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Abstract

This article focuses on the Yeşil Külliye in Bursa, Turkey, built
in 1419–24. Even though it is one of the major Ottoman mon-
uments of the early fifteenth century, the complex—a mosque-
zāviye, madrasa, mausoleum, bath, and kitchen—has not been
viewed in the broader context of its time, when the political sit-
uation forced the Ottoman sultan to reposition his struggling
empire between Anatolia, Timurid Central Asia, and the Bal-
kans. Whereas early Ottoman architecture, from the emer-
gence of the principality until the conquest of Constantinople
in 1453, has been reevaluated in recent years, the late fourteenth
and early fifteenth centuries are only gradually receiving in-
creased scholarly attention. The Ottoman sultan Bayezid I, de-
feated by the Mongol conqueror Timur, was led into captivity
after the battle of Ankara in 1402, and his son Mehmed Çelebi
eventually emerged victorious from a civil war with his broth-
ers. In 1413 he came to the throne as Mehmed I, ruling as sul-
tan of the Ottoman Empire until his death in 1421. The Yeşil
Külliye was a focus of Mehmed I’s patronage. I argue that the
elaborate tile decoration of the mosque and mausoleum cre-
ated a deliberate dialogue with both the Anatolian heritage
of Seljuk architecture and the broader Persianate culture of
post-Mongol Iran and Central Asia. With their varied tech-
niques, color schemes, and visual references, the tiles signal
the extent to which Ottoman visual culture in the early fif-
teenth century mirrored the constant renegotiation of power,
rule, and representation that involved the sultan, his histori-
ans, and his builders.

o n a hilltop in Bursa, a city in the western Anato-
lian province of Bithynia (Fig. 1), a mausoleum
covered in turquoise-glazed tile reaches into the
sky. Together with several nearby monuments,

the mausoleum forms the so-called Yeşil Külliye, or Green
Complex, built between 1419 and 1424. Commissioned by
the Ottoman sultan Mehmed I (r. 1413–21) and a major focus
of his patronage, this multifunctional complex consists of a
mosque-zāviye (a mosque combined with a structure intended
for Sufis), madrasa, mausoleum, bathhouse, and kitchen.1 In
what follows, I argue that the elaborate tile decoration of the
Yeşil mosque and mausoleum creates a deliberate dialogue
with earlier—mostly late twelfth- to thirteenth-century—
Islamic architecture in Anatolia and with the broader Persian-
ate culture of Iran and Central Asia after the fall of the Mongol
Empire. More than other elements of the architecture, the tiles,
with their varied techniques, color schemes, and visual refer-
ences, suggest how early fifteenth-century Ottoman visual cul-
ture reflected the constant renegotiation of power, rule, and rep-
resentation that involved the sultan, historians, and builders.

Timurid Invasion and Ottoman Recovery

After his 1402 defeat at the battle of Ankara by the Cen-
tral Asian conqueror Timur (r. 1370–1405), the Ottoman sul-
tan Bayezid I (r. 1389–1402) was led into captivity together
with two of his sons, Musa and Mustafa.2 For the next eleven
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1. Halil İnalcık, “Mehẹmmed I,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam, Second Edition, ed. P. J. Bearman et al., http://dx.doi.org/10.1163/1573-3912
_islam_COM_0728.

2. Dimitris J. Kastritsis, The Sons of Bayezid: Empire Building and Representation in the Ottoman Civil War of 1402–1413 (Leiden: Brill,
2007), 41.
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years, the sultan’s remaining sons fought one another in a
bloody civil war to regain fragments of the Ottoman princi-
pality and challenge Timurid domination. Over the course of
the conflict they came into contact with post-Mongol Anato-
lia, Iran, and Central Asia, and the resulting change in Otto-
man outlook is evident in the arts of the period.

In 1413 Mehmed I emerged victorious from the civil war
and rebuilt the Ottoman principality from his base in Bursa.
The city became the site of the sultan’s mosque complex and,
a few years later, of his tomb. Mehmed I’s son and successor,
Murad II (r. 1421–44 and 1446–51), commissioned the mau-
soleum. The conflict with the Timurids, rebuilding the Otto-
man principality (used here in approximation of the Turkish
term beylik) on an Anatolian base, and the emergence of a
newly confident polity had far-reaching implications for the
dynamics of artistic agency, patronage, and style during the
first half of the fifteenth century.

My analysis of the Yeşil Külliye in Bursa addresses three
central questions: How did the tile decoration on and in
the buildings fit into the framework of a Timurid aesthetic?
How did the engagement with Timurid art intersect with the
reframing of Ottoman identity? And how was the Seljuk and,
more broadly, the Islamic past of central and eastern Anato-
lia involved in this process? In the political reconstruction and
architectural rebranding of his realm, Mehmed I drew on the
work of architects and craftsmen who perhaps had access to
or at least knowledge of multiple models available in the Ot-
toman realm and in neighboring regions. The tile decoration
notably engages the viewer with an array of local, global, his-
torical, and contemporary points of comparison.

The Yeşil Külliye presents clear stylistic connections to
Timurid Central Asia and pre-Ottoman Anatolia. While the
term “pre-Ottoman” can be problematic, in that it may imply
a potentially teleological perspective focused on the rise of the
Ottomans, I use it here as a way of moving beyond the spec-
ificity of such dynastic terms as “Seljuk” or “Ilkhanid,” which
have their own distinct historiographies in the context of me-
dieval Anatolia.3 “Seljuk”—used here to designate architectural
forms—refers to the architecture established in Konya and
the surrounding region in the late twelfth and early thirteenth
century, when the Anatolian Seljuks were at the peak of their
power. The patronage of Sultan ᶜAlā al-Dīn Kayqubād I
(r. 1220–37), in particular, led to the emergence of an archi-
tectural style associated with the ruler.4 While some features,
such as monumentalmuqarnas (honeycomb) portals with dec-
orative frames, took hold elsewhere in Anatolia, a unified form
of architecture did not emerge. The Mongol conquest of Ana-

Figure 1. Map showing major cities mentioned in the text (map: author, based on Google Maps).

3. Oya Pancaroğlu, “Formalism and the Academic Foundation of
Turkish Art in the Early Twentieth Century,” Muqarnas 24 (2007):
67–78; Scott Redford, “ ‘What Have You Done for Anatolia Today?’:
Islamic Archaeology in the Early Years of the Turkish Republic,”
Muqarnas 24 (2007): 243–52; and Patricia Blessing, Rebuilding An-
atolia after the Mongol Conquest: Islamic Architecture in the Lands
of Rūm, 1240–1330 (Farnham: Ashgate, 2014), 1–7.
4. Scott Redford, “The Alaeddin Mosque in Konya Reconsidered,”

Artibus Asiae 51, nos. 1–2 (1991): 54–74; Suzan Yalman, “ᶜAla al-Din
Kayqubad Illuminated: A Rum Seljuq Sultan as Cosmic Ruler,”
Muqarnas 29 (2012): 151–86; and eadem, “Building the Sultanate
of Rum: Religion, Urbanism, and Mysticism in the Architectural Pa-
tronage of ᶜAla al-Din Kayqubad (r. 1220–1237)” (PhD diss., Har-
vard University, 2011).
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tolia in 1243 led to the disappearance of royal Seljuk patronage,
and all standardizing efforts in architecture were abandoned.
In the following decades and into the fourteenth century, re-
gional styles—often centered on such major cities as Sivas,
Erzurum, Kayseri, and Konya—were consolidated as local pa-
trons came forward in the absence of centralized rule and pa-
tronage.5 The breakdown of Mongol power in Anatolia in the
1330s only added to this politically and culturally fragmented
picture, and similar dynamics remained in place well into the
fifteenth century.

Bursa was the center of the realm under Mehmed I, but
not the capital; Edirne retained this role from about 1368 un-
til the conquest of Constantinople in 1453. While Bursa was
at the cultural heart of Ottoman architectural innovation, it
was located on the edge of the post-Mongol eastern Islamic
lands. Throughout the fourteenth century, central and east-
ern Anatolia were peripheral areas for Ottoman architecture;
stylistic evidence suggests that Islamic monuments in these
regions did not serve as references for Ottoman builders and
patrons before the early fifteenth century. During the reign
of Mehmed I, however, that changed: the architecture of
Konya, which harked back to a strong past under the Seljuks
before Mongol rule, became a source of inspiration, while
Bursa was reshaped as a center of Ottoman dynastic mem-
ory. My study thus includes multiple peripheries and in this
way parallels the discourse of geography, history, and artis-
tic production that Enrico Castelnuovo and Carlo Ginzburg
present in their analysis of Italian art.6 The dynamics that I
analyze also benefit from recent discussions of artistic geog-
raphies across regions and cultural spaces.7 In this article, I
focus on how the Ottomans and their cultural production
belonged to complex networks in a time of multiple centers
and overlapping peripheries that reached from Anatolia into
Central Asia, moving beyond the vast literature on the rela-

tionship between center and provinces in the expanding Ot-
toman Empire.8

While Bursa emerged as the Ottoman cultural center,
Mehmed I looked east as he began to rebuild the realm. Ta-
briz, in western Iran, was an important economic and artistic
center, a role it had held since the late thirteenth century, when
the Mongol Ilkhanids made it their capital. After their fall
in the 1350s, the city changed hands among various succes-
sor dynasties. In the following decades, Tabriz remained in
the shadow of the Timurids, who invaded it several times
in the late fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries. With the
Timurid invasion of the Ottoman lands and the defeat of
Bayezid I, the Ottoman territories became connected to the
larger Timurid realm. The exceedingly complex dynamics
of center and periphery persisted after Mehmed I’s reign, when
the influence of Timurid cultural production in the eastern
Islamic world was at its peak.9

