadel hill under Justinian. At that time the city wall would probably have climbed up the citadel hill’s slope on a more
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westerly path: its present course presumes the existence of a citadel projecting westward from its junction with the ridge-top.







The westwards-projecting part of the citadel is shifted southwards relative to the e. half, because of a scarp on the n. side of the rock (b). This meant the ditch could with most advantage be cut just beneath the scarp: on the other hand the corresponding s. wall was moved outwards to preserve the width of this part of the citadel. The rock-cut ditch (up to 12 m. deep), considering the citadel’s length (300 m.), is one of the most impressive in any castle: it was not cut on the n. side of the citadel’s e. half, however, because the continuation of the scarp caused an even deeper drop here. The two secondary walls within the line of the ditch project beyond the two entrances; behind the main entrance (c) a wall (d) bent at a right angle cut off the entrance and the large bastion from the rest of the interior. The w. tip of the citadel, to which the one-time gate at the w. end of the s. side (e) gave access, was similarly shut off by the wall which included the two prow-shaped towers. (6).


Building history. There are few stretches of masonry left from the very first citadel: the large stone blocks were cut and laid in the same manner as those of the city wall proper, which was very likely rebuilt at the same time (both probably 812 — see pp. 3–6). Under Saladin building material was carried from the Melkite cathedral at the bottom of the slope to the citadel, and must have been used for something: but this was more likely a mosque, and in any case later in the Ayyubid occupation (1235 or soon after) the citadel was deliberately slighted by the leading member of the Ayyubid family, al-Kamil.


The masonry ofthe Mamluk rebuilding (early or mid-14th century — inscription, much of it lost, on s. side, between 2 and 3) consists of blocks considerably smaller than the original stones. The Mamluk blocks are given a smooth-faced and clearly-defined boss when the wall is vertical. However on certain towers the Mamluks’ masons imitated the masonry of the first citadel with larger, unbossed blocks. The Ak Koyunlu rebuilding dates from 1462/63 (reign of Uzun Hasan: inscription, at f, in e. wall). In the masonry of this phase the blocks are about the same size as those of the Mamluk work, and in fact include some re-used Mamluk stones, but they are for the most part unbossed and laid with considerably less regularity. A later repair campaign used much smaller blocks, smooth-faced in some stretches and lightly-bossed in others. Though there is no good evidence for the identity of the ruler responsible for this repair work, the most likely is one of the two Ottoman sultans reigning during the first fifty years of the Ottoman occupation (either Selim I or Süleyman I). This masonry also appears on the city walls, and is likely to be the result of a wide-ranging refurbishment of the city’s fortifications. The whole of the n. side of the citadel between the bastion at the end of the ditch (8) and the great bastion at the ne. corner (12) was also rebuilt in this repair campaign, but in a slightly different masonry style. There is other Ottoman work, later in time and different in execution. An inscription (j), as yet unread, but whose date is any case lost, belongs with a short stretch of repair work on the n. wall (part of the same stretch already rebuilt probably in the early Ottoman occupation). This might have been carried out in the early 17th century — nothing accurate can be said. From the 1660’s or 1770’s the citadel was uninhabited except for a few poor families. There was one interruption, when Ibrahim Pasha, the son and chief general of Muhammad Ali, the Egyptian rebel, occupied the town and built a mosque in the citadel (or, more likely, rebuilt an already existing but ruined mosque): this implies that Ibrahim Pasha once more made the citadel the preserve of the military. However the interior of the citadel thereafter became an empty space apart from a few humble houses. Modern restoration work has much altered the appearance of the side facing the town.


E. side. The Ak Koyunlu work is continuous until the se. corner-tower (1). At the n. end of the tower can be seen very battered Mamluk masonry resting on the natural rock and surrounded by Ak Koyunlu stonework (the latter probably a re-facing rather than a replacement of the whole thickness of the wall). After a gap where the facing-stone has been lost, the Mamluk masonry resumes. To the w. the tower is ended by a sloping triangular apron of smooth-faced masonry on to which an arrow-slit gives (large embrasure and casemate inside).


S. side, e. half (Plate 4). The two small rectangular and the larger prow-shaped tower here, all on rock towers left in the carving of the ditch, were rebuilt in the Mamluk “archaising” style (i.e. that which imitates the early medieval masonry). W. of each of the two smaller towers and round the third tower are numbers of original blocks. Much of the masonry on the lower courses between the towers belongs to the Ak Koyunlu repair work, bu t above can be seen the small white bossed blocks of the earlier Ottoman masonry.


S. face, w. half. Blocks of the Ak Koyunlu repair work approach the corner (2) where the w. half starts. But the first stretch of the s.-facing wall is a fine piece of Mamluk masonry, where the inscription originally ran between the face, set at a slight batter, below and the vertical bossed courses above: however of the latter only a few (never more than three) are left. After an inset in the side of the ditch (3) nearly to the end of the ditch (at 7) the wall was completely rebuilt in the Ak Koyunlu restoration (1462/63): the stretch just w. of the only tower (small, rectangular) belongs, however, to the first Ottoman repair campaign. The rock pillar left in the ditch (5) shows the position of the second gate. The two prow-shaped towers (6), the only upstanding parts of the crosswall at the w. end (traces elsewhere), are in “archaising” Mamluk masonry, and were probably constructed to this design (untypical for Mamluk towers) because they stand on the foundations of previous towers. The prow-shaped towers must have protected a gate between them: the wall between the towers, through which the gateway penetrated, was later broadened outwards so that its front face lay between the prows of the towers; the present gateway is only a narrow tunnel in this wall.


N. side, w. half. Till the last section before the northward turn, the whole wall dates from the Ak Koyunlu restoration campaign; however work from the early Ottoman repair can be seen towards the w. end. There are no true towers, but the wall is led inwards and outwards at intervals to take advantage of the rock’s configuration. The last section (7) is Mamluk (face set at a batter with bossed courses above). The face which leads the wall northwards from the corner seems in its present form to belong to the early Ottoman work (small blocks, many bossed).


N. side, e. half. In the n. face of the bastion (8) which begins this stretch can be seen embedded the remains of the city wall’s junction with the citadel (a). This “ghost” of the join is mostly covered by the Ottoman masonry, because the masons were cutting off the citadel from the city wall, leaving a gap in the city wall just below the citadel. In the area of the “ghost” but e. of the visible remains of the old, large (early medieval) blocks predominantly bossed Ottoman blocks come to an end at a straight line. Beyond the straight line the face is continued in neat, smooth blocks. Probably these neat, smooth blocks are simply part of the same Ottoman building campaign as the bossed blocks covering the “ghost” of the city wall. The second face is the beginning of a masonry continuum which stretches along the greater part of the citadel’s n. side. The reason for the difference in the execution of the two stretches of masonry on the bastion was that the masons knew the work above the ditch and at the w. side of the bastion would be looked at from relatively close to. On the other hand the stretch on the n. side would be seen from a distance and from below, and bossed work would have been wasted here.


From the great bastion (8) to the beginning of the ditch on the citadel’s e. side (9) the wall follows the rock’s ins and outs, though the tower-like shapes are no doubt a deliberate exaggeration of the rock’s salients. At 10 begins the section rebuilt perhaps in the 17th century: this ends at 11. The inscription at e bears an Ottoman tuğra, the emblem which signalled the conferring of a gift or privilege by an Ottoman sultan.


Entrance complex. As modelled by the Mamluk builders (perhaps in a form not far different from the previous one) this consisted in a space behind the large bastion (12) in which the door is set, shut off by a wall (d) starting at 13 and ending at 14. This wall, secondary in function, is structurally an eastwards continuation of the outer wall. The wall’s beginning is quite clear; traces thereafter, including the easterly corner at which the wall turns n. There are vaulted rooms (now mostly below ground) both in front of and behind this secondary wall. The guard-room just r. of the outer door is probably Mamluk. In the early Ottoman restoration, the whole of the large bastion was rebuilt and a small outwork added in the angle between the door and the inner wall (d). (Note crude reliefs, high up on ne. corner of bastion (15): ram (r., on short diagonal face) and ? lion (l., on e. face).) After the bastion, the wall is Mamluk (fine bossed blocks). The next tower (16) belongs to the early Ottoman restoration, and this Ottoman masonry continues to the e. side: in the e. half of the wall immediately beyond the tower, the construction is mostly in re-used blocks from the first work on the citadel.


The two columns (17) (Corinthian capitals; small bosses on the drums) are the only upstanding remnant of the winter palace (built, perhaps, in A.D. 205/6) of king Abgar the Great (second half of 2nd, beginning of 3rd, century A.D.). The Syriac inscription on the base mentions the queen, Shalmath. (1982*)


+ City walls. In the rebuilding of 812, which may have been carried out over the entire circuit, large blocks of more than a foot (30 cms.) in height were used, which gave the wall a monumental appearance. Such blocks appear to have been used through the wall’s whole thickness and not merely on the faces, though this is hard to check because so many houses have been built against the wall’s inside face. The towers are generally rectangles with a frontage of about twenty feet (c. 6 m.) and a salience of 12 to 15 feet (3.6 — 4.5 m.). They may never have risen above the height of the curtain wall. The only visible repairs, apart from modern work by private individuals on sections converted to houses, are carried out in the same type of masonry as what is probably the early Ottoman restoration on the citadel. It belongs to a major and determined restoration of the city’s fortifications as a whole. The early Ottoman repair masonry consists of small, white, lightly-bossed blocks.


1. Harran Gate (i). The wall probably descended to the ground beneath the citadel hill by the shortest possible route from the citadel’s se. corner (due east). It can be picked up just w. of the Harran gate, where a tower with exceptionally long frontage survives. The exterior of the gate itself is largely rebuilt, perhaps during the restoration of the walls in 1660/61 (low rounded arch). However to the r. of the gate the original masonry stretches up to nearly the full height of the wall: the outer face of a capital with two tiers of plain leaves above the plain moulding (both now displaced) is now embedded just above and to the r. of the doorway, and near the top is a cornice of plain mouldings, apparently in its original place. There were probably no towers protecting the gate, though the wall may have started southwards where the original masonry now gives out and a modem house projects forward.


Inside the gate, beyond the long passage, one can go up to a platform behind the wall and above the road; from it one can see the rear face and arch put here by a local Ayyubid, Muzaffar Ghazi Shihab ad-Din (1230–45). Between the middle of the inscription, which stretches along nearly the whole face of the gatehouse, and the crown of the arch, small relief of double-headed eagle. To l. of arch, fig. of lion (?) and person (wearing robe or gown) facing it Neither relief has any surface detail. L. of inscr., at edge of wall, two roundels carved with stars composed of intersecting straight lines. Well below, star inside roundel. These are balanced at the r. by a Katherine wheel and a star, both inside a medallion, and, below, a rather larger pattern based on the extension in loops outside a circle of straight lines within it.