The movements of workshops and individual craftsmen
figure prominently in the scholarly literature; given the scar-
city of written sources on artisans in the Islamic world before
the late fifteenth century, stylistic and technical features are
often the only means with which art historians can recon-
struct networks of traveling craftsmen.10 Such movement was
also crucial for disseminating styles and techniques across
the Islamic world, supplemented by the use of technical draw-
ings that were seldom preserved.11 From this perspective, the
Ottoman realm was one of the peripheries of the Timurid
cultural orbit. This should not be viewed negatively: a periph-
ery can be the source of fruitful artistic production in its own

5. For the earliest studies acknowledging the breakdown of royal
Seljuk patronage, see J. Michael Rogers, “Patronage in Seljuk Anato-
lia, 1200–1300” (PhD diss., University of Oxford, 1971); and H. Crane,
“Notes on Saldjūq Architectural Patronage in Thirteenth Century
Anatolia,” Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 36,
no. 1 (1993): 1–57. More recently, see Blessing, Rebuilding Anatolia,
esp. 21–25, 73–74, 77–98, 104–15.

6. Enrico Castelnuovo and Carlo Ginzburg, “Symbolic Domination
and Artistic Geography in Italian Art History,” trans. Maylis Curie,
Art in Translation 1 (2009): 5–48, first published as “Domination
symbolique et géographie artistique dans l’histoire de l’art italien,”
Actes de la recherche en sciences sociales 40, no. 1 (1981): 51–72.

7. Thomas DaCosta Kaufmann, Toward a Geography of Art (Chi-
cago: University of Chicago Press, 2004), 1–13; and Stephen J.
Campbell, “Artistic Geographies,” in The Cambridge Companion
to the Italian Renaissance, ed. Michael Wyatt (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2014), 17–39.

8. Çiğdem Kafescioğlu, “‘In the Image of Rūm’: Ottoman Archi-
tectural Patronage in Sixteenth-Century Aleppo and Damascus,”
Muqarnas 16 (1999): 70–96, at 72–78; and Heghnar Zeitlian Wa-
tenpaugh, “An Uneasy Historiography: The Legacy of Ottoman Ar-
chitecture in the Former Arab Provinces,”Muqarnas 24 (2007): 27–
43, at 27–33. On the centralization of Ottoman patronage, see
Gülru Necipoğlu, The Age of Sinan: Architectural Culture in the Ot-
toman Empire (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2005).
9. Thomas W. Lentz and Glenn D. Lowry, Timur and the Princely

Vision: Persian Art and Culture in the Fifteenth Century (Los Ange-
les: Los Angeles County Museum of Art, 1989).
10. Castelnuovo and Ginzburg, “Symbolic Domination,” 11; and

Michael Meinecke, Patterns of Stylistic Changes in Islamic Architec-
ture: Local Traditions versus Migrating Artists (New York: New
York University Press, 1996), 1–3, 89–91. While some workshops
were highly mobile, others remained static and perpetuated local
traditions; Robert G. Ousterhout, “Ethnic Identity and Cultural Ap-
propriation in Early Ottoman Architecture,” Muqarnas 12 (1995):
48–62, at 50–53.
11. For a rare late fifteenth-century pattern scroll, probably from

Central Asia, see Gülru Necipoğlu, The Topkapı Scroll: Geometry
and Ornament in Islamic Architecture; Topkapı Palace Museum Li-
brary MS H. 1956 (Santa Monica, CA: Getty Center for the History
of Art and the Humanities, 1995).
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right.12 In early fifteenth-century Bursa, architectural evidence
reveals a multilayered cultural environment invested in local
traditions and new trends imported from Iran and Central
Asia. I first discuss the setting of the Yeşil Külliye, then ana-
lyze Bursa as a center of Ottoman patronage before turning to
the tile decoration of the Yeşil Külliye to assess its place be-
tween the Timurid present and the Seljuk past.

The Yeşil Külliye

The building complex that Mehmed I commissioned in
Bursa comprised a madrasa, mausoleum, mosque-zāviye, bath-

house, and imaret, a kitchen for preparing food for charita-
ble distribution (Fig. 2). Known as the Yeşil, or Green, Külliye
for the color of some of its interior and exterior tile decora-
tion, it was partially complete in 1421, when the mausoleum
was added. The mosque-zāviye remained unfinished under
Murad II, even though construction continued for a few years.
Its porch was never built, but holes on the facade, just below
the cornice, indicate where it would have been connected to
the walls (Fig. 3a–b).13

Figure 2. Plan of Yeşil Külliye, Bursa: (1) madrasa, (2) mosque-zāviye, (3) imaret, (4) mausoleum, (5) bathhouse (plan: redrawn with mod-
ifications by author and Anbar-Fereshteh Oreizi-Esfahani after Albert Gabriel, Une capitale turque: Brousse, Bursa [Paris: De Boccard,
1958], 1: fig. 33; and Godfrey Goodwin, A History of Ottoman Architecture [London: Thames & Hudson, 1971], fig. 62).

12. Castelnuovo and Ginzburg, “Symbolic Domination,” 16–17;
and Campbell, “Artistic Geographies,” 18.

13. Marthe Bernus-Taylor, “Le décor du ‘Complexe Vert’ à Bursa,
reflet de l’art timouride,” in L’héritage timouride: Iran, Asie Centrale,
Inde, XVe–XVIIIe siècles, ed. Maria Szuppe (Aix-en-Provence: In-
stitut Français d’Études sur l’Asie Centrale, 1997), 215–66, at 252;
Albert Gabriel, Une capitale turque: Brousse, Bursa (Paris: De Boc-
card, 1958), 1:81; and Çiğdem Kafescioğlu, Constantinopolis/Istan-
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In plan (Fig. 2, no. 2), the mosque-zāviye belongs to a
group of monuments that has been variously designated eyvan
mosque, Bursa type, reverse-T, multifunction mosque, mosque
with side spaces (yan mekânlı cami), convent mosque, and
cross-axial mosque (çapraz-mihverli cami).14 The complicated
historiography of these terms is related to the implications of
their mixed use, and recent work has focused on the relation-
ship between form and function in these buildings.15 Accord-
ing to Aptullah Kuran’s detailed classification of early Ottoman
mosques, the Yeşil Cami is a “cross-axial eyvan mosque,” a
variant of the T-shaped plan, in which the basic form is ex-
panded with additional side rooms. The central, domed court-
yard and use of iwans (eyvans in Turkish)—rectangular vaulted
spaces framed by large arches opening to the central court-
yard—is thought to be based on the plans of thirteenth-century
Seljuk madrasas.16 Indeed, the madrasas commissioned by Sel-
juk and other Muslim patrons in Anatolia beginning in the
late twelfth century are variations of two- or four-iwan plans
in which vaulted spaces face each other across open or covered
courtyards. Examples include the Karatay Madrasa in Konya

(1251–52), with its domed courtyard, and the Gök Medrese
in Sivas (1271–72), which is open at the center. Given the large
number of medieval two- and four-iwan madrasas in Anato-
lia, it is reasonable to assume that the Ottoman reverse-T plan
refers, in part, to earlier Islamic monuments in the region.
Changes in function and spatial additions during the Ottoman
transformation of earlier architectural forms turned the two-
or four-iwan plans into an entirely new building type. The
reverse-T plan allows for the presence of a mosque and rooms
for Sufis in the same building. The integration of different func-
tions into one structure, without revealing these multiple pur-
poses on the building’s exterior, is a new feature in Ottoman
architecture in the late fourteenth century. Earlier multifunc-
tional monuments in Anatolia, such as the Mahperi Hatun
Complex in Kayseri (1237–38) and the Sahib Ata Complex
in Konya (1258–84), read as composites on the outside even
when direct connections exist between parts of the structure
on the interior: in both of these examples, access to the mau-
soleum is possible from a madrasa or khānqāh, a structure for
Sufis akin to a zāviye, while the mosque retains a separate en-
trance.17

Figure 3a–b. Portal facade of mosque (a), and detail (b), showing
holes below the cornice to connect the porch to the walls, Yeşil
Külliye, 1419–24, Bursa (photo: author). See the electronic edition
of Gesta for a color version of Fig. 3b.

bul: Cultural Encounter, Imperial Vision, and the Construction of
the Ottoman Capital (University Park: Pennsylvania State Univer-
sity Press, 2009), 240n49.

14. Aptullah Kuran coins the term “eyvan mosque” and provides
an overview of such structures in The Mosque in Early Ottoman Ar-
chitecture (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1968), 71–72.

15. Zeynep Oğuz, “Multi-Functional T-Shaped Zaviyes in the
Early Ottoman Context” (PhD diss., Harvard University, in progress).
For extensive discussion of the available literature and introduction
of the term “multipurpose mosque,” see Saygın Salgırlı, “Architectural
Anatomy of an Ottoman Execution,” Journal of the Society of Archi-
tectural Historians 72, no. 3 (2013): 301–21, at 318n27.