2. South-east corner. The road from the Harran Gate goes first se., taking the course of the former wall, but leaves the wall’s course where the latter turned ne. and the road bends towards the e. A tower, ii, can be seen from a distance. A track takes one back to the path of the walls: after c. 30 yds. (27 m.), a tower and stretch of wall to its s. (iii). After this the wall is lost until iv, a salient of the wall (to accommodate a church or house ?) about 30 ft. (9 m.) long to the s. and 15 ft. (4.5 m.) long on the n.


3. To the Bey Kapısı (“Lord Gate”). From the salient the lowest courses of the wall can be followed until a 45  turn, just n. of which stands a stretch where the construction (in this case header-and-stretcher, with a system for meshing the heads of both faces) and width can be seen. The next tower, where the river comes right up to the wall, is much rebuilt (it is now a two-storey house, like the following tower). After a well-preserved tower (vi — Plate 5) a stretch of curtain in which, though there is much rebuilding of the upper courses, we can see, towards the next tower, another section of header-and-stretcher construction; only here the headers are sometimes laid side by side up to ten at a time. After two more towers, a corner managed partly by twice stepping forward the alignment of the wall.


4. The Bey Kapısı (vi — Pl. 162). The large gatehouse here was perhaps originally constructed in the fourth century, perhaps in the sixth. There seem to have been two large U-shaped towers, probably with two or three gateways between, and no doubt with an extension at the back: the s. tower’s shape, but not its masonry, has been preserved. In the general reconstruction of the city walls in 812, the gatehouse seems to have been turned into a minor citadel: at any rate by the beginning of the 11th century there was a small fort here. Probably this minor “citadel” was a rectangular enclosure behind the two great towers. To the s. a short section of wall (its successor still standing) projected from the side of the “citadel”, s. of which again was the now moved gateway. The n. tower was rebuilt as a polygon. On this tower’s n. side there was a nick in the wall, reflecting the former alignment of the wall, which must have been moved back c. 40 feet (12 m.) to its present line. However at the w. end of the “citadel” ’s n. wall began a passage, a second entrance to the city, between the “citadel” and the curtain wall.


The Armenian Toros, the Crusaders’ immediate predecessor at Edessa, seems to have started but not finished a rebuilding of this “citadel”: probably the previous form and even the masonry style were retained. Toros’s reconstruction seems only to have been completed in 1122/23, in the Crusader period, when the then count of Edessa, Joscelin, was in captivity at Harput (Joscelin’s absence is intimated in the inscription). In the early Ottoman restoration of the walls the polygonal n. tower and the wall between the two towers was rebuilt: however between the towers much recent construction (? late 19th century and this century) has left little of this Ottoman masonry. The passage on the w., which started at the nw. corner, was also blocked.


Late in the Ottoman period (perhaps the restoration of 1660/61) the wall-tops were adapted for use by musketeers. Subsequently (mid-19th century ?) the “citadel” was turned into a private house. On the s., the wall was completely rebuilt to the height of only one storey (platform on arcade against inside face), but it extended beyond the “citadel”’s w. wall to take in the width of the westerly passage. Behind the s. tower and to about half way between the two towers a set of rooms on three storeys was built, leaving a courtyard to the w. N. again was a vaulted passage (w.) leading to the former entrance and a second courtyard with a range to the w. and s. and a further house on three storeys to the n.


Going to the back of the complex, we can see the first courtyard and the rear of the s. tower. From in front, the Armenian inscription about 40 ft. (12 m.) up on the most forward sector of the tower can be made out. On the tower’s s. face is the masonry join which probably shows where the last phase (ending in 1122/23) of the medieval Armenian work began. In front of the n. tower is a two-arched bridge, now rather dilapidated, over the river: this may well be part of the building work to accommodate the diversion of the river down its present course. On the tower itself, we can see large blocks at the base, which belong either to Toros’s or to the work of 812. After a short salient section the n. wall (large blocks) turns back westwards: at the end is the section of early Ottoman masonry blocking the western passage.


5. The Bey Kapısı to the Saray Kapısı. The Saray Kapısı (“Palace Gate”) originally stood behind the bridge which now takes the main street over the river. The first three towers (viii, ix, x), and the wall between, of this sector (starting at the Bey Kapısı), are preserved. The e. wall was always the first to be attacked, and it is not surprising that much of the remaining wall contains early Ottoman repairs. The second of the three towers is only preserved in the stones nearest the curtain wall. lust before the main street and after the secondary bridge another stretch is preserved.


6. The north-west. (a) The wall. Where the main street of the old quarter descended through the line of the wall (at xi) there survive the lower courses of a tower, now turned into a workshop. As the wall climbs away from the road, the ground in front is unbuilt: two more towers (xii, xiii). The wall is then lost, and soon the houses are again met. (b) The diversion canal. If one walks towards the bypass down the old Gaziantep road (xiv) the tarmacked road leads through a cemetery and fir-trees on the edge of the western hill, and then past the bus-station; but a more direct track, closer to the river, branches off and, beyond the bypass, takes one to the remaining sector of the dam of lustinian’s time (xv, Pl. 7). This is about 100 yards (30 m.) long. A bed of large blocks laid with much less regularity than those of the city walls, and now rising to a height of two or three blocks out of the ground (occasionally more), supports a wall of smaller blocks at the front. Behind it the larger stones descend in two steps. On the way to the dam one passes a bridge (“Hizmetli Köprüsü” — xvi): the river in its cutting is a short distance to the n. (path runs along the s. bank). A single main arch extends the whole height of the bridge and right into the cutting’s bottom. However on the upstream side this arch is strengthened by arches on two levels, which depend on a central pier. Vaulted tunnels are bored through the bridge either side of the main arch at the upper level, to lessen the total quantity of masonry. The downstream side is much rebuilt (Ottoman period ?); but the bridge as a whole seems medieval. Another bridge (xvii), this time only a footbridge, may have been a Late Antique construction: it seems to have had two superimposed rounded arches over the stream, but these have (again) been strengthened by a central pier, on which two pointed arches inside the upper of the two original arches now depend. (First bridge, 1981, second, 1970.)


7. The west. Roughly at xviii there should (1970) be the remains of a gate, but this is hard to approach, either from above or below. We seem to have the entrance of the early medieval rebuilding (812), which to the n. may have been protected by a tower. This tower, however, has been removed: the masonry now continuing the line of the wall immediately to the n. may be Mamluk (14th century). This, too, was modified in the early Ottoman restoration: apparently a second wall was built with a gateway staggered northwards from that of the inner wall, creating a guard-room northwards again. (†) Further s. one can follow, from the road below, the course of the few patches of wall, including one tower, which are now incorporated in house walls. The height of the rocky descent beneath the wall gradually decreases until the site of the water gate, the entrance of the river into the city before the river was diverted. (1981*)


+ Cemeteries of the Roman period. There are five cemeteries with rock-cut tombs of the late 2nd and early 3rd centuries A.D. These are mostly pagan, but just a few are Jewish and one or two are Christian. The tombs have either one or two chambers. The entrance of a few consists of a doorway with pediment above. Some of the interiors were decorated with sculpture, whether on the low wall between the floor and the ledge with the trough for the sarcophagus (often the legs of a conch were depicted); along the edge of the niche; or on the back or side of the niche. Others had mosaics on the floor: but these have now been taken out. Most of them have been deposited in the Urfa museum.





Şehitlik Mahallesi (1), north of the old city. The cemetery here has one Greek Christian inscription. (1966: condition unknown, and unknown whether the tombs have been built over; but part of the district is now a park: 1980.) Vadi Manci (2), in
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which main road approaches from west. A few tombs only. (i) has a figure relief; (ii) has a funerary couch on the side of the ledge of one of the niches. (1966) Yakup Mahallesi (3) (mainly on the hillside above it). S.-facing slope of a valley side. Several tomb-chambers. (v), a funerary couch. (vi), two chambers. There were evidently shelters, either side of the entrance, leaning up against the smoothed vertical outer rock-face. From either side of the base of the ornamented arch over the doorway extends a row of holes for rafters or pegs. These shelters may have been made at the same time as the tomb-chambers. However when the tomb-chambers were turned into a house or stable the doorway was widened and a cigar-shaped incision made towards the l-h. end of the arch, presumably to support a porch in front of the door. The arch has a small-scale rinceau course. (viii) Double cave-tomb. Syriac inscription, cross, at entrance. (ix) Five-fold candelabrum crudely carried in face of rock to side of tomb’s entrance. (1966) Kırk Mağara (“Forty Caves”). A road leads to this “mahalle” of the city. In one chamber, a banqueting scene in high relief on the rear wall of one of the niches. The dead man reclines on a couch holding a cup in his free hand and members of his family stand nearby. (1982) Southern cemetery (4), s. of citadel and stretching e. to Eyüp Mahallesi (5). (xi), a winged victory in relief on wall. (xii) The central part of the chamber was sunk vertically into the ground because the slope was too shallow to cut sideways (3rd century A. D.). (xv), a funerary couch. (1966). Cemetery in quarry well s. of and above the city. It is separated from the southern cemetery (4) near Eyiip Mahallesi by a valley. It can be approached by road from Kırk Mağara. (Not yet investigated — seen 1982)


2. By the fish-pool (“Birket Ibrahim”)




* Abdurrahman Medresesi (1), north of the pool. 18th-century Ottoman medrese.


The mosque and probably the remainder of the medrese were built in 1717. The small three-domed mosque stands at the edge of the pool in the middle of one of the tree-filled courtyard’s long sides (Pl. 8). The remaining three sides are edged by a line of cells. The ends of the line of cells are turned along the south side of the courtyard (above the pool), and brought a short way towards the mosque. An open arcade fills the two spaces left either side of the mosque. All the resources at the designer’s disposal have been directed towards enhancing the facade which rises from the pool. The mosque is made to overlook the facade from a height, although at the same time forming part of its movement. The arcade continues the movement of the end wings because its height is increased by crestings, shaped like sarcophagi with headstones and footstones, set on the horizontal line above the arches. The blind arches surrounding the mosque’s lower windows on this side are brought up to the height of these crestings so as to ensure the through sweep of the arcade and two wings.


Mosque. Portico. It is roofed by three domes, and is brought to the same length as the prayer-hall by recesses, covered by semi-domes on squinches, at either end. The doorway is set in a composition of alternate black and white courses or voussoirs. The doorway’s arch and jambs are enclosed by a taller recess with a pointed arch, which has slightly incurving ends. Its black and white voussoirs are cut off in a straight line at the top; above is a vertically squashed ogee arch which rises from the sides of the wall-piers supporting the domes. The low arch of the doorway is of black stone inlaid with white stones of basically diamond shape. The beautiful carved double doors each have two main panels, one above the other. The upper panel is a many-tendrilled plant with several flowers, the spaces left by the plant and its various elements being filled by tracery. In the lower panel (Pl. 10) there are a line of leaves and flowers down the vertical axis, two flowers in the middle and a leaf at the upper and lower end. The whole composition of leaves and tendrils, including the four shapes on the vertical axis, is symmetrical about both the vertical and the horizontal axis. The frames of each panel are inlaid with an undulating tendril pattern, the frame of the whole door with star shapes.
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Interior (Pl. 9). Charming and well-lighted: two windows at ground level in each of the n. and s. walls, and three in the end walls, of the e. and w. bays compensate for the absence of windows, apart from the small ones high in the wall, of the central bay. The proportion of height to ground dimensions is well-judged. The walls’ height is lower than the exterior would suggest from across the pool: the illusion is created by the masonry base on which the prayer-hall’s whole s. face stands, the tall blind arches in which the windows are set, the height of the drums and the pointed domes. The pendentives rest on cross-arches: above them an internal drum rises vertically before the true dome starts. Mihrab. This too is set in a face, covering the lower two-thirds of the bay’s s. wall, of alternate black and white courses. Zig-zags cross the wall of the niche, and there are two slim niches either side. The mimber is a square stone balcony built out from the wall: its roof is set on pillars. It is entered from a staircase in the wall which starts from the casement of the window to the w. The wooden women’s gallery extends from the n. side of the bay.


The minaret to the ne. is reached from the casement of the window at the e. end of the portico. Its square base rises to the height of the prayer-hall’s wall. Immediately above are trilobes on each side: between the upper lobes are three vertical faces on each corner, making a base for the 12-sided shaft.


Courtyard and cells. There is a domed dersane (“lesson-house”) in the centre of the n. side (opposite the mosque): this is bigger than the cells. Immediately e. of the dersane is an iwan. The windows on the s. face of the two short wings to the courtyard’s s. are set in blind niches whose arches are alternately ogee and trilobe clover-leaves. Note the stairway coming down to water-level in the middle of each arcade. The medrese is now used as a Koran school.


+ Mosque and medrese complex south of the pool (2) (most commonly “Halil Camii”, sometimes “Halilarrahman Camii”; formerly “Makam al-Khalil” or “Makam Ibrahim”; avoid confusion with names for the mosque in the side of the citadel hill (3)).


The cave south of the present prayer-hall is known locally as the site of Abraham’s birth (a notice says this). Another legend concerns the spring in the wall of the cave. Abraham intended to sacrifice his son Isaac here, and when a goat was sacrificed instead, the spring gushed out (thus feeding the fish-pool). The U-shaped pool (called “Ayn Zeliha”) to the s. of the mosque, overshadowed by trees, where several pleasant cafes now stand, is sometimes known as the spot where Abraham was flung down by Nimrud: Nimrud intended to throw Abraham into a fire, but the fire turned into a pool.


The square minaret (a) south-east of the prayer-hall was built in 1211/12 under Ayyubid rule, and there must have been a prayer-hall at that time on the site of the present one. In the early Ottoman occupation the complex was a tekke with kitchen, reception rooms and guest rooms: the latter perhaps stretched along the s. side of the pool on the site of the present portico and medrese cells (b). However the Ayyubid mosque, or at least the mosque served by the Ayyubid minaret when the latter was built, was perhaps built for a medrese whose buildings were subsequently taken over by the tekke.


The present complex dates from 1808/09, at which point the tekke was perhaps reclaimed as a medrese: at any rate the complex was a medrese sixty years later. In 1808/ 09 the cells fronted by a portico (b and c) w. of the prayer-hall and on the w. side of the pool were built. However these cells were rebuilt in 1871/72 by Mustafa Efendi, the director of the provincial Evkaf (i.e. the provincial branch of the nationalised and amalgamated charitable foundations attached to religious buildings). The prayer-hall was renovated or (more likely) rebuilt on the same plan in 1819/20. The cells are now used as a Koran school: the prayer-hall functions as an ante-room, in which prayers can be said, to the cave, which is, of course, a place of pilgrimage. The complex has recently been renovated: a balustrade whose posts imitate exactly the downward zig-zag of the original ones (1808/09 or possibly 1871(72) has been built all along the w. edge and along the s. edge of the pool as far as the new gateway at the ne. corner of the mosque.


The mosque is entered by a domed vestibule on its w. side (d). The prayer-hall’s interior (e) is a small whitewashed chamber approaching a square in shape. Of its three aisles, the northerly and southerly are covered by three groin-vaults each. The middle compartment of the middle aisle is domed, and to either side of this is a groin-vault. A stepped arch surrounds the mihrab niche. There are squinches whose decoration seems to imitate Artukid style. One then goes through a door in the s. wall to the cave (f), which has been connected to the prayer-hall by building walls from the rock to the prayer-hall and covering the space so enclosed.


Minaret (a). The square tower is divided by two moulded cornices, and the windowed top storey falls between the upper of these two and a cornice at the very top of the minaret. On each side of the tower’s top storey is a mullioned window. In each pair the windows are exceptionally slim and tall. The mullion is a pillar: the capital above splays to a much greater width. To either side is a pilaster barely proud of the minaret’s outer wall, with a Corinthian capital. Owing to the width of the central capitals (on top of the pillars) the arches have a pronounced horseshoe shape.


Cells and portico (b, c). These are built above the level of the pavement by the pool. The rounded arches are considerably simpler than those of the Abdurrahman Medresesi. The portico’s pillars rise up through the balustrade with the zig-zag posts. At the n. end of the w. leg of the portico the line of the arcade is continued by a wall, behind which are more rooms (g). In front of these is a platform (h) well above the height of the portico’s floor. In front of this platform again is a five-sided room (j) whose front three faces project into the pool. The top of the five-sided room was surrounded by a balustrade in the recent restoration, and makes a projecting platform at a lower level. The angle between the five-sided room’s s. wall and the wall continuing the line of the arcade is covered by a southward extension of the upper platform. The latter is brought s. as far as the end of the portico, and supported on a pillar.


+ Mosque in side of citadel hill (3). The domed porticoes around the wide courtyard, the centre of whose floor is tree-covered, on the flat land in front of the cave have recently been rebuilt (finished about 1982). Even more recently a whole new mosque (strictly speaking a free-standing prayer-hall) has been built in the courtyard, just west of the entrance to the prayer-hall in the cave (finished about 1986). The courtyard is approached from the north by a covered pavement.


Prayer-hall in cave. One enters an ante-chamber covered by a sloping roof starting down from the rock face of the citadel’s hill. At the ne. corner of the roof, at the bottom end of a parapet running down the roofs e. side, is a peculiar belfry-like tower topped by a dome. The tower is perhaps intended as a minaret. The ante-chamber’s walls are revetted by a dado of green tiles: these tiles seem to be Kűtahya ware of the 18th century. Above the entrance to the low, rock-cut corridor into the prayer-hall are golden painted medallions, some inscribed. The prayer-hall is a cave, part of whose floor is taken up by a pool fed by the spring. The pool stretches back into the rock inside a low cavity. It is separated from the carpeted floor by a low railing. coins are thrown into the pool in order to make requests to Abraham. Nobody can leave the chamber facing away from the pool: one has to walk backwards as far as the corridor. One is facing, of course, the opposite direction from the usual one of Muslim prayer. (1982)


New mosque (strictly speaking a free-standing prayer-hall). This large building has porticoes e. and w. of the square space covered by the dome. However above the porticoes the outer wall is continued upward, not from the porticoes’ back wall, but above their pillars; the space above the portico is part of the prayer-hall’s interior. The large windows in the e. and w. walls at first-floor level therefore help to light the space under the dome. The entrance portico is to the n., but, as would be normal in an Ottoman mosque, this is covered by nothing other than its domes. The new prayer-hall seems to have been built on the site of an extensive cemetery. To the n. several tilrbes, set side by side, may survive. (1987)





3. Other buidings in the city




(a) Mosques


+ Ulu Cami (4). This, like many other mosques in the city, is almost certainly on the site of a church, possibly that of St. Stephen. The five arches, now walled up, in the north wall of the courtyard, and the entrance arch immediately to their east, in the centre of the wall, must have belonged to some building associated with the church; possibly they were an arcade within the church. Most of the east wall is also built of ancient masonry. So is part of the west wall: here a blocked doorway and windows can be seen. The mosque’s tall, octagonal tower-minaret (Pl. 11) rises to the ne. corner.


The courtyard, unusually, is much longer north-south than east-west. Most of it is taken up by a graveyard in two parts, each planted with cypresses. They and the pavement between them are slightly raised from the level of the flagstones in front of the prayer-hall along the court’s south side (Pl. 11).


The prayer hall was probably built in the years after 1146: at any rate the medrese at the court’s south-east angle, which was originally built in 1191, assumes the existence of a prayer-hall here. The dependence of the medrese on the prayer-hall consists in the odd position of the medrese (it projects off the south-east corner of the court): the present medrese, although a rebuilding, also relies on the mosque because it has no prayer-hall of its own, and this may have been the situation when the medrese was first built. If the mosque’s present prayer-hall is not the original (it certainly underwent some restoration work in 1779), then it very probably repeats the design of the original one.


Prayer-hall. It has three long e.-w. aisles, all cross-vaulted. The gloom of the interior is caused by the low, thick piers in rows and by the bad lighting. The mihrab and its dome (which takes up the equivalent of one cross-vaulted compartment) are a little off the axis. The portico covers the whole n. front. It rests on deep rectangular piers, and is cross-vaulted too. The piers are not placed at rectangular intervals. There is a good chance that the portico was a later addition to the prayer-hall.


Medrese. This is a reconstruction, in the late 18th century, of an earlier building. The inscription incorporated into the çeşme (fountain) at the e. end of the s. wall commemorates the building of a medrese here in 1191. The building of the medrese was started by Umar, son of Shahan and grandson of Ayyub: if this Ayyub is the founder of the Ayyubid dynasty, then Umar was a cousin of Saladin. The medrese was fmished by Umar’s son Muhammad. The medrese reconstructed in the late 18th century need not have been the Ayyubid one of 1191, but very likely was. The medrese’s buildings are now used as a school.


The medrese, apart from the two-storeyed building on its courtyard’s w. side, has only four rooms. These are in a line to the s. of the courtyard. The first one is adjacent to the s. wall of the mosque’s prayer-hall, and the n. wall of the other three continues the line of that wall.


Porch. This is at the s. end of the courtyard wall, just by the mosque’s prayer-hall. It and probably the building to its n., on the courtyard’s w. side, were built in 1776/77. The rectangular porch, a striking contrast in colour and style to the two adjacent walls, stands forward a little from the wall. It is composed of wide horizontal bands alternately of black and honey-coloured stone. These are interrupted by the tall ogee arch of the recess, and the upper bands of masonry bend sharply down to meet the arch at a right angle. The building to the porch’s n., with tall upper windows and simple cornice and decoration over, borrows the articulation of its facade from contemporary European classicising style. The masonry over the porch appears to be part of an extension of the building southward, and this required a new roof.