16. Kuran, Mosque in Early Ottoman Architecture, 72, 114–19.

17. Patricia Blessing, “Buildings of Commemoration in Medieval
Anatolia: The Funerary Complexes of Sạ̄hịb ᶜAtạ̄ Fakhr al-Dīn ᶜAlī
and Māhperī Khātūn,” Al-Masāq: Journal of the Medieval Mediter-
ranean 27, no. 3 (2015): 225–52.
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The plan of the Yeşil Cami, by contrast, continues a line
of development that began in Bursa at the end of the previ-
ous century. The interior space departs from the expectations
that viewers familiar with thirteenth-century monuments in
central and eastern Anatolia would have had based on the fa-
cade, with its muqarnas portal. The portal of the Yeşil Cami
leads to a vestibule that is connected to the mosque’s central
space by a hallway. The central courtyard is covered by a dome
and has a fountain in the middle. At the end of the central axis
is the largest iwan, its floor level raised four steps above the
courtyard. This section constitutes the mosque, or prayer room,
underscored by the large tiled mihrab on its southeastern wall.
Two smaller iwans to the east and west are also raised above
the courtyard level; these served as rooms for Sufi teaching.
Two square rooms, accessible by doors on the left and right
before the steps leading to the mosque iwan, and two rectan-
gular rooms, which can be entered from the vestibule, com-
plete the ensemble. The three iwans and two subsidiary spaces
near the mosque iwan are domed. Above the vestibule, a sec-
ond floor contains the sultan’s loge (ḫünkār mahfịli), which
includes several small rooms and a balcony overlooking the
monument’s central space. The domes are visible from the ex-
terior (Fig. 4). The walls, built of stone, are clad in marble, and
intricate carving decorates the portal, two rows of windows
on the portal facade, and the windows on lateral walls. Small
inserts of turquoise tile emphasize the qibla iwan, forming thin
bands around the window frames of its western wall and the
single window on the south (Fig. 5).

The octagonal domed Yeşil Türbe (mausoleum) is situ-
ated to the south of the mosque-zāviye in an elevated loca-

tion (Fig. 2, no. 4; and Figs. 4 and 6). The mausoleum’s
exterior walls are covered in turquoise tiles, and inscription
panels are placed above each window. Slabs of gray marble
cover the corners of the building and form blind arches on
the sides of the structure. In cross section, the crypt below the
mausoleum is visible; this is where bodies were buried.18 The
portal is decorated withmulticolored tile. A foundation inscrip-
tion above the entrance refers toMehmed I’s burial: “This is the
mausoleum of the late, the blessed, the martyr, sultan, son of
the sultan Mehmed son of Bayezid Khan. He passed away dur-

Figure 4. Mausoleum (left) and mosque (right), Yeşil Külliye,
1419–24, Bursa (photo: Sébah & Joaillier, ca. 1890–1910,
reproduced courtesy of Special Collections, Fine Arts Library,
Harvard University).

Figure 5. Window frame in west wall of qibla iwan with tile deco-
ration, mosque, Yeşil Külliye, 1419–24, Bursa (photo: author). See
the electronic edition of Gesta for a color version of this image.

18. Ekrem Hakkı Ayverdi, Osmanlımi’mârîsinde Çelebi ve II. Sul-
tan Murad devri, 806–855 (1403–1451) (Istanbul: Baha Matbaası,
1972), fig. 169; and Gabriel, Une capitale turque, 1:94 and fig. 29.
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ing [the month] Jumadha I of the year eight hundred and
twenty-four [4–31 May 1421].”19

Only fragments of the kitchen (Fig. 2, no. 3) and the bath-
house (Fig. 2, no. 5) next to mausoleum and mosque-zāviye
remain. Farther away, the madrasa built of stone and brick
adheres to Bursa’s Byzantine architectural tradition (Fig. 2,
no. 1; and Fig. 7). The portal on the north face leads to an open
courtyard with arcades on three sides that are interrupted by
iwans on the east and west axes. The monument’s central axis
terminates in a large domed chamber. Steep steps lead to its
entrance, several meters above the courtyard level.

The monumental groups of buildings that Ottoman sultans
commissioned in Bursa in the fourteenth and fifteenth centu-
ries usually contained a mosque and mausoleum for the ruler
and his relatives, along with buildings of various functions.

That of Murad I (1365–85) consists of a mosque-zāviye with
a madrasa on the upper floor, a bathhouse, and the sultan’s
mausoleum. The complex of Bayezid I (begun 1390, completed
before 1395) originally comprised a mosque-zāviye, madrasa,
mausoleum, bathhouse, imaret, hospital, and palace, but only
the first four buildings are extant. Murad II’s (1424–26) com-
pound contains a mosque, hospital, and several mausolea,
some added at later dates.20

The structures of the Yeşil Külliye are distributed unevenly
over a hilly site that offers views (partially obscured today
by trees and construction) of the city center, the complex
of Bayezid I, and the fertile alluvial plain to the north, the
Yeşilova.21 The site affords maximum visibility, and the Yeşil
Türbe, with its elevated location and turquoise tile cladding,
stands at the center of attention. Because of the site’s spatial
arrangement, devoid of symmetry and enclosing walls, the
Yeşil Külliye does not appear as a single structural unit. Un-
like the later mosque ensembles of the Ottoman sultans in
Istanbul, beginning with that of Mehmed II (1463–70), the
Yeşil Külliye was not built with an emphasis on spatial unity.22

Instead, the buildings are linked by visual connections and by
inscriptions that mention their patron.23 The tile decoration is
a key element in the creation of those visual ties. Before ex-
ploring them, it will be useful to consider the issue of dynastic
memory in early Ottoman architecture and Bursa as a former
capital and necropolis of the Ottoman sultans, which lies be-
hind Mehmed I’s motives in founding the Yeşil Külliye.

Dynastic Memory in Bursa

Recent studies have focused on early Ottoman architec-
ture, from the emergence of Ottoman rule in the western

Figure 6. Exterior of mausoleum in 1936, Yeşil Külliye, 1419–24,
Bursa (photo: Nicholas V. Artamonoff, negative no. RA154, reac-
cession no. Artamonoff P060, Myron Bement Smith Collection,
Freer Gallery of Art and Arthur M. Sackler Gallery Archives,
Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC, FSA_A.04_2.06.55.060).

19. “Hādihi turbat ‛l-marhụ̄m ‛l-saᶜīd ‛l-shahīd ‛l-sultạ̄n ibn
‛l-sultạ̄n Mehẹmmed bin Bāyezīd khān tuwaffā fī jumādhā ‛l-ūlā sa-
nata arbaᶜ wa-ᶜashrīn wa thamānmā√ia.” Author’s transliteration
and translation based onphotographs of the inscription and onRobert
Mantran, “Les inscriptions arabes de Brousse,” Bulletin d’études orien-
tales 14 (1952–54): 87–114, at 105, no. 31; and Franz Taeschner,
“Beiträge zur frühosmanischen Epigraphik und Archäologie: die Jeşil
Ǧami in Brussa, ihre historischen Inschriften und ihre Künstler,”
Der Islam 20, no. 2 (1932): 139–68, at 145–46.

20. Kuran, Mosque in Early Ottoman Architecture, 102–4, 111–
13, 120–23.
21. Oya Pancaroğlu, “Architecture, Landscape, and Patronage in

Bursa: The Making of an Ottoman Capital City,” Turkish Studies
Association Bulletin 20, no. 1 (1995): 40–55, at 42, 45.
22.GülruNecipoğlu, “VisualCosmopolitanismandCreativeTrans-

lation: Artistic Conversations with Renaissance Italy in Mehmed II’s
Constantinople,” Muqarnas 29 (2012): 1–81, at 23–25; Pancaroğlu,
“Architecture, Landscape, and Patronage in Bursa,” 45; and Kafe-
scioğlu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul, 68–70.
23. Intervisuality between the separate parts of mosque complexes

appears elsewhere in Ottoman architecture. Thus, the multiple visual
axes centered on the royal pavilion (ḫünkār kạsṛı) in the Yeni Valide
Mosque in Eminönü, Istanbul (1597–1603 and 1660–65), afforded
full view and hence control of the adjacent buildings, which included
a mausoleum, primary school, covered market, and fountain. Lu-
cienne Thys-Şenocak, Ottoman Women Builders: The Architectural
Patronage of Hadice Turhan Sultan (Aldershot: Ashgate, 2006),
187–257, at 230–37 and figs. 5.22, 5.24.
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Anatolian region of Bithynia in the late thirteenth century
to the conquest of Constantinople in 1453. Oya Pancaroğlu,
Robert Ousterhout, and Suna Çağaptay have pointed to the
continuation of Byzantine building practices and their role in
identity formation in the late thirteenth and early fourteenth
century, when the Ottoman territories were consolidated.24

This view of early Ottoman architecture departs from the tra-
ditional one, which ties these monuments to preconceived
ethnic and religious categories.25 The scholarly reevaluation,
however, has focused on the late thirteenth and especially, be-
cause of the larger number of extant monuments, fourteenth
century, when the Ottoman realm was first expanding and
Ottoman identity was being formed. I focus on the transmis-
sion of style and techniques in the creation of Ottoman archi-
tecture somewhat later, when the dynamics of architecture
and patronage had shifted. Scholars are slowly reconsidering
the late fourteenth and especially the early fifteenth century, a

particularly complicated time in Ottoman history for both
political and cultural reasons. Efforts at identity construction
increased in the fifteenth century, as Linda Darling has shown.26

The patronage of Mehmed I in general and the Yeşil Külliye
in particular are part of this development, yet only recently
has work on the historical context and primary sources made
possible a new assessment of material culture in the fifteenth-
century Ottoman Empire.

Dimitris Kastritsis has studied the civil war waged by the
sons of Bayezid I after the sultan’s defeat at the hands of
Timur. After being held in captivity for eight months, Bayezid
died in unclear circumstances. His sons fought a bloody war
for supremacy in Anatolia and the Balkans in the following
decade, and the Ottoman realm was nearly lost in the ensuing
violence. Mehmed Çelebi, İsa, and Emir Süleyman were ini-
tially the main actors. After his victory in 1402, Timur ap-
pointed Emir Süleyman ruler of Rumeli, the Balkan provinces
of the Ottoman lands, and installed a nephew of Bayezid I in
Bursa; the latter was soon ousted by İsa, who received a de-
cree of appointment from Timur confirming him as ruler
of Bithynia. In 1403 Musa was released from Timurid captiv-

Figure 7. View of madrasa from the west, Yeşil Külliye, 1419–24, Bursa (photo: author).

24. Pancaroğlu, “Architecture, Landscape, and Patronage in Bursa”;
Robert G. Ousterhout, “The East, the West, and the Appropriation of
the Past in Early Ottoman Architecture,” Gesta 43, no. 2 (2004): 165–
76; idem, “Ethnic Identity and Cultural Appropriation”; and Suna
Çağaptay, “Frontierscape: Reconsidering Bithynian Structures and
Their Builders on the Byzantine-Ottoman Cusp,” Muqarnas 28
(2011): 156–91.

25. Historiographical overview in Çağaptay, “Frontierscape,”
158–62. On the problem of nationalist narrative for the study of
medieval Anatolia more broadly, see Pancaroğlu, “Formalism.”

26. Linda T. Darling, “Introduction: Ottoman Identity and the
Development of an Imperial Culture in the Fifteenth Century,” Jour-
nal of the Ottoman and Turkish Studies Association 1, nos. 1–2
(2014): 53–55; and eadem, “Political Literature and the Develop-
ment of an Ottoman Imperial Culture in the Fifteenth Century,”
ibid., 57–69.
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ity into Mehmed Çelebi’s custody, but he later rebelled and
was defeated in battle in 1413.27 Mehmed Çelebi ultimately
emerged victorious and came to the throne in 1413 as Meh-
med I, ruling as sultan of the Ottoman realm until his death
in 1421. His reign was not uncontested; the sultan’s last re-
maining brother, Mustafa, led a revolt in 1415–16, after he
was released from Timurid captivity.28 The Ottoman realm
was once more consolidated during this time, forming the
basis of later conquests, including that of Constantinople in
1453 under Mehmed II (known as Mehmed the Conqueror,
r. 1444–46and1451–81).AswithmanyOttomansultans,Meh-
med I’s ascension entailed a renegotiation of the past and of
the relationship between the Ottoman dynasty and the post-
Mongol world of central and eastern Anatolia.

The Mongol conquest of Anatolia in the 1240s brought
about the gradual end of Seljuk rule in the region. Although
members of the dynasty can be identified as late as 1307, the
Seljuks lost political power when they became vassals of the
Mongol khan and were embroiled in decades-long internal
succession struggles.29 The dynasty slipped further into ob-
scurity after the Mamluk invasion of Anatolia in 1277, when
the sultan of Egypt and Syria, Baybars I (r. 1260–77), held
the region for six months before retreating to Syria at the
start of winter. As a consequence of this invasion, the Mon-
gol Ilkhanids of Iran, the main rivals of the Mamluks and
overlords of much of central and eastern Anatolia, tightened
control over the region, levying taxes and appointing gover-
nors.30 Beginning in the second quarter of the fourteenth
century, the Mongols’ hold over the region slowly dissolved.
This was part of a process that began after the death of the
Ilkhanid sultan Abū Saᶜīd (r. 1316–35) and eventually led
to the collapse, in the 1350s, of the Ilkhanid realm, which
had its center in Iran. Former Mongol vassals and governors

formed independent realms in central and eastern Anatolia
as Ilkhanid power waned.31

Thus, from the mid-thirteenth century on Anatolia was
closely connected to the Mongol Empire and rooted in a
post-Mongol world, even after the fall of the Ilkhanid dynasty
in Iran. The Ottoman principality in its initial stages was part
of that world as it encountered the frontier zone between Is-
lam and Christianity and the fluid power dynamics of Anato-
lia in the late thirteenth century.32 During the reign of Osman I
(r. ca. 1299–1326), the Mongols remained the dominant force
in much of central and eastern Anatolia and were effectively
overlords of several beyliks in western Anatolia.

Baki Tezcan has argued that the Ottomans’ attitude toward
Anatolia’s Mongol past shifted over time, a change that is re-
flected in early Ottoman chronicles.33 In texts written in the
late fifteenth century, late thirteenth-century Anatolia was trans-
formed into something distinctly more Seljuk than the histori-
cal reality described above, and the Mongol presence was nearly
erased. The past became an elaborate fiction in which the Ot-
tomans were connected to local Seljuk rather than invading
Mongol overlords, and legitimacy was based on Islamic power
relations. A Seljuk sultan named ᶜAlā al-Dīn—a legendary fig-
ure without a clear historical basis—was said to have conferred
ruling authority on Osman I.34 Despite this shift, Aşıkpaşazāde
(d. 1485), one of the main chroniclers of the Ottoman dynasty,
also used earlier sources that referred to theMongols instead of
the Seljuks, showing that such texts did exist and were known
at the time. His writings reveal the extent to which Ottoman
perception of theMongol past had changed since 1300. Tezcan
shows that earlier accounts on which Aşıkpaşazāde draws hark
back to the late thirteenth and fourteenth century, when the
Ottomans saw a close connection between their rule and that
of the Mongols. After 1402, however, the traumatic defeat of

27. Kastritsis, Sons of Bayezid, 2, 41–50; 129–94 for Musa’s mil-
itary actions once he became a major actor in the conflict.

28. Ibid., 2–3, 41. Mustafa also survived Byzantine captivity and
was released in 1421. He immediately started a rebellion against
the new sultan, Murad II, which continued until 1423. Murad II
presented his uncle as an impostor, applying the epithet düzme
(false) to him. Ibid., 2–3, 82.

29. Claude Cahen, The Formation of Turkey: The Seljukid Sultan-
ate of Rūm; Eleventh to Fourteenth Century, trans. and ed. P. M.
Holt (Harlow: Longman, 2001), 179–95; Osman Turan, Selçuklular
zamanında Türkiye: siyasî tarih Alp Arslan’dan Osman Gazi’ye,
1071–1318, 8th ed. (Istanbul: Ötüken, 2004), 485–97; and Sara
Nur Yıldız, “Mongol Rule in Thirteenth-Century Seljuk Anatolia:
The Politics of Conquest and History Writing, 1243–1282” (PhD
diss., University of Chicago, 2006), 1:160–254.

30. Cahen, Formation of Turkey, 196–226; and Reuven Amitai-
Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks: The Mamluk-Īlkhānid War, 1260–
1281 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995), 168–77.

31. On the architectural landscape of Anatolia in this period, see
Patricia Blessing, “All Quiet on the Eastern Frontier? Early Otto-
man Architecture and Its Contemporaries in Eastern Anatolia,” in
Architecture and Landscape in Medieval Anatolia, 1100–1500, ed.
Blessing and Rachel Goshgarian (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University
Press, 2017), 200–223.
32. Cemal Kafadar, Between Two Worlds: The Construction of the

Ottoman State (Berkeley: University of California Press, 1995); and
idem, “A Rome of One’s Own: Reflections on Cultural Geography
and Identity in the Lands of Rum,” Muqarnas 24 (2007): 7–25.
33. Baki Tezcan, “The Memory of the Mongols in Early Ottoman

Historiography,” in Writing History at the Ottoman Court: Editing
the Past, Fashioning the Future, ed. H. Erdem Çıpa and Emine
Fetvacı (Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2013), 23–38.
34. A. C. S. Peacock, “Seljuq Legitimacy in Islamic History,” in

The Seljuqs: Politics, Society, and Culture, ed. Christian Lange and
Songül Mecit (Edinburgh: Edinburgh University Press, 2011), 79–
96, at 86–88.
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Bayezid I by Timur turned the post-Mongol world into enemy
territory for the Ottomans, bringing about the changes just
described.35

This rewriting of the past found a parallel in twentieth-
century Turkey. In the aftermath of World War I, with the
fall of the Ottoman Empire and the foundation of the Re-
public of Turkey in 1923, the Ottoman past became mar-
ginalized in the historical literature. The trauma of the em-
pire’s demise was still fresh in the public consciousness. A
prevailing narrative of decline depicted the present in a pos-
itive light and proposed strong ties to a pre-Ottoman past.
To create an identity for the new Turkish nation-state, the
focus of historical narration shifted to the Seljuks. As a dy-
nasty that could be labeled ethnically Turkish and whose ter-
ritories included large parts of Anatolia—a region that con-
stituted most of the landmass of modern Turkey—the Seljuks
were ideal representatives of early Turkish history, more than
the Ottomans and their multiethnic empire.36

The fifteenth-century shift in the writing of history raises
many questions, including to what extent the Ottomans’ chang-
ing attitude toward the Anatolian past was reflected in archi-
tecture after Mehmed I’s victory over his brothers in the suc-
cession war of 1402–13. Whereas in early Ottoman Bithynia
architectural regionalism was pronounced, in Bursa and, to a
lesser extent, in Edirne in the early fifteenth century we can
detect an emerging interest in the thirteenth- and fourteenth-
century architecture of central and eastern Anatolia. There
are few detailed studies of late fourteenth- to early fifteenth-
century monuments in central and eastern Anatolia, but a
survey reveals marked regional differences.37 This phenome-
non is consistent with the strongly regional architecture that

developed after the Mongol conquest of Anatolia in the 1240s,
when centralized Seljuk patronage broke down and the range
of patrons and architectural styles became more diverse. These
regionally ingrained architectural styles persisted well beyond
the end of Seljuk and evenMongol control over Anatolia. Thus,
a monument built in the principality of Karaman in the region
of Konya in the late fourteenth century, such as the Hatuniye
Medrese (1381–82), still displays a prominent muqarnas portal
and stonework connected to earlier monuments in the region.