Rooms s. of courtyard. The central room of the three which are adjacent to the court is an iwan whose vault has the cross-section of a “Bursa” arch: however the front has now been walled up (the wall is painted white) apart from a gap at the top. The front arch is composed of a horizontal section and two quarter circles. A band of plain decoration runs round the entire front opening. ln the rear wall is a mihrab niche, though the medrese’s students must for the most part have worshipped in the mosque’s prayerhall. The room to the e. and that immediately to the w. of the iwan are accessible through doors both from it and from the courtyard. The e. room is cross-vaulted. A small inset into the s. wall provides room for access to the doorway, which would otherwise be blocked by the s. wall. The w. room is domed, and has a small ocak (hearth) between the windows in the s. wall. The fourth room, which is not adjacent to the courtyard, is cross-vaulted: arched niches along virtually the whole width of each wall widen the pool area.


The çeşme has an inner, semi-circular arched niche with simple floral decoration on the archivolt. The niche is let into the bottom half of the back wall of the much taller main niche. The latter has an ogee arch which, however, curves inwards at the bottom in a horseshoe shape. Engaged pillars at the outer corners hold up the arch. A line of plain leaves crosses the back wall of the niche between the ends of the arch. The inscription is let into the wall between this line and the smaller niche below. The inscription was reported as being on the medrese’s n. wall as late as 1930, which implies that it has been inserted into the çeşme’s wall since then. It is not likely that the çeşme was built after 1930. (1969; portal and çeşme 1981.)


Minaret. It probably dates from the same time as the prayer-hall, the mid-12th century. It has a tall octagonal tower in whose top storey large windows are let into each face, giving this storey an all-round command of the city. A circular stair goes up inside: there are vertical lines of narrow windows in the north, west, east and south faces. Four horizontal mouldings at equal intervals divide up the exterior, the upper two being above and below the top-storey windows. The rectangular door to the s. has a moulded frame. There is also a narrow door at first-floor level at the n. end of the w. face, by the courtyard’s wall. This was evidently meant to give on to a platform against the minaret’s w. side, but the latter has gone. The windows at the top have horseshoe arches and engaged pillars at the outer courses. The lower part of each window is walled up to safeguard the müezzin and others: the windows start at floor level. On the flat roof a cube has been set with a clock in each face. This is covered with a pyramidal tiled roof, at the top of which is set a leaded sugar-Ioaf cupola.


+ Hasan Paşa Camii (5). Local tradition says the mosque was built by the most famous of the Ak Koyunlu rulers, Uzun Hasan (reigned 1452–87). The mosque was certainly built before the Ottoman occupation (early Ottoman repair inscriptions), and it is quite possible that Uzun Hasan did build the mosque.


The prayer-hall is covered by three large domes set side by side. To the e. is a smaller domed chamber. It looks (A) like a türbe, and is attributed to a Turkish bey called Tokdemir (a Mamluk ?). The chamber seems to be earlier than the prayer-hall. In front of the two stretches a portico.


Prayer-hall. The three domes are taken on two sets of two piers. The outer sides of the two outer domes are taken on the ends of short internal walls connecting on the w. to the outer wall. To the e. the internal walls connect to the domed chamber (Tokdemir) and are a Iittle shorter, suggesting that Tokdemir’s türbe (?) was built before the present three-domed prayer-haII. The domed chamber does not account for the whole of the prayer-hall’s width, and there is a slim vaulted space, communicating with the rest of the prayer-haII, behind it The three domes are each supported on an octagon of arches rising off the piers and the n. and s. walls. Short octagonal drums steady the domes at their base. Beneath each dome there is a mihrab, that in the centre having five walls and being fronted by a five-Iobed arch. Tokdemir’s türbe (?). The dome is taken on squinches. There are windows to ne. and e., which seem original. Two doors communicate with the prayer-hall and one with the portico. The latter is relatively slim and is covered by a row of groin-vaults. The piers which support the vaults, however, and the arches and wall-face which bring the facade of the portico to a straight roof-line, are of good cut stone. The portico has recently been repaired.


Minaret. This is on the n. side of a narrow court separated from the street by a low wall. It has a square base which is converted to the octagonal shaft by sloping triangles. The shaft is built in zebra courses of brown and cream-coloured stone. The şerefe projects little outside the already wide shaft: although the circular platform which results is of adequate width, the impression given is of a certain meanness and compactness. The inner structure containing the top of the staircase is topped by a semi-dome. (1981)


+ Ak Cami (“White Mosque”; Or “Nimetullah Camii”) (position unknown). The prayerhall and the courtyard buildings (which include medrese cells) in their present form presumably date from the early Ottoman occupation, especially given the resemblance of the prayer hall to the Üç; Şerefeli Cami at Edirne (built over the years 1438 to 1447). Most likely they are the work of the Nimetullah Bey buried in a türbe in the courtyard. The prayer-hall, s. of the court, is a rectangle the centre of which is covered by a dome. The dome rests on a hexagon. The n. and s. sides of the hexagon are the central sections of the prayer-hall’s n. and s. walls. The outer four sides are supported by arches resting on two free-standing piers, whose ground-plan is a T-shape. To e. and to w. another arch extends between the respective pier and the end wall. On this arch, at either side, rest two small domes (making five domes in all). The interior is well-lighted. The mihrab niche has a trilobe arch and a geometric border. Portico. It has five compartments, the middle of which is domed and the others of which are covered by groin vaults. The prayer-hall is entered by a portal with a muqarnas canopy bordered by a five-lobed arch.


Court. Along the n. side are the medrese cells. Near these are two türbes, those of Nimetullah Bey (d. 1521) and Ali Bey ibni Lüifi (d. 1594), probably both sanjak beys. (1984)


+ Tabakhane Camii (“Dyehouse Mosque”) (6).


Can be reached either from interior of market (26) or from the Pazar Camii (17).


A moderate-sized prayer-hall is aligned e.-w. It is fronted to the n. by a plain, groinvaul ted portico, in front of which extends a rectangular courtyard surrounded by a high wall. The present mosque is probably of tlle 18th Or early 19th century.


Porch. The courtyard is entered at the n. end of its w. wall by a high and deep porch. This, now restored, looks like an imitation of medieval examples, either at Aleppo or possibly the Şehidiye Camii at Mardin (probably mid-13th century). It is roofed with a high-set semi-dome. The curving base of the semi-dome is supported by complicated squinches: in the upper tier, a stalactite with muqarnas leaves, themselves composed of three tiers of smaller muqarnas leaves, either side. Portico. It is taken on a row of solid but elongated rectangular piers. The arches above the piers nearly reach to the eaves. There are mihrabs either side of the plain door into the prayer-Hall and a slim one in the courtyard face of the central pier. Above the door is a windowed semi-circular balcony. It is corbelled out from a point just above the door’s arch in Ornate tiers. Three windows, columns beneath.


The minaret is reached from a stair at the portico’s e. end. The polygonal shaft is surmounted by a complicated şerefe the carved designs of which are punctuated by turquoise tiles. The minaret may be earlier than the prayer-hall, perhaps 15th- or 16th-century. (1979*)


Other mosques. Only the positions are known. Yusuf Paşa Camii (7). Kadioğlu Camii (8), Hekim Dede Camii (9). Kutbeddin Camii (10). Huseyin Paşa Camii (11). Hacıyadigâr Mescidi (12). Tüzeken Camii (13). Kara Musa Camii or Bey Kapısı Camii (14). Şeyhnebi Tekkesi (15). İmam Sekkâki Mescidi (16). Pazar Camii (i. e. Market Mosque) 17). Hizanoğlu Camii (18). Çakari Camii (19). Arabi Camii (20). Hayrullah Camii (21). Yeni Cami (22).


Eyüp Camii (“Mosque of Job”). This is about 2 km. s. of the Harran Gate. A place of pilgrimage. (1970)


(b) Churches


+ Church A (23). This is a vast structure built in 1846. It has served as an electricity generating station — hence the arrangements for carrying wires in an opening cut into the s. wall. It is now (i 978) used as a store for fire-fighting equipment.


The building has three aisles. The roof (unusually) is flat apart from a raised central band which accommodates the higher and wider vault of the central aisle. There was a portico running the length of the w. end, and above it a gallery, which did not open on to the nave. High up on the s. wall, half way along, is a narrow gallery. This is betrayed on the outside by three deep blind arches impressed in the exterior face of the wall and the three windows above. There is a small entrance in the westernmost blind arch. On the n. side in the equivalent position is a gigantic lobby with a decorated doorway to the e.


W. side. The central two supports of the portico are columns. The decorated arch above is rather wider than the two either side. The remainder of the supports are piers. The other arches, two each either side of the central three, are of the same width as the central one and have been blocked. There were also single arches at either end (in the church’s n. and s. wall), and these too have been blocked. Upper storey. The raised central section of the roof comes to an end in a cornice supported by ornate brackets. Two pilasters are brought down at either side, and these mark off the three central windows of the gallery. The larger middle one, which corresponds in width to the central arch of the portico, is unglazed and opens on to a balustraded balcony. Either side of the pilasters are windows within an ogee shape (to which lobes are added at either side) brought forward in relief and edged with a torus. N. side. The frame of the tall doorway is a rectangular composition in alternate cream-coloured and dark-brown courses; the voussoirs’ colours also alternate, and are continued outwards in rays, but these are then bent to the horizontal (compare the porch of the Great Mosque’s medrese (p. 21) and certain buildings in Gazian tep). (1981 *)


+ Church B (24. Probably now the Firfili Camii). The masonry of this church has a very fresh and glaring quality. It is now used as a mosque. On the s. wall are some quite extraordinary reliefs: subjects unknown. (1982)


(c) Caravansarays; the market


† Gümrük Hanı (“Customs Caravansaray”25). ? late Ottoman, perhaps 18th or 19th century. On two storeys round a more or less square courtyard. Now in use as a series of private dwellings. The ground floor is a series of shops opening directly on to the court. The openings, however, were walled up in masonry of a style closely imitating that of the original walls. In the wall closing off each shop from: the court, a pair of windows with low rounded arches and a doorway with rectangular top. The rooms on the upper storey are reached off a portico. On the s. side its arches correspond exactly to the openings of the ground-floor shops, and here multiple brackets on the line of the piers of the upper-storey portico and of the walls separating the shops below project from the wall at the height of the ground-floor shops vaults. (1970)


† Mevlehane Hanı. In Kunduracı Pazarı (Shoemakers’ Market). Date unknown. (1982)


+ Market (26).


Can be entered from behind the Hasan Paşa Camii (5) or from the small square n. of the Gümrük Hanı (r) where buses turn r. on their way to the fish-pool.


A collection of traditional trades are carried on in a muddling series of narrow and sometimes colourful streets: saddle-makers, wheelwrights, shoemakers and especially the coppersmiths’ and tinbeaters’ quarter, where there is a vaulted street with shops down either side. (Pl. 13).