Like several of his ancestors, Mehmed I made his mark on
Bursa, a city that changed hands repeatedly over the course
of the civil war among Bayezid I’s sons.38 Possessing the for-
mer capital was an important sign of power and prestige for
Ottoman sultans and pretenders to the throne. The interven-
tions of Mehmed I and Murad II brought about the revitali-
zation of Bursa in the early fifteenth century. Mehmed I con-
nected his patronage to the established site of ruling memory
that Ottoman Bursa represented, at the intersection of the
dynastic past and the projected future.39 The mausolea of
the first Ottoman sultans, Osman I and Orhan, were located
in Bursa.40 The first funerary complex that the Ottomans built
in Bursa, that of Murad I (known as Ḫüdāvendigār), consists
of a mosque with madrasa (the madrasa forming the upper
level of the mosque), mausoleum, and bathhouse.41 Like those
of his ancestors Osman I and Orhan, the mausoleum of
Murad I was destroyed in an earthquake in 1855 that dam-
aged many monuments in Bursa.42

The mausoleum of Bayezid I was built near his mosque
and its surrounding structures in 1406, probably on the or-
ders of Emir Süleyman, whose name appears on the founda-
tion inscription. It cites 1 Muharram 809 (18 June 1406) as
the start of construction.43 Sources describe how Mehmed
Çelebi, after conquering Bursa in 1404, obtained his father’s
body from the Germiyan ruler Yakub, whom Timur had or-35. Tezcan, “Memory of the Mongols,” 23–25.

36. The complex shifts in historiography, with major changes
from the 1920s to the 1970s, and their impact on the history of
art are best studied in Pancaroğlu, “Formalism”; Redford, “‘What
Have You Done for Anatolia Today?’ ”; and Sibel Bozdoğan and
Gülru Necipoğlu, “Entangled Discourses: Scrutinizing Orientalist
and Nationalist Legacies in the Architectural Historiography of the
‘Lands of Rum,’ ” Muqarnas 24 (2007): 1–6.

37. Albert Gabriel,Monuments turcs d’Anatolie, 2 vols. (Paris: De
Boccard, 1931–34), 1 (1931): 67–70, 79–82; 2 (1934): 162–64; Ernst
Diez, Oktay Aslanapa, and Mahmut Mesut Koman, Karaman devri
sanati (Istanbul: İstanbul Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi Yayınları,
1950); Peter Schneider, “Research on the Rizk Mosque of Hasankeyf:
al-ᶜAdil Sulayman and the Building Activities during His Reign,” in
At the Crossroads of Empires: 14th–15th Century Eastern Anatolia;
Proceedings of the International Symposium Held in Istanbul, 4th–
6th May 2007, ed. Deniz Beyazit with Simon Rettig (Istanbul: Institut
Français d’Études Anatoliennes Georges Dumézil, 2012), 128–46;
Hamza Gündoğdu, Dulkadırlı beyliği mimarisi (Ankara: Kültür ve
Turizm Bakanlığı, 1986); and Kemal Göde, Eratnalılar, 1327–1381
(Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Basımevi, 1994), 157–73.

38. Kastritsis, Sons of Bayezid, 26–27, 45–50, 77–81, 84.
39. Pancaroğlu, “Architecture, Landscape, and Patronage in Bursa,”

41.
40. Semavi Eyice, “Bursa’da Osman ve Orhan Gazi Türbeleri,”

Vakıflar dergisi 5 (1962): 131–47; and Suna Çağaptay, “Prousa/Bursa,
a City within the City: Chorography, Conversion, and Choreography,”
Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies 35, no. 1 (2011): 45–69, at
52–62.
41. Çağaptay, “Frontierscape,” 172–79; Kuran, Mosque in Early

Ottoman Architecture, 102–4; and Ekrem Hakkı Ayverdi, Osmanlı
mi’mârîsinin ilk devri: Ertuğrul, Osman, Orhan Gazîler, Hüdaven-
digâr ve Yıldırım Bâyezîd 630–805 (1230–1402) (Istanbul: Baha Mat-
baası, 1966), 231–64.
42. Kuran, Mosque in Early Ottoman Architecture, 98, 103.
43. Ayverdi, Osmanlı mi’mârîsinin ilk devri, 464–69; Kastritsis,

Sons of Bayezid, 99; and Mantran, “Les inscriptions arabes,” 104,
no. 29.
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dered to bury the sultan.44 Mehmed Çelebi recovered his
father’s body, but Emir Süleyman conquered Bursa only a
few months later and oversaw the completion of the monu-
ment.45

The efforts made to recover Bayezid I’s body, transport it
to Bursa, and inter it there show Mehmed Çelebi’s desire to
honor his father’s memory and enhance the status of Bursa
as a site of dynastic memory. A source from the time of the
brothers’ civil war, Ahṿāl-i Sultạ̄n Mehẹmmmed bin Bāyezīd
Ḫān (Tales of Sultan Mehmed, Son of Bayezid Han), describes
the recovery and reburial of the body from the perspective of
the court:

Then the Sultan ordered that a letter be written to
Germiyan-oğlı Yakub Bey, in which he asked him to
send his father’s body along with his brother Musa
Çelebi, and delivered it by messenger. The letter reached
Yakub Bey, who acted in accordance with its noble con-
tent. Adding his own men to those who had been dis-
patched by the Sultan, he sent back Yıldırım Khan’s
body with all appropriate honors along with Musa
Çelebi. They took the body, brought it, and buried it
in a hallowed place in Bursa. For seven days, Quranic
excerpts were recited over it, stews were cooked, and
the Sultan did good deeds for the soul of the deceased,
making the seyyids [descendants of the Prophet Mu-
hammad] and poor people rich. And he assigned to
certain villages the legal status of waqf to contribute
to the upkeep of the tomb’s pious foundation.46

The deceased sultan’s burial site furthered the line established
with the mausolea of Osman, Orhan, and Murad I. Bursa was
the site of dynastic commemoration, a lieu de mémoire.47

Mehmed Çelebi’s efforts and Emir Süleyman’s patronage
show that both brothers used the notion of dynastic mem-
ory tied to specific sites as part of their competition. Once

Mehmed Çelebi emerged victorious, his patronage of the
Yeşil Külliye can be seen as maintaining this effort.

Scholars have argued that the construction of multifunc-
tional building complexes at the behest of several Ottoman
sultans between the mid-fourteenth and mid-fifteenth century
created a specific topography suited to notions of imperial
domination and established urban cores in different sections
of Bursa.48 Pancaroğlu underlines the need to study Bursa as
a cityscape rather than a series of individual monuments and
to avoid viewing the city as a mere prelude to Edirne and Is-
tanbul.49 In the fourteenth century, according to Çağaptay,
Ottoman interventions in Bursa made use of the city to adapt
Byzantine urban space to a new reality, and preexisting archi-
tectural elements were translated into a new style specifically
tied to the formation of an Ottoman identity.50 At the same
time, Bursa’s landscape was appropriated for Ottoman use,
establishing a pattern of organization centered on the monu-
mental complexes of the sultans. Construction projects in new
suburbs and the established city center around the citadel and
market area marked the patronage of the early Ottoman sul-
tans; the mosque ensembles of Bayezid I and Murad I, in par-
ticular, formed landmarks in new sections of the city.51 Located
on several hills, the funerary complexes of four Ottoman sul-
tans, built between 1390 and 1426, dominate the most prom-
inent sites of the city. The idea of creating groups of buildings
that fulfilled multiple functions centered on a monument ded-
icated to worship (a mosque and/or zāviye), a funerary struc-
ture, and additional buildings providing charitable services was
established in Bursa and developed in Istanbul after 1453.52

The Yeşil Külliye, built at an important juncture in the history
of the Ottoman realm, exemplifies the volatile dynamics of
memory and identity formation that were at stake. In exam-

44. The beylik of Germiyan, with its capital at Kütahya, existed
from the late thirteenth century until its absorption by the Otto-
mans in 1427. Kastritsis, Sons of Bayezid, 84, 97–100; and idem, ed.,
The Tales of Sultan Mehmed, Son of Bayezid Khan [Ahṿāl-i Sultạ̄n
Mehẹmmmed bin Bāyezīd Ḫān], Annotated English Translation,
Turkish Edition, and Facsimiles of the Relevant Folia of Bodleian
Marsh 313 and Neşri Codex Menzel (Cambridge, MA: Department
of Near Eastern Languages and Literatures, Harvard University,
2007), 15–16.

45. The current structure is the result of this intervention and a
major restoration that followed the earthquake of 1855. Kuran,
Mosque in Early Ottoman Architecture, 112.

46. Kastritsis, Tales of Sultan Mehmed, 18.
47. Pierre Nora, “Between Memory and History: Les Lieux de

Mémoire,” in “Memory and Counter-Memory,” special issue, Rep-
resentations 26 (1989): 7–24.

48. Aptullah Kuran, “A Spatial Study of Three Ottoman Capitals:
Bursa, Edirne, and Istanbul,” Muqarnas 13 (1996): 114–31, at 114–
18; Pancaroğlu, “Architecture, Landscape, and Patronage in Bursa”;
and Çağaptay, “Prousa/Bursa.”
49. Pancaroğlu, “Architecture, Landscape, and Patronage in Bursa,”

40–41.
50. Çağaptay, “Frontierscape,” 62–65, 157–58, 164; and Pan-

caroğlu, “Architecture, Landscape, and Patronage in Bursa,” 47.
51. Kuran, “Spatial Study of Three Ottoman Capitals,” 117–18;

Pancaroğlu, “Architecture, Landscape, and Patronage in Bursa,” 41–
46; andKafescioğlu,Constantinopolis/Istanbul, 70. Similarly, funer-
ary complexes for the sultans became landmarks in Istanbul; Gülru
Necipoğlu, “Dynastic Imprints on the Cityscape: The Collective Mes-
sage of Imperial Funerary Mosque Complexes in Istanbul,” in Cime-
tières et traditions funéraires dans le monde islamique: actes du Col-
loque international du Centre national de la recherche scientifique . . .
Istanbul, 28–30 septembre 1991, ed. Jean Louis Bacqué-Grammont
and Aksel Tibet (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu Basımevi, 1996), 2:
23–36.
52. On the transformation of Istanbul into the Ottoman capital,

see Kafescioğlu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul, esp. 53–142.
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ining its tile decoration, the remainder of this article engages
questions of center and periphery in the Timurid-Ottoman-
Anatolian context.

The Tile Decoration of the Yeşil Külliye

The Yeşil Külliye, the mosque-zāviye, mausoleum, and
madrasa are decorated with various types of tile work. This
is combined with stone and brick architecture, and together
these techniques indicate multiple historical and cultural ref-
erences. The Timurid present and the Seljuk past are the
most prevalent, implied in the variegated and, at times, ambig-
uous tile decoration. Both an Anatolian past (in the mosque’s
stone facade and the shape of the mausoleum) and a Bithynian
one (in the brick architecture of parts of the mosque and the
entire madrasa) are evoked. While the present discussion fo-
cuses on the tile decoration as a rich visual device that is used
to direct perceptions of past and present, it is important to note
that the Yeşil Külliye as a whole is an exercise in manipulating
the past for the benefit of a new Ottoman future. Far from cre-
ating a dichotomy between past and future, the ornament may
have been used to signal possible paths and to consolidate the
role of Bursa as a site of Ottoman memory.

The madrasa (Fig. 7) is the least elaborately decorated of
the extant monuments. Only small pieces of tile are used
on the exterior, in lunettes over the windows, inserted into
brick to form checkerboard and similar patterns (Fig. 8). In-
side, the tile mosaic forms geometric patterns in the vaults of
the lateral iwans (Fig. 9). This decoration is much more exten-
sive in the mosque and on the mausoleum’s interior and ex-
terior. The latter (Fig. 6) is entirely clad in turquoise-glazed
tiles, in an unprecedented (and unique) use of tile decoration
in Anatolia. These tiles are interrupted by calligraphic lu-
nettes over the windows and so-called black-line tiles on the
portal (Figs. 10–11),53 where carved, glazed terracotta around
the inscription panels frames the black-line tiles. This tech-
nique, according to Bernard O’Kane, has roots in Iran.54

In the Yeşil Türbe’s interior, turquoise tiles covering the
lower half of the walls are interrupted by medallions in black-

line technique (Fig. 12). The mausoleum’s mihrab is composed
entirely of black-line tile (Fig. 13).55 The tiles made with this
method for the Yeşil Külliye are often called cuerda seca (dry
cord) tiles, but due to technical differences, black-line is the
more appropriate term in the eastern Islamic context.56 In
Timurid black-line ceramics fromCentral Asia, Iran, and An-
atolia, the tile is first covered with a slip to create a uniform
background, then fired. Black (and sometimes red) outlines
are then drawn on the tile and filled with different pigments.
During a second firing, those outlines remain visible and the
colored sections assume their brilliant glaze.57 Black-line tiles
compose a large part of the decoration in the Yeşil Külliye, but
other tile techniques, including monochrome underglaze, mo-
saic, and painted terracotta relief were used as well.

In the center of the Yeşil Türbe, a low platform is covered
in monochrome turquoise tiles (Fig. 12). This platform is the

Figure 8. Tile work over window in east facade, madrasa, Yeşil
Külliye, 1419–24, Bursa (photo: author). See the electronic edition
of Gesta for a color version of this image.

53. The tiles were first restored in 1863, following the earthquake
of 1855. Léon Parvillée, Architecture et décoration turques au XVe
siècle (Paris: Morel, 1874), 4, 14–15. The ceramic facing was removed
(and later reinstalled) during a restoration project in 1941–43. Ayverdi,
Osmanlı mi’mârîsinde Çelebi ve II. Sultan Murad devri, figs. 170, 171,
173; and Macit R. Kural, “Çelebi Mehmed’in Yeşil Türbesi ve 1941–
1943 restorasyonu,” Güzel sanatlar 5 (1944): 50–102.

54. Bernard O’Kane, “Tiles of Many Hues: The Development of
Iranian Cuerda Seca Tiles and the Transfer of Tilework Technology,”
in And Diverse Are Their Hues: Color in Islamic Art and Culture, ed.
Jonathan Bloom and Sheila Blair (New Haven: Yale University Press,
2011), 174–203, at 191.

55. Gérard Degeorge and Yves Porter, L’art de la céramique dans
l’architecture musulmane (Paris: Flammarion, 2001), 24, 196.
56. In cuerda seca tiles produced in Spain, waxed cords are used

to separate the different colors. The cords burn during firing, result-
ing in an unglazed line between fields of different color. Hence,
O’Kane (“Tiles of Many Hues,” 182) notes that the term cuerda seca
is better translated as “colorless line.” Bernus-Taylor, “Le décor du
‘Complexe Vert’ à Bursa,” mentions the technical differences but
continues to use the term cuerda seca for the sake of convenience.
Michael Meinecke, Fayencedekorationen seldschukischer Sakralbauten
in Kleinasien, 2 vols. (Tübingen: Wasmuth, 1976), 1:103, refers to
these tiles as “Glasurfarbenfliesen mit ‘toten Rändern’ ” (underglaze
tile with dead, i.e., unpainted edges).
57. Aneta Samkoff, “From Central Asia to Anatolia: The Trans-

mission of the Black-Line Technique and the Development of
Pre-Ottoman Tilework,” Anatolian Studies 64 (2014): 199–215, at
200–201. For the chemical analysis of examples from Bursa and Sam-
arkand, see O’Kane, “Tiles of Many Hues,” 200–203.
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base for several cenotaphs, most prominently that of Meh-
med I placed at the center and richly decorated with black-
line tiles bearing inscriptions and floral ornament, some of
them in relief. Other burials in the mausoleum, marked by
smaller cenotaphs clustered around the sultan’s monumental
one, include Mehmed I’s sons Mustafa (d. 1423), Mahmud
(d. 1428), and Yusuf (d. 1428); his daughters Selçuk Hatun
(d. 1485), Hafsa Sultan, Ayşe Hatun, and Sitti Hatun; and
the sultan’s wet nurse.58 The cenotaphs are decorated with
different types of tiles; the blue-and-white underglaze type
that became prominent in the late fifteenth and early six-
teenth centuries is visible on those of later date (Fig. 14).59

Tile mosaic is also used for the soffits of deep window
niches inside the mausoleum (Fig. 15). This technique is found
in both Timurid and Seljuk architecture, but the color palette
of these panels, limited to blues, white, and purple, is closer to
the latter. As Michael Meinecke notes, tile mosaic—the prev-
alent technique for tile decoration in Anatolia from the mid-
thirteenth to the mid-fourteenth century—is only rarely found
in the fifteenth century. Late examples include the Hasbey Da-
rülhuffaz in Konya (1421) and the Pir Hüseyin Bey Mosque
in Sarayönü, near Konya (1408–9).60

In the Yeşil Cami, tile decoration on the interior extends
over large parts of the structure: the lower parts of walls in
the entrance hallway and iwans around the courtyard are cov-
ered in dark blue– and turquoise-glazed tiles. In the hall, large
roundels in black-line tile interrupt fields of monochrome
tile (Fig. 16). On the hexagonal dark-green tiles in the two
side iwans, gold decoration has been preserved (Fig. 17).
The mosque’s mihrab is richly decorated with black-line tiles
in blue, purple, and yellow (Fig. 18). Even in this central part
of the monument the patterns on neighboring tiles do not
quite match, suggesting a degree of experimentation in the
workshop’s production.61 The lower parts of the walls in
the mosque are covered in dark blue tiles, without gold over-
lay, and inscription bands in black-line tile run above them.
Black-line tiles also appear in the sultan’s loge on the build-
ing’s upper level, above the vestibule and entrance corridor.
In this richly decorated section of the mosque, tiles are com-
bined with stucco andwood carving. Black-line tiles with geo-
metric motifs cover the lateral walls and ceiling of the central
room. Viewed from the mosque’s courtyard, the opening of
the loge, which allowed the sultan to look out over the central
space, is framed with inscription bands in black-line tiles.