(d) † Museum (27)


Garden. Much architectural sculpture from the Great Mosque at Harran. Mostly capitals and voussoirs from the outer arches in the arcade on the courtyard facade (Nur ad-Din, 3rd quarter of 12th century). Lion sculptures (provenance unknown). Syriac inscriptions. Large sarcophagus. Impressive big Assyrian cuneiform tablet: relief above. Byzantine baptismal fonts: one perhaps 4th century, another perhaps 10th century (arcade carved on outside; in one archway, star in circle; from Suruc). Relief showing two large figures, also from Suruc. W. side of building, in yard, two monolithic column shafts from Harran, deeply carved with a double vine-scroll. The undulations are broad, leaving plenty of space between, and the space is covered by deep-cut and naturalistically depicted leaves and grape bunches.


Inside. Gravestones of Roman period carrying at the end figures in high relief: winged Victories, embracing couples. Busts. One life-sized statue. Neo-Hittite statue from Harran (?): bearded hunter or soldier holding spear. Earthenware coffin from Akçakale. Grave stele with relief from Harran.


Prehistoric pots. Flint implements. Bone and bead necklaces; bone implements. Objects from Sultantepe, incl. some seals. Other cylinder and stamp seals. Figurines. Roman period: vases; fine perfume bottles. Bone bracelets. Large mosaic recently discovered near Harran gate; “target” mosaic; several showing a bird. Ottoman. Swords. Bracelets: one has rosettes and globular boss on a field of rope circles. Long silver chain (necklace ?). “Tepelik” (bowl-shaped disc on woman’s head from which decorated chains hang down). Hamam slippers for bride: silver gift. Vases and bottles. Ceramic “gülaptan” for perfume: bottle with wide bottom, but tapering to a narrow top, in which holes. Moulded decoration. Jackets with heavy braid decoration. Embroidered cloths. Illuminated Korans (blue and gold). (1980*)






4. + Deir Yakub (“Monastery of Jacob”) Fort converted from monastery church. Tomb-tower





Urfa-Akçakale rd., 7–8 km. Then w., on foot, 1 hr. Though fields for 1 km., to foot of hill massif called Nimrud Dağ: from its foot the fort is visible. Up the spine of a ridge over rocks: small ancient quarries and rock-carved chambers can be seen along the way.


The former monastery was established hard by a pagan tomb-tower and was no doubt built on the site of a pagan temple. The church was perhaps built in the 5th century, certainly no later than the early 6th. Its masonry was then re-used to make a small fort, which probably (A) more or less preserves in its outer walls the rectangular layout of the church. The creation of the fort most likely (A) took place in the 9th century, when the walls of Urfa were rebuilt. The internal arrangements of the galleries were subsequently changed: this is most likely (A) to have been done during the period of the Crusader county of Edessa. However there are other possibilities for the dates: the initial construction of the fort could have been carried out after the initial Muslim capture of Edessa; or else, if the fort was initially built at the same time as the refortification of Edessa, the Byzantines could have been responsible (after 1032) for the secondary changes.


The fort stands at the top of a hill in the stony, rolling, barren upland known as Nimrud Dağ. The pagan tomb tower with another building, probably also a mausoleum, were incorporated nito the fort so as to extend from its north-west corner. Further north are the remains of another mausoleum. In a dip between the hill-top and a neighbouring eminence further north is a large water reservoir.


Fort. A rectangle extending from e. to w. There are towers in the length of the s. and e. sides. The second tower turns out to be the rectangular sanctuary of the church (upper storey) and the room below: these together had projected from the e. wall of the nave and its undercroft. The other two sides were protected by the tomb-tower and adjacent building. The entrance is to the n., and the walls of a passage salient from the wall, probably inside a smaller tower, can be made out.


Against the w. and (w. of the tower) s. sides were undercrofts. They had windows on the courtyard side only: part of the s. gallery’s wall still rises high enough for the windows to survive. Down the middle of each runs an arcade on piers. Although the arcades stand, nothing above them does: they probably supported flat ceilings. The storey above was either a closed shooting-gallery or battlemented platform. Behind the s. tower is a space, probably always open to the sky. Extending from this space towards the n. was a long vaulted room. Adjacent to the open space and the lopg room is another gallery (interior arcade stands), but this, instead of Iying behind the e. wall, extends behind a row of rooms which served as the shooting-gallery for the e. wall. The long room and the interior gallery are part of the changes subsequent to the first building of the fort. Other changes were carried out behind the e. wall. Here the surviving pieces of outer wall and the hind wall of the row of rooms belong to the first building of the fort. The outer wall survives completely on the ground storey (arrow-slits); of the upper storey everything r. of the tower and a small length adjacent to the tower on the n. are left. The covering of both storeys when the fort was first built was perhaps carried on yet other lengthways arcades. We have now on the ground floor three rooms, the middle one easily the largest. The floor of the upper storey, still in place, is carried by arches spanning from wall-piers across the room, and by the party-walls. The easterly piers of the middle room are wrapped round two sides of the remaining extremities of the wall which, in the undercroft of the remaining extremeities of the wall which, in the undercroft of the church, closed off the room under the sanctuary. Further piers have been managed in the walls of this room itself. However all the present piers and party walls, and the ceiling they support, are of the second building phase. Of the upper storey we have the wall above the southerly party-wall of the ground floor. The upper storey of the tower, i. e. the original sanctuary of the church, is vaulted by means of a semi-circular vault spanning between the n. and s. walls. The archivolt of the vault is bevelled, and is decorated with plain mouldings. Further mouldings just beneath the springing of the vault. The leaves of the capitals at the entrance to the sanctuary were heavily cut back to avoid impeding the arches.


Of the building, probably a mausoleum, which was added to the tomb-tower before the fort was built, little is left but the tower courses of its s. and e. sides. Of the square tomb-tower the e. and nearly all of the n. sides survive. It probably once had a pyramidal roof of stepped courses, of which a little survives: However much of the roof must have been cut off when the tower was incorporated into the fort. The walls had corner pilasters. At the top is a plain architrave with two fascias; then a plain frieze: then a cornice. Of the latter we can see a stretch of the dentils on the lowest course (p. side). Window in e. wall, at upper-storey height. Beneath the window runs a bilingual inscription in Syriac and the Greek of Palmyra (a wealthy trading city in Syria). The roof of the tower was made accessible for defensive purposes by running a staircase round the inside of the tower’s walls; access was from the s.


Northerly mausoleum. Not much left. The building was oriented s2.-ne. From the ne. wall, a rectangular projection which contained the niche for one of the graves. One entrance certainly in sw. wall, probably another in se. wall: that in the nw. wall is doubtful. The reservoir is extensive. Its floor is hat and rock-cut. The bases of the walls are also rock-carved, the levels above. once built of blocks or other stones, having been carried away. Some of the water came from a collecting-basin in the rock just w. of the northerly mausoleum. The quarry is in the eminence n. of the reservoir, facing the fort. (1973)


Bibliography. History. Segal, Edessa (to 1146). Duval, Histoire d’Edesse (ditto). El1, “Orfa” (till late Middle Ages: nothing on Ottoman period). Ilisch, Thesis 204 (Mongols, Mamluks). Pre-Christian period: Drijvers, Old-Syriac lnscriptions. Monuments of 4th to 6th century A. D.: Kirsten, JAC 6 (1963), 144–72. Further bibliography, particularly Classical and Late Antique periods: Par. de l’Or. 10 (1981–82), 319–20. Rebuilding of wall (A. D. 812): MS Chabot III.27: BH Budge 124–5, 127. Ottoman period. Faroqhi, Towns and Townsmen 151. 153 (dyeing). Cambr. Hist. Islam I. 347–8 (Kara Yazıcı revolt). Evliya, Üçdal ed. 3.812–20. Tavernier, Six Voyages (1682 ed.), I.1 1 (black morocco): 150–1 (condition of houses: unbuilt areas). Pococke, Description II.158–61 (condition of houses: merchant traffic: Turkey leather). Buckingham, Travels 51–127 (various monuments: houses, pp. 78–9: hist., pp. 70–8: population). Von Moltke, Briefe (1891 ed.), 228 (size of town: walls). Badger, Nestorians 1.321–3 (population, monuments, commerce). Petermann, Reisen II.352–6 (foreign missions). Sachau, Reise 189–204 (society: walls: streets: topography); 207–10 (government, population). Cutts, Christians under the Crescent 73–84, esp. 82 (trade). Parry. Six Months 29–33 (population). Cuinet II.249, 260–2 (population: foreign missions, schools). Stone-built houses: Gabriel, Voyages 1.285–6; Kürkçüoğlu, Türkiyemiz no. 44 (Oct. 1984),25–31 (informative. Harem (domestic quarter), selamlık, iwans, carving, balconies).


1. Citadel, walls, cemeteries. Citadel. Creswell Archive, N. Mesop. I.49–58. Hellenkemper, Burgen 35–7. Tavernier, Six Voyages (1682 ed.), I.150. Buckingham, Travels 88–92. Badger, Nestorians I.322–3. Cutts, Christians under the Crescent 77,78–80. Ak Koyunlu inscr.: Sözen, AKM 191–3. Inscr. on column: Sachau, ZDMG 36 (1882), 153; Pognon, Inscriptions 204–8; other refs., Segal, AS 3 (1953), 116 n. 79. Parts of church removed to citadel: Anon. 1234, 228. Destruction by al-Kamil (1235 or soon after): Humphries, Saladin to the Mongols 227; Ilisch, Thesis 204. Mamluk inscr.: mentioned Ilisch, ibid.


City wall. Hellenkemper, Burgen 32–5 (hist.: some attempt to attribute masonry: dam). Buckingham, Travels 121–4 (account of masonry; Ottoman inscr.). Harran gate: inscr. at rear, Gabriel, Voyages I.354 (no. 154); Creswell Archive, N. Mesop. I.61. Bey Kapısı. Bell/Mango 153. lnscr. and Toros’s work: Dowsett, in Iran and Islam, 199–208. Bridge: Bell/Mango 153–4; Segal, Edessa Pl. 5b. Bridges to nw. Bengisu, Urfa İli 48. First bridge: Hellenkemper, Burgen pl. 2B. Second: Segal, Edessa pl. 4b. Near w. gate. Segal, Edessa pl. 6a.


Cemeteries. Segal, Edessa 27–8, 28–9, 34–5, 39, 39–41, 42, 55. Von Moltke, Briefe (1891 ed.), 341–2 (incls. an inscr.). Sachau, Reise 200–1, 202–3 (general character, position). Preusser 64–5 & pl. 80 (a tomb-chamber: position unknown). von Oppenheim & Hiller von Gertringen, Sitzungsberichte der Königlichen Preussischen Akademie der Wissenschaften (Berlin), 32 (1914), 817–28 (inscr. in cave, w. of citadel). Leroy, Syria 38 (1961), 159–69 (mainly mosaics). Drijvers, BSOAS 36 (1973),12–14 (new mosaic).