Diverse tile techniques were used in the mosque and mau-
soleum, displaying the full array of skills in which craftsmen
were proficient at the time of construction: black line, mosaic,
inlays in stone, monochrome with gold overlay, and carved
terracotta. Tiles were also combined with decorative elements
in stucco, carved wood, painting, and carved stone. This di-
verse set of techniques and styles, and the creative combina-
tion of these elements to create a wholly distinct architecture,
in many ways prefigures what was done in Istanbul in the late
fifteenth century. As Gülru Necipoğlu and Çiğdem Kafe-
scioğlu have discussed in detail, works patronized by Sultan
Mehmed II and his grand viziers in Istanbul drew on a wide
range of materials, styles, and techniques—Byzantine, Timurid,
early Ottoman, even Italian—to present aspirations to univer-
sal rule.62 Even though such ambitions were not yet central
in Mehmed I’s Bursa, a desire to display knowledge of a wide
range of past and present styles, along with the related pres-
tige of being able to hire craftsmen capable of working in them,
could have been at stake. When Murad II commissioned the
addition of the mausoleum, the Persianate aesthetic promul-
gated by the Timurid courts would have been more desirable
than it had been previously, and the Ottoman sultan may have
beenkeen toembraceaprevalent Islamic elite culture.Thismay
explain, at least in part, why the Yeşil Türbe looks more Per-

62. Necipoğlu, “Visual Cosmopolitanism,” 1–5, 22–45; and Kafe-
scioğlu, Constantinopolis/Istanbul, 2–5, 22–28, 66–84, 109–30.

Figure 9. Tile mosaic in vault of west iwan, madrasa, Yeşil Külliye,
1419–24, Bursa (photo: author). See the electronic edition of Gesta
for a color version of this image.

58. Selçuk Hatun, a daughter of Mehmed I, is mentioned in the
foundation inscription of her mosque in Bursa, built in 1450. Man-
tran, “Les inscriptions arabes,” 98, no. 18. For the inscription on her
cenotaph in the Yeşil Türbe, ibid., 107, no. 35; and Ayverdi, Osmanlı
mi’mârîsinde Çelebi ve II. Sultan Murad devri, 113–17.

59. Gülru Necipoğlu, “From International Timurid to Ottoman:
A Change of Taste in Sixteenth-Century Ceramic Tiles,” Muqarnas 7
(1990): 136–70.

60. Meinecke, Fayencedekorationen, 1:93–95; pl. 41, figs. 1–2, and
pl. 42, fig. 3; 2: cat. nos. 91–94.

61. O’Kane, “Tiles of Many Hues,” 191.
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sian and Timurid, especially on the inside, while the mosque-
zāviye works with a different aesthetic dominated by stone
and supplemented with tile.

The extended palette used in the decoration of the Yeşil
Külliye is striking. Yellow and light purple were added to
the more restrained color scheme used in thirteenth- and
fourteenth-century tile decoration in central Anatolia, blue
and turquoise, with additions of white and purple so dark that
it appears black. This new type of decoration would become
common, if intermittent, in Ottoman architecture, where it
was used in theMuradiyeMosque in Edirne (1435) and in that
of Mehmed the Conqueror in Istanbul (1463–70).63 Elsewhere
in Anatolia, however, such tiles were rare. The mihrab of the
İbrahim Bey İmaret in Karaman (1432) offers one example of
black-line technique in central Anatolia (it is now preserved
in the collections of the Istanbul Archaeological Museum and
on view in the Çinili Köşk). Meinecke observes that Karaman
was an important point of connection between the Ottomans
and central Anatolia, because of rivalry but also through mar-

riage alliances; the patron of the Hatuniye Medrese in Kara-
man (1381–82) was a daughter of the Ottoman sultan Murad
I. Meinecke suggests a close connection between the black-line
tiles in Karaman and those in Bursa, based on the use of both
red and black lines to separate fields of colored glaze, a rather
unusual combination of the two types of dividing lines.64 Rare
examples in southeasternAnatolia, in the region betweenMar-
din, Hasankeyf, and Diyarbakır at the juncture between Ana-
tolia and the larger area of Turkmen rule, are closely related
to the cultural sphere of Tabriz and located in the same geo-
graphic zone.65

The tiles of the Yeşil Külliye were probably produced lo-
cally, although kilns have not been found in Bursa.66 The mak-

Figure 10. Calligraphic lunette over window, mausoleum, Yeşil Külliye, 1419–24, Bursa (photo: author). See the electronic edition of Gesta
for a color version of this image.

63. Rudolf Riefstahl, “Early Turkish Tile Revetments in Edirne,”
Ars Islamica 4 (1937): 249–81; Bernus-Taylor, “Le décor du ‘Com-
plexe Vert’ à Bursa,” 256; and Degeorge and Porter, L’art de la céra-
mique dans l’architecture musulmane, 196–97. For late examples,
see Necipoğlu, “From International Timurid to Ottoman,” 140–48.

64. Meinecke, Fayencedekorationen, 1:98, 2:172–75.
65. Turkish-speaking nomadic populations are referred to as

Turkmen; several such dynasties emerged in post-Mongol Iran
and Anatolia. For examples of tile decoration in southeastern Ana-
tolia under Turkmen rule, see Khalida Mahi, “Tile Revetments from
the 15th Century in Eastern Anatolia: A Problem of Attribution,” in
Beyazit, At the Crossroads of Empires, 181–205.
66. On some of the earliest excavated Ottoman kilns, see Oktay

Aslanapa, “Pottery and Kilns from the Iznik Excavations,” in For-
schungen zur Kunst Asiens in Memoriam Kurt Erdmann, 9. Sep-
tember 1901–30 September 1964, ed. Oktay Aslanapa and Rudolf
Naumann (Istanbul: İstanbul Üniversitesi Edebiyat Fakültesi, Türk
ve Islâm Sanati Kürsüsü, 1969), 140–46.
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ers of the tiles left a collective signature in the monument:
on the mosque’s mihrab, “ᶜamal-i ustādhān-i Tabrīz” (work
of the masters of Tabriz) is written in Persian.67 Other signa-
tures include “Muhammad the Mad” on an arch in the sul-
tan’s loge and “ᶜAlī ibn Hājjī Ahmad of Tabriz” on the mau-
soleum’s wooden doors.68 One signature in particular has
been at the center of a debate about the attribution of the
tile decoration, even though it is not found on the tiles: carved
into a piece of stone above the sultan’s loge is the name ᶜAlī
ibn Ilyās ᶜAlī. An elaborate biographical narrative has been de-
veloped for this figure, according to which ᶜAlī ibn Ilyās ᶜAlī,
also known as naqqāsh ᶜAlī, was taken captive as a young
man during the Timurid conquest of Bursa and deported to

Samarkand, where he was trained as a craftsman.69 Twenty
years later, he miraculously reappeared in his hometown
and became a leading figure in the construction of the Yeşil
Cami. As Marthe Bernus-Taylor notes, this account is often
repeated without evidence.70 The narrative is based on Franz
Taeschner’s study of the Yeşil Cami published in 1932. The
German historian referred to an account by the Ottoman
historian and biographer Ahmad b. Mustafa Taşköprülüzāde
(d. 1561) who,71 in his Shaqā√iq al-nuᶜmānīya, cites ᶜAlī al-

Figure 11. Detail of portal, mausoleum, Yeşil Külliye, 1419–24, Bursa (photo: author).

67. Ayverdi, Osmanlı mi’mârîsinde Çelebi ve II. Sultan Murad
devri, 68 and fig. 100d. The signature is paired with a verse from
Sa’di’s Gulistan: ibid., 68 and fig. 100e.

68. Bernus-Taylor, “Le décor du ‘Complexe Vert’ à Bursa,” 257;
and Ayverdi, Osmanlı mi’mârîsinde Çelebi ve II. Sultan Murad devri,
79 and fig. 120.