2. By the pool. Abdurrahman Medresesi. Gabriel, Voyages I.283–5. Goodwin 363. Buckingham, Travels 62–5, 82, 100–1, 108–9. On the pools: Bengisu, Urfa İli 46–8. Mosque s. of pool. Gabriel, Voyages I.283 & esp. 356 (inscr.); II.pl.CL.1 and the valuable pl.CII.2. Von Oppenheim, Inschriften (Beitrãge), 60–1 (minaret). Preusser, 64 & pl. 79 (minaret, roof of prayer-hall), Buckingham, Travels 109 (saint’s tomb). Evliya, Üçdal ed. 3.814–16 (tekke). Various versions of origins of spring: Evliya (above), 3.814–20; Sevgen, AK I.324–5; Sachau, Reise 195–8; Pococke, Description II.160. Mosque on citadel hill. YA 10. Pl. CMLXXVIII.4193–5.


3. Other buildings in the city. (a) Mosques. Ulu Cami. Descr.: Gabriel, Voyages I.280–3; Aslanapa, TAA 98–9; Creswell Archive, N. Mesop. I.41–8. Date: Herzfeld, Ars Islamica 10 (1943), 40 (quoting Ibn Khallikan: Nur ad-Din); Von Oppenheim, Inschriften (Beiträge), 59 (no. 78). Church: Segal, Edessa, pl. 33a; plan I (identif. of church; but see p. 213 n.2); 256 n. 4 (date of minaret). Medrese: Kuran, AM I.22–3. On the medrese inscr. Von Oppenheim, Inschriften (Beitrage), 58–9; Gabriel, Voyages I.282 & esp. 356 (no. 160). Sultan Hasan Camii. Sözen, AKM 57–9; Gabriel, Voyages I.355 (inscr.). Ak Cami. YA 10.7444.3. Other mosques. See Segal. Edessa, map I on p.532. Eyüp Camii. Ibid. (b) Churches. Church A. Badger, Nestorians I.324–5. Cutts. Christians under the Crescent 83–4. Church B. — (c) Caravansarays: the market. Gümrük Hanı. Segal, Edessa Pl. 35. Mevlehane Hanı. YA 10.7444.3. Market. — (d) Museum. Mısır, Türkiyemiz no. 39 (Feb. 1983),5–12 (useful summary; but not used by me in the above account. Gives some items’ provenances). YA 10.7445.3: pl. CMLXXIX.


4. Deir Yakub. Deichmann & Peschlow 41–63 (see also Pognon, lnscriptions 103–5; Sachau, Reise 204–7).






HARRAN



Harran is known to the book of “Genesis” as the town where Abraham and his family stopped on their way from Ur of the Chaldees (which was in lower Iraq) to the land of the Canaanites. The Bible implies, though it does not state, that Abraham’s brother Nahor stayed behind here when Abraham left. Abraham, towards the end of his life, sent his oldest servant to Harran to find a wife for his son Isaac. The wife that he found was Rebecca, daughter of Nahor and therefore Isaac’s son.


From the second half of the second millennium B.C. to the 11th century A.D. Harran was the home of a planet- or moon-worshipping religion whose adherents were from the 9th century A.D. known as Sabians, though this was a wrong appellation. Arab scholars who studied the cult described it as a planet-worshipping pagan religion, in which the planets held equal importance with one another, though the moon-god Sin held a special place. However the scholars in question may have grafted on to Harranian religion certain features of the Sabian religion, whose name was taken by the Harranians in A.D. 830 (see below). However the religion took a rather different form at the time when Harran was the subject of Assyrian attacks (c. 1300, the date of a temporary occupation, and c. 1100: when it was firmly within the Assyrian empire (from the reign of Sargon II, 722–05, to the destruction of the Assyrian empire about 612); and in the time of Babylonian rule over the former Assyrian empire’s possessions (till 539). Over this period the religion amounted to a worship of the moon-god Sin. No other planets were worshipped, and there was only one temple, the famous temple of Sin, which may well have stood on the northern slopes of the great mound a little south of the present walled area’s centre. There were other deities: Ningal, Sin’s wife: Nusku, the fire god, and his wife Sadarnunna. But these were little more than ancillaries (Nusku apparently served as Sin’s messenger) and were probably worshipped in Sin’s temple. The Assyrians and Babylonians tolerated and supported the Harranian religion. The great temple was rebuilt by the Assyrian Asurbanipal (669 – c.627 B.C.) and again by the Babylonian Nabu Naid or Nabonidus at the beginning of his reign (556 B.C.).


Roman colonists were settled at Harran, and bishops are known here from A. D. 361 onwards, but it is likely that until the 11th century A.D. Harran was a society which stuck firmly to the old religion and on which successive imperial authorities could make little impression. In A.D. 830 the caliph Mamun made his famous visit to Harran on the way to a raid inside the Byzantine empire. He presented the Harranians with the choice between extinction and acceptance of one of the religions whose toleration is recommended by Islamic scripture. Their reaction was to declare them selves Sabians, the name of an entirely different religion which was one of the three tolerated by the Koran. Mamun’s visit therefore did nothing but obscure the nature of the pseudo-Sabians’ true beliefs. By the time of Mamun’s visit, however, this nature may have changed. The pagan Byzantine emperior Julian (mid 4th century A.D.) paid the temple of Sin at Harran a visit, which indicates inconclusively that Sin was the deity on whom the whole religion depended and that the worship of a multiplicity of planets had not at that stage been introduced. But any time afterwards the different form of the religion could have been introduced.
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Harran was adopted as capital of the Muslim empire by the last Umayyad caliph, Marwan II (744–50). The choice is an astonishing one. It is probably to be explained by precisely the circumstance which makes it odd. The city contained virtually no Muslims and precious few Christians. The Harranians, on the other hand, were not prosyletisers, nor did they have a record of political disloyalty. The city was therefore full of people who could be expected to give the caliph and his court and army no trouble. Marwan, however, built a Great Mosque and palace here which are likely to have displaced the great temple of Sin. Probably the palace was built on the site of the temple: the mosque lay on level ground just beneath. An important school of medicine had been moved here by the caliph Umar II (717–20) from Alexandria: the school of medicine, mistakenly known as a university, is now thought by locals to be the Great Mosque. Probably the walled area was enlarged to its present size and shape, an oval managed in short straight stretches, by Marwan II in order to suit the needs of a capital.


At the end of the 10th century A.D. the power not only of the Abbasid caliphate but also that of the Hamdanid dynasty which held effective power in Upper Mesopotamia and north Syria had weakened. The Arab Numayrid dynasty emerged in Harran, Urfa, Raqqa (north Syria) and Saruj (Suruc, to the west of Harran). Harran was the dynasty’s chief city, and one of its members rebuilt in 1059 the citadel which stands on the south-east side of the city wall. It is unfortunately very hard to say when the citadel (which may formerly have been a temple of the pseudo-Sabians) was first built: possibly the most likely date is the early 9th century, when that at Urfa was also built. The object of the Numayrid ruler in question (Waththab) in rebuilding the citadel was no doubt to provide himself with a safe stronghold such as already existed at Urfa. Numayrid rule at Harran was brought to an end in 1081, when a member of the Uqaylid dynasty, whose head-quarters was at Mosul, captured Harran.


In the first twenty-five years of the 12th century Upper Mesopotamia and north Syria continued to be fragmented. This time it was divided between Turkish princes. Harran’s great importance was as a shield against the Crusaders of Edessa. First it was in the hands of the prince of Mosul (Jekermish), then in those of the Artukids of Mardin. These were the enemies of Imad ad-Din Zengi of Mosul and Aleppo, the first of the great anti-Crusader figures of the Muslim world. Zengi captured Harran from Timurtaş of Mardin in 1127. Zengi’s successor, Nur ad-Din, took over the city in 1149. Nur ad-Din, here as elsewhere, set in train extensive building work: the prayer-hall of the Great Mosque and the citadel were rebuilt. Under the Ayyubids (Saladin’s dynasty) who followed Nur ad-Din Harran retained its importance as the leading city of western Upper Mesopotamia, and during the sultanate of al-Adil (Saladin’s brother) the citadel was enlarged.


In the mid-13th century, probably in the advance which ended in the battle of Marj Dabik in Palestine (1260), the Mongols acquired this district, but from the start it was disputed with the Mamluk empire. In 1271 the decision was taken to evacuate the city on the ground that it was no longer defensible. The population was moved to Mardin and Mosul; most of the Great Mosque’s wood was taken and the rest of the mosque and the markets were burnt down.


But the Mamluks, after gaining control of this part of Mesopotamia (sometime later in the 1270’s), maintained the citadel at least for a time, during which it may have been the seat of a local military governor (naib). Harran was valuable to them as a post on the way between Raqqa, which was on the Euphrates in northern Syria, and Urfa. They probably wanted also to protect the ziyaret of Sheikh Hayat (6), which had been created during the Ayyubid occupation by the rebuilding of a previous dervish hospice. A civilian settlement of sorts remained, probably village-size rather than town-size. This must have lain round the citadel.


During perhaps the first century and a half of Ottoman occupation (which started in 1516) Harran played a similar role: it was capital of a nahiye (i.e. group of villages). A mosque was built in the south part of the city site, a little west of the north-south axis (probably nothing can be seen now of the mosque). But at some point the citadel was abandoned as a seat of government. When European travellers first started gathering news of the place in the 1820’s, Harran was no longer a permanent village, though Beduin sometimes came here during the rainy season in order to shelter their flocks. At some point, therefore, the city site had been abandoned altogether: the abandonment can be most plausibly imagined as taking place shortly after the citadel was abandoned by the Ottoman military, because there was no longer any protection against Beduin raids.


In the 1840’s, however, the village was permanent, which probably indicates that the authorities were taking measures of a certain effectiveness against the robber Beduin. Nevertheless the inhabitants camped on the surrounding plain in summer in order to escape from the vermin in their houses. That the site was now inhabited did not mean appreciable further damage to the buildings. The Great Mosque was too far from the village. though parts of the city wall have evidently been taken down for use in houses. The citadel was not plundered for building stone because people were living in it. The village is now composed of mostly stone-built houses: the houses’ roofs, however, generally comprise a row of mud-brick beehive domes, a kind of roofing common in north Syria but only seen in this and a few other villages in Turkey.


* Great Mosque (1).


This was very likely built by the caliph Marwan II (644–50) when Harran was his capital. Most parts of it were rebuilt in the late 12th century successively by Nur ad-Din (in the 1170’s) and the Ayyubid al-Kamil (in 1291–2). Al-Kamil was the governor of Upper Mesopotamia on behalf of Saladin.


At least after the 12th-century rebuilding and probably before, the mosque’s prayer-hall had four aisles running east-west (B). To the north was a rectangular courtyard (A) (Plates 14, 15). We can still see the east wall of the prayer-hall (1) and the decorated east entrance to the courtyard (2) just next to the former facade of the prayer-hall. Of this facade the great central arch (3) stands. On the north side of the courtyard, towards the east end, stands the tall square minaret (4) of the original mosque. In the middle of the courtyard is the fountain (5), which was originally covered by a chamber supported on a ring of columns. To the north of the fountain is a rectangular cistern which was the immediate source of the fountain’s water.


The mosque was excavated by the Englishman Storm Rice in 1956 and 1959 after trial digs in 1952. Although most of the trenches were filled in afterwards, we can still see certain walls, particularly to the west, which were laid bare in the excavations, and various sculptural elements, some uncovered by the excavators, litter the area of the former prayer-hall.




The Umayyad mosque. The available records of the excavators are not explicit as to the number of aisles in the Umayyad prayer-hall. If it was not four (which — A — it probably was) then it was two or, conceivably, three. The excavator spoke of an Umayyad flat mihrab to the west of the deep 12th-century one (6 — well off the axis implied by the court), which implies that the flat mihrab was in the same wall as the present one. This in turn implies that the Umayyad mosque had a back wall along the same line as the later version of the mosque. In the s. wall was the doorway giving direct access to the caliph’s palace: again if the available excavation records had been specific about the position of the doorway, and if the excavator was right in thinking that it was the doorway giving access to the caliph’s palace we should know where the back wall of the Umayyad mosque was. If the doorway is that marked at 7 (e. of the 12th-century mihrab) which leads immediately to a staircase against the wall of the mosque, then the question is solved. The excavator wrote that the ne. and sw. corners of the palace were visible.
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Harran, Great Mosque. Redrawn from Rice’s plan




The Umayyad prayer-hall’s facade was not on the line of the later facade, but somewhere in the northernmost aisle of the prayer-hall as rebuilt. This was discovered by the excavator, who found that the paving of the Umayyad courtyard extended beneath the most northerly aisle; however no record is available of the exact line of the Umayyad facade. If we take the two southerly aisles (likely to be of the same dimensions in both the Umayyad and the rebuilt mosque) as the standard width for all four of the aisles of the Umayyad mosque, and imagine two aisles of this width in place of the two 12th-century aisles (see plan), we may have the line of the Umayyad facade. The w. and n., probably also the e., porticoes of the courtyard were covered by a vault or other roofing taken on piers rather than columns: some of the piers of the n. and w. sides were uncovered, but the e. side had been rebuilt (see below). The staircase in the w. side (8) descends from the w. wall more or less to the line of the w. portico’s piers (in other words its length is more or less the breadth of the portico). The staircase simply accommodates the ground’s natural slope on this side. Now visible owing to the excavations. There were entrances certainly in the n. side of the court and probably in the e. side too. The material of the minaret changes from stone to brick at a height of 18 m. above the ground. The first flight of stairs, against the n. wall (opposite the entrance), remains.


The work of Nur ad-Din. He rebuilt the facade of the prayer-hall (on a more northerly line than before) and the arcade behind (9 and 10). These two (facade and arcade) carried pitched roofs reflected by the present gables in the e. wall (which are higher and wider, no doubt, than the originals). The aisles extended further west than the w. wall of the portico. The northerly half of the prayer-hall’s e. wall (i.e. at the end of the northerly aisles) would have been rebuilt. However the wall, with its pediment, at the end of the northerly aisle was rebuilt by al-Kamil. Of the wall at the end of the second aisle only the two extremities are left: at the s. end the wall extends as far as the first window (pointed). It is possible but unlikely (A) that Nur ad-Din rebuilt the other two internal arcades.


Prayer-hall’s facade. Here nine arches extended either side of the great central arch (3). These were taken on piers, of which the first one to the w. of the central arch (11) still stands. Tangent to the front face of these piers were columns. The shafts were not engaged. However their capitals, at two levels, were engaged. The lower capital against the surviving pier is left (Pl. 16). The two capitals (one above the other) were the support for ornate concentric arches engaged in but salient from the facade (above the arches sprung from the piers). Decoration: the piers’ capitals were imitations of the general form of two-tier Corinthian capitals, only with plain leaves. (Note a re-used 4th-century garlanded capital in the n. face of the central arch.) Of the arches springing from the columns in front of the piers the outer ones were decorated in courses of fleshy, luxuriant vegetal ornament (vine branch with leaves and grapes; lotuses; eggs; rinceau). A sequence of voussoirs is left on the ground (Pl. 17). The inner (lower) arches were stepped. Here the decoration was more restrained and more delicate: it was composed of thinner stems and tendrils. Double rinceau etc. Second arcade. Here the arches were supported by double columns, one to the n. of the other, each pair resting on a rectangular base. None of the columns stands, but the wall-pier (or “respond”) in the e. wall is left. Here a capital of the 4th century A.D. is used. Decoration: the rectangular capitals above each pair of columns had two tiers of leaf decoration. Some had an inscription on the top tier. One inscription included the date A.D. 1174 (the year of Nud ad-Din’s death).


The work of al-Kamil (1191–2). E. side of court. The portico was rebuilt with a double arcade. The front arcade was taken on piers a little forward of the original line. The second one was supported on columns. One of these still stands: it would have been on the right of a person entering the court through the minor doorway (12) on this side (the Umayyad doorway which it replaced would no doubt have been the main one on this side of the court). The fine doorway next to the prayer-hall’s facade (2) has a recessed tympanum. On the extrados of the arch’s voussoirs, inward pointing cusps. The capitals of the arch are composed and decorated like those of the piers in the facade of Nur ad-Din’s prayer-hall.


E. wall of prayer-hall. The e. end of the northerly aisle was rebuilt under al-Kamil. Its masonry is continuous with that of the doorway. The window in the pediment has a rounded arch: three windows below. The e. walls of the two southerly arcades were also rebuilt (conceivably, of course, the first mosque did not extend this far south. In that case al-Kamil built the e. walls of the two southerly arcades de novo, unless he was rebuilding something recently put up by Nur ad-Din). These two aisles are narrower than the northerly two; so the gables were correspondingly lower. Of the pediments the northerly is left: note the rounded arch and the three square windows below: half-buried doorway. Southerly internal arcades. It is likely but not certain (A) that these were rebuilt under al-Kamil. The two wall-piers in the e. wall, which formed part of the arcade, do not incorporate a capital as does that of the second arcade from the n. Of the two southerly arcades the northerly (i.e. third from the n. including the facade) was held up by a single pillar on short piers, although one or two of the pillars did not stand on the piers. The columns were re-used, but the capitals appear to have been freshly carved for their positions here. The southerly arcade was held up by a succession of different supports: a pier, then a column, then another column, then a pier, etc. (the columns were on low piers). However these were interrupted by three wide arches on specially elongated piers. The arches were placed at regular intervals, so that the middle one stood in a line with the arch of the facade. The easterly pier of the central arch still stands. Of the capitals only two were recovered, but these turned out both to be re-used. The pavement, not only of the two southerly aisles but of the next one to the n., was uniform throughout. This probably means that al-Kamil’s workmen, instead of re-paving only the s. two aisles, for some reason extended the re-paving to the next aisle northwards.


Part of the interior decoration consisted of woodwork. Most of the decorative carving must have been on the rafters. Much burnt wood was found, but one decorated fragment survived to indicate the nature of the rest. (1980)


* Citadel (2). This is a solid building, now heap-like except when seen from the s. or n., when two of the large polygonal corner-towers are seen in outline (Pl. 18). The citadel is roughly rectangular and aligned ne.—sw. The mostly covered inner building rises above the outer wall: it was in origin perhaps the first citadel, but in the final state of the citadel was for residence and storage rather than defence. The true defensive walls are separated from the inner building by vaulted galleries at ground level, above which is a platform. (The inner building is now reached from the n. corner.)


A citadel is first known here in A.D. 985. When the first citadel was built is not at all certain. A medieval source implies that the citadel was a conversion from a Harranian moon-temple, and this is confirmed by the polygonal shape of the only tower defending the inner buildings which correspond loosely to the descriptions of the medieval Arab scholars. That there had been a temple here would point to some time between the early 9th century and the late 11th century as the date for the construction of the first citadel here.


Most of the present structure is Ayyubid. It was commissioned by al-Adil, Saladin’s brother, most likely in his sultanate over all the Ayyubid dominions (1200–18). There are, however, certain structures dating from before the Ayyubid rebuilding: and certain changes were carried out by the Mamluks in the first half of the 14th century. In the Ayyubid constructions the following are characteristic: fine, well-fitted, header-and-stretcher masonry, in which the stretchers convey a slim impression owing to their great length. On the outside wall the masonry is bossed, and it is bossed also on the parts of the wall of the inner structure visible above the outer wall: continuous shelves are cut into the outer walls on which to rest wooden roof beams (the latter, of course, now lost): brick on stone haunches is used to manage, at a relatively shallow angle, the wider of the vaults: there are wide casements behind the arrow-slits and broad, many-storeyed towers.


The citadel was surveyed by the British archaeologist Seton Lloyd in 1950. Afterwards Storm Rice, the excavator of the Great Mosque, carried out a short excavation on the se. side, where he uncovered a former gateway, dating from 1059, which had been converted into a tower.


Outer wall, nw. side. The Ayyubid gateway has largely crumbled on the outer face of the two towers. The high, cool, gallery behind is best entered by the doorway at l (pull up). The vaults were strengthened in the Mamluk repairs by extending forward some of the piers and adding others: brick vaults were then added beneath the original stone vaults. Some of the brick has now fallen. As part of the strengthening work, the inner face of the wall ne. of the door (1) was rebuilt, and it can be seen on the outside that here, too, some of the masonry above and to the l. of the door has been replaced. At 2, small prayer-hall. Opposite the door into the gallery is an arch (3 — Pl. 20), which rests on two engaged pillars either side; n. of the northerly pair is a rectangular pair. The pillars have now all fallen, but the capitals survive. As in the capitals of the arches of the openings in the facade of the Great Mosque, these seem to be plain versions of Corinthian capitals. The lower tier of leaves is vertical, the upper and taller tier leans outward at a steep angle. On the lower tier the leaves have a single, simple rib which sprays at the top. The points of the upper tier of leaves are adorned by a fleur-de-lys. The arch above, and the vault, seem to have been rebuilt by the Mamluks’ masons (possibly the Ayyubid work was left unfinished). Each step of the arch rises from one of the capitals. The outer arch is carved with three toruses zig-zagging in unison. It is the surface, rather than the design, of the inner arch, which zig-zags: two lines of dentil-like line bending back and forth at right angles are traced on the surface. Beside the arch and vault, the window (4) s. of the arch is Mamluk work. The purpose of the arch was probably to deceive an attacker who had just got through the small door into charging straight ahead. He could then be shot at from the side.


W. tower (Pl. 19). Originally there were three storeys, each covered by a brick vault resting on the central staircase tower, and a platform: but only the ground floor’s vault is left. The main entrance into the tower is and was at first-storey level from the platform behind (5): in the r. side of this doorway begins the staircase, in the thickness of the wall, to the upper storeys. The tower is connected with the wall to its se. by doors at ground and first-storey level. (The inscription at 6 is Mamluk; it probably replaces an Ayyubid one.)
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Harran, citadel. Lower storey
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Outer wall, sw. side, and s. tower. At present (1982) the ground level of the wall connecting with the w. tower is visible from above. The three buttresses (7) of the inner wall supported the vault of the chamber behind, but would not have risen to first-floor level. As far as the rectangular tower (8) the wall seems to have had an internal corridor (9) at ground- and first-floor levels, a platform open at the back on the second storey and a wooden wall-walk above that (incut shelves, side of w. tower and in rear face of beginning of outer wall). The se. wall of the rectangular tower (8) survives to a height of two storeys where it is upheld by the vault neighbouring it to the se.: we can see a window (10) which once gave access to a narrow gallery on brackets which then led to the arrow-slits at first-floor level in the next section of wall. However in the Mamluk rebuilding of this wall the vault behind it was put too low for the gallery to have been usable. The s. tower consisted of several superimposed 11-sided chambers, each surrounded by a corridor. The whole outer wall has been lost, but the foundations can be seen on the ground. Communication up and down between floors seems to have been effected by staircases in the outer corridor.


Outer wall, se. side. The former gate house (11), which probably represents an expansion of the citadel from the inner building, was built in 1059 for the Numayrid Mani (inscr., now gone). When the wall as a whole and the vault behind were rebuilt, probably for Nur ad-Din (1146–74), the gatehouse was converted into a tower: presumably an entrance, now destroyed, was built elsewhere. Note the less regular character of the se. outer wall’s masonry. This masonry is bossed, and the Ayyubid masons no doubt decided to decorate their work in bosses so as to achieve a rough uniformity on the exterior. But the character of the Ayyubid bossing is different: its stones are longer and lower in height, requiring a relatively slim boss, whereas the blocks here are of more normal proportions. In the Ayyubid masonry the margins on the blocks’ faces are wide relative to the area of the face: here they are relatively narrower. Nur ad-Din’s work probably took the form of a wall in front of the gallery and parapet with wall-walk at first-floor level. The outer face of the larger tower (ex-gatehouse), despite the vertical masonry joins at either end (12 and 13), is also part of Nur ad-Din’s work. In the former gatehouse there was a relief of two dogs on each of the two re-entrant faces between the doorway and the towers. Above were simply-decorated capitals, then a horseshoe arch. The dog-relief and capital to the ne. of the door can still be seen. To convert the gatehouse to a single broad tower, a thin skin of masonry was put round each of the gatehouse’s towers (partly so that the space between the gatehouse’s two towers could be vaulted over). The masonry skin can also be observed just by the dog-relief. The vault behind the wall can be entered through an opening behind the s. tower.


E. corner. The tower’s floors seem all to have been of wood. The internal wall, 14, goes up to a height of three storeys: the vaults of corridors 15 and 16 are of the first storey, and a remnant of wall goes up one storey above that. The thin wall 17 was no doubt the main support for the floors. Note the re-used (Late ?) Antique lintel on the doorway at 18 with muqarnas decoration carved below. As in the case of the buttressed inner sw. wall, the internal walls and possibly the ne. outer wall stand on the foundations of previous walls (Nur ad-Din’s ?). The n. tower (represented by barely recognisable remains) seems wrongly placed to defend either the nw. or the ne. wall, and what we see may be a Mamluk replacement.


The inner building. The labyrinthine complex of vaulted rooms, built for al-Adil, standing at a level above the platforms connecting it to the outer wall was said by the surveyor of 1950 to repeat exactly the layout of the now completely hidden ground floor. The building of a complete first storey must date from no later than the rebuilding of the se. outer wall (probably Nur ad-Din), since without a first storey in the inner building the raising of the outer se. wall would have brought the outer wall above the height of the inner building. The Ayyubid work that we find in the inner building must to an extent, therefore, be a rebuilding. Of the elements on the first storey, the only two from a pre-Ayyubid building (probably before even the gatehouse of 1059) are the massive pier (19) and the little tower (20), which was probably meant to protect an entrance. Neither of these, however, need represent a complete first storey. On the outer wall, note the unbossed patch behind the present gatehouse, which indicates that the gate-house stood higher than the rest of the wall: the wall’s standard height is shown by the three arrow-slits with casements reached off the platform. Here and there on the s. side, nevertheless, the latter was covered with a wooden roof (incut shelves for wood, beam-holes). The hall is the room against the se. wall with vaults, higher than usual, on an arcade. (1982)


+ Walls. The wall’s normal thickness is 3 m. The walls use large rectangular blocks not far different from those in the walls of Urfa. The towers are rectangular and solid. They are rather smaller than those at Urfa, but equally seem unlikely to have risen any higher than the curtain wall. The Aleppo gate (7) on the w. side has a rectangular doorway above which are splayed voussoirs. Above again, some inlay. The gate was rebuilt in A.D. 1192. No aspect of the walls has been surveyed apart from its course and the positions of the towers. The present condition is generally bad, but some stretches and towers convey a good impression of their former state. (1980)


† Church (3). This is now a heap of stones, but at the time of the survey in 1950 enough remained of the lower courses and enough fragments of the vaulting, corbels and so on to enable one to understand the layout, construction and vaulting. It was a barn-church with a narthex, partitioned into three rooms, at the w. end. The apse was polygonal outside and semi-circular inside. A long portico ran along the s. wall. (1982)


+ Ottoman mosque (4), much ruined if recognisable at all. The square prayer-hall was covered by nine cross-vaults on four thick pillars. Tall, wide windows. Trefoil blind arch over mihrab. The portico had a vault with ribs, supported on two piers. Minaret at its w. end. (1909: existence confirmed 1950.)


The mound (5). British excavations of 1959 (contemporary with excavations of Great Mosque). A deep sounding was made on the e. slope, at about three-quarters of the tell’s height. (a) The only evidence uncovered which dates from before the third millennium B.C. is a single sherd of perhaps 5000 B.C. (However virgin soil was not reached.) (b) Mid-third millennium B.C. (similar culture to, and contemporary with, the Early Dynastic II – III cultures of the Sumerian civilisation in southern Iraq). Some small mud-brick buildings on stone foundations. (c) Late third millennium B.C. In the first phase, a large mud-brick building or other structure which included a mud-brick platform. There were no stone foundations. But it is quite possible that this was a predecessor of the famous temple of Sin known later on. In the second phase, a number of small mudbrick buildings. (d) In the first half and (e) in the second half of the second millennium B.C., the excavated area was not occupied. (f) Late Assyrian period. Only a few sherds. (g) Islamic. Apparently (A) Abbasid and Ayyubid. Rectangular buildings; courtyards. Raqqa ware. (1959) Recent excavations. Since 1983 Turkish archaeologists have been excavating an area on the n. slope. Large courtyard houses of the 12th to 13th centuries have come to light. The courts are paved with either brick or stone, and generally have walls 20 m. deep. One house has as many as 12 rooms on its lower storey; the remains suggest that in the lower storey were housed the kitchen, storage rooms etc. while the living rooms were upstairs. The walls are built of broad, square bricks up to a height of 1 m., then continued up in mud brick. The houses were built along narrow streets but otherwise not separated from one another. At the top of the mound, a smaller area has been excavated, which has so far only yielded a few rooms. Many pots, plates, bowls; coins; rings, bracelets. (1984)


+ Ziyaret of Sheikh Hayat (6). Hayat (1105–85) was famous in his time as an ascetic holy man whose advice was asked by, among others, Nur ad-Din and Saladin. He built a zawiya (Arabic: Turk. “zaviye”), on the south side of a small mosque, which still survives. “Zawiya” would more often mean a kind of hostel for a dervish order, though in practice it might only be large enough to house the sheikh (or leader of the order) and his relatives. In this case it meant simply the residence of a sheikh who never founded an order, though subsequently a waqf (Turk. “vakıf”: pious foundation) was created to sustain custodians of the shrine (Arab. “mutawalli”). It looks (A) as though after Hayat died in 1185 his son rebuilt the zawiya as a mashhad (Arabic), which in this case means a memorial and place of pilgrimage. The mashhad remained: other buildings were added. The historical importance of Sheikh Hayat has been forgotten, but for locals the buildings are a ziyaret (Turk., “place of pilgrimage”) as well as a mosque.


The date of the building of the mosque to which Hayat added his zawiya most likely fell in the 10th or 11th century. It was a long, thin building stretching from e. to w. There are domes above either end. The w. end appears to have been open, though the added opening is now walled up. The mashhad (replacing the zawiya) was completed in 1198. It is simply a rectangular building against the mosque’s s. side. It is of the same height but takes up perhaps half of the mosque’s frontage, starting from near the e. end of the mosque’s wall. It has two domes. On the s. wall, in front of the easterly dome, is a deep porch. A porch was apparently built here as part of the mashhad, but the present porch (A) is mostly the result of subsequent rebuilding. From the w. end of the mosque’s s. wall (i.e. from w. of the mashhad) there starts southwards a short portico opening eastward. It has three bays, each with dome over. A courtyard in the angle formed by mosque and mashhad (to the n.) and the portico (to the w.) is created by a wall of crude masonry which completes the rectangle.


In the courtyard and to the s. and w. of the complex are many graves. (1952)


Bibliography. History. EI2. Pre-Islamic hist.; PWRE, “Karrai”, has good summary (Mez, Geschichte, quoted there is n.a. to me). Lloyd & Brice, AS 1 (1951), 79–87 (positions of temples); 110–11 (coins).


Rice, AS 2 (1952), 36–42; 74–83 (Numayrids). Ilisch, Thesis 196–9 (Mongol and Mamluk period; disputes idea of Mamluk presence). Evliya, (Üçdal ed. 3.813. Buckingham, Travels 92–3, 133. Badger, Nestorians I.341–3. On the beehive houses (construction, use, associated superstitions): Nahya, Objets et Mondes Vol. 21, Fasc. 1 (Spring 1981),414.
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OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_logo.gif
The Pindar Press
London 1990





OEBPS/images/cover.jpg
Vol. IV








OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_005_Chapter11a_page4_image002.gif





OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_005_Chapter11a_page17_image001.gif





OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_005_Chapter11a_page4_image001.gif





OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_005_Chapter11a_page30_image001.gif





OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_005_Chapter11a_page34_image001.gif
Co

e

b

L
g‘

12
ol

‘ﬂﬂ 0o . e
| W dososoaam lA!\!\AI\AﬂbF
10 |

DuoooooO00o ooon00AN 0N o

B
1
00000c Hooooa< Mosconm >o00Ga
o 7
e Ve Ve

- Stands ——  Evidence uncovered in excavation ... Presumed

- rmy 3o





OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_005_Chapter11a_page38_image001.gif
£5 2ek

—

38y
B [N
o 42 2 3 =

-_—
B






OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_005_Chapter11a_page5_image001.gif
| Approx. (m.)

— - From Guyer and
i Hellenkemper, with
‘many changes.

Urta, citadel.
Disgram.





OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_005_Chapter11a_page39_image001.gif
Harran, citadel,
Tnner buiding
(upper storey)





OEBPS/images/978-1-904597-81-0_005_Chapter11a_page9_image001.gif