69. Bernus-Taylor, “Le décor du ‘Complexe Vert’ à Bursa,” 257;
and Gabriel, Une capitale turque, 1:91. Ayverdi (Osmanlı mi’mâ-
rîsinde Çelebi ve II. Sultan Murad devri, 94, 327) mentions Naqqāsh
ᶜAlī’s signature and identifies him as the grandfather of Lāmiī
Çelebi.
70. Bernus-Taylor, “Le décor du ‘Complexe Vert’ à Bursa,” 257;

Necipoğlu, “From International Timurid to Ottoman,” 136, with
reference to Ayverdi, Osmanlı mi’mârîsinde Çelebi ve II. Sultan
Murad devri; and Taeschner, “Die Jeşil Ǧami,” 106–7.
71. Taeschner, “Die Jeşil Ǧami,” 106–7; and Bernus-Taylor, “Le

décor du ‘Complexe Vert’ à Bursa,” 257.
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Naqqāsh as the grandfather of the poet LāmiīÇelebi (d. 1532),
whom he includes in this biographical dictionary of learned
men active in the Ottoman Empire.72 In his youth, ᶜAlī al-
Naqqāsh, according to Taşköprülüzāde, was taken from Bursa
to Transoxiana as Timur’s captive, trained as a naqqāsh (which
can be translated as carver of stone or wood, or more gen-
erally as decorator or designer), and, on returning to Bursa,
became one of the foremost representatives of his craft in
Anatolia.73 Taşköprülüzāde’s account does not, however, of-
fer a date for ᶜAlī al-Naqqāsh’s return to Bursa, nor does it
connect him to the Yeşil Cami. Moreover, it remains unclear
whether the ᶜAlī al-Naqqāsh of Taşköprülüzāde’s account
and the ᶜAlī ibn Ilyās ᶜAlī whose name appears in the Yeşil
Cami are the same person. The fact that Lāmiī Çelebi, the

purported grandson of the celebrated naqqāsh, wrote a po-
etic elegy for his hometown may have contributed to the link
established in Taeschner’s and later publications.

In relation to the question of attribution, Michele Ber-
nardini suggests that the Tabriz of the artists’ signatures is
really Samarkand.74 He follows Lisa Golombek, who argued
that the largest body of Timurid black-line tile is found in
the Shāh-i Zinda Complex in Samarkand beginning in the
1380s and that Tabriz did not emerge as a major center of
tile production until the last quarter of the fifteenth century.
Golombek concluded that a direct connection between the
tiles produced in Bursa and workshops in Timurid Samar-
kand should be considered. In addition to the story of ᶜAlī
al-Naqqāsh, the Timurid prince Ulugh Beg released master

72. Ahṃad b. Musṭạfā Tāshkubrīzādah, al-Shaqā’iq al-nu‘mānīyah
fī ‘ulāmā’ al-dawlah al-‘uthmānīyah (Beirut: Dār al-Kitāb al-‘Arabī,
1975), 262.

73. Ibid.

Figure 12. Interior view, mausoleum, Yeşil Külliye, 1419–24, Bursa (photo: author).

74. Michele Bernardini, “Lo Şehrengīz-i Borūsā di Lāmi‘ī Çelebī
come fonte storica,” in Turcica et Islamica: studi in memoria di Aldo
Gallotta, ed. Ugo Marazzi (Naples: Università degli Studi di Napoli
“L’Orientale,” 2003), 1:37–70, at 55.
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craftsmen from their forced residence in Samarkand in 1411.
Perhaps the “masters of Tabriz” spent time in Khurasan before
making their way to Bursa. While he agrees with Golombek
about the dates of the earliest Timurid black-line tiles, O’Kane
convincingly suggests that the quality of tiles made in Tabriz in
the second half of the fifteenth century would not have been
possible without previous production.75 The geographic prox-
imity between Bursa and Tabriz, compared with the long dis-
tance to Samarkand, renders this tie more probable (Fig. 1).

Hacı İvaz Pasha, whose name is carved in rectangular
stone cartouches on both sides of the portal recess of the Yeşil

Cami, was the governor of Bursa and later became a vizier.76

He oversaw the construction site, but his impact on the de-
sign is unclear. Thus, it is impossible to determine who was
responsible for the balance struck between the Seljuk and
Timurid features in the Yeşil Külliye. The lack of sources that
explain the roles performed on construction sites and indi-
viduals’ participation in the building process makes it diffi-
cult to gauge how designations such as naqqāsh or the gen-
eral term “work of ” (ᶜamal, followed by a name) translate into
such modern concepts as architect, engineer, or overseer.77

75. Lisa Golombek, “Timurid Potters Abroad,” Oriente Moderno,
n.s., 15, no. 2 (1996): 577–86, at 580–82; and O’Kane, “Tiles of
Many Hues,” 189.

Figure 13. Detail of mihrab, mausoleum, Yeşil Külliye, 1419–24,
Bursa (photo: author). See the electronic edition of Gesta for a color
version of this image.

Figure 14. Blue-and-white tiles on cenotaph of Sitti Hatun, ca.
1450, mausoleum, Yeşil Külliye, Bursa (photo: author). See the
electronic edition of Gesta for a color version of this image.

76. His full name is spelled in Arabic Hājjī Iwād ̣bin AkhīBāyazīd.
Bernus-Taylor, “Le décor du ‘Complexe Vert’ à Bursa,” 256–57; and
Mantran, “Les inscriptions arabes,” 93, no. 37.
77. Doris Behrens-Abouseif, “Muhandis, Shād, Muᶜallim: Note

on the Building Craft in the Mamluk Period,” Der Islam 72, no. 2
(1995): 293–309.
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Any analysis of center and periphery requires an understand-
ing of the movement of craftsmen as a dynamic exchange that
involves patrons, sites, objects, and techniques.78

The Timurid Present: Bursa, Tabriz,
and International Timurid Style

Stylistically speaking, the tiles of the Yeşil Külliye have
been placed in the context of Timurid visual culture. Bernus-
Taylor has argued that, despite differences in decorative de-
tails, they evoke Timurid tile work in Central Asia, such as
the mausolea of Qutluq Āqā (1361), Shād-e Mulk Āqā (1371–
83), Amīr Husayn ibn Tughluq Tekin (1376), and Shīrīn Bika

Āqā (1385–86) in the cemetery of the shrine complex of Shāh-i
Zinda in Samarkand.79 The portal of the mausoleum of Qutluq
Āqā features several techniques. In themuqarnas niche over the
entrance, black-line tiles alternate with cut terracotta (Fig. 19).
On the frames around it a rich play emerges between tiles in
relief, with varying depths, and bands of simple tile mosaic.80

Figure 15. Tile mosaic in window niche, mausoleum, Yeşil Külliye,
1419–24, Bursa (photo: author). See the electronic edition of Gesta
for a color version of this image.

Figure 16. Monochrome tile with black-tile medallion, hallway be-
tween vestibule and prayer hall, mosque, Yeşil Külliye, 1419–24,
Bursa (photo: author). See the electronic edition of Gesta for a
color version of this image.

78. Campbell, “Artistic Geographies,” 17–21; and Castelnuovo
and Ginzburg, “Symbolic Domination,” 8–12.

79. Bernus-Taylor, “Le décor du ‘Complexe Vert’ à Bursa,” 258–
60 and fig. 10; and Lisa Golombek and Donald N. Wilber, The
Timurid Architecture of Iran and Turan, 2 vols. (Princeton: Prince-
ton University Press, 1988), 1: cat. nos. 14, 15, 17. For overall par-
allels in the tile decoration of fifteenth-century Ottoman and Cen-
tral Asian monuments, see Necipoğlu, “From International Timurid
to Ottoman,” 137.
80. David J. Roxburgh, “Timurid Architectural Revetment in

Central Asia, 1370–1430: The Mimeticism of Mosaic Faience,” in
Histories of Ornament: From Global to Local, ed. Gülru Necipoğlu
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At the Bibi Khanum Mosque in Samarkand (1398–1405), black-
line tiles were used on a large scale on the drum of the dome
(Fig. 20) and in the qibla iwan.81 On Timur’s mausoleum, the
Gur-i Mir (1405) in Samarkand, only a few black-line tiles ap-
pear: on the outer portal, where they are used in combination
with tile mosaic that includes yellow, and in a few star-shaped
tiles on a side entrance.

In these Timurid monuments, as in Bursa, combined tile
techniques abound. The effect of the Ottoman architecture in
Bursa, however, departs from the monumental scale of build-
ings such as the Bibi Khanum Mosque and the Gur-i Mir,
where large sections of bannā√ī (glazed tiles alternating with
brick) dominate the exterior. The intimate funerary structures
in the Shāh-i Zinda cemetery resemble the interior decoration
of the Yeşil Cami and Türbe in their jeweled and fragmented
aesthetic of varied tile motifs and techniques. Still, the overall
effect is different. In the Yeşil Türbe, for example, the central

section of the portal, with its black-line tiles, looks entirely
Timurid (Fig. 11), but the rest of the exterior, with its stark
monochrome tiles interrupted only by inscription panels and
marble moldings, establishes a different aesthetic—one that
is arguably Ottoman by virtue of its stylistic position at the
intersection of the Timurid present and Seljuk past. The inte-
rior, with its tiled cenotaphs and monochrome dado, evokes
Seljuk models (Figs. 12 and 14).

In the Yeşil Cami, the tension between interior and ex-
terior is articulated further: the facade presents a “Seljuk”
muqarnas portal (Fig. 3a), yet the two-story facade recalls
the immediate Ottoman past, in particular the mosques of
Bayezid I and Murad I in Bursa. Inside, the black-line tiles
appear prominently on the mihrab, in the sultan’s loge, and
around windows, doorways, and decorative panels (Figs. 16–
18). At the same time, the decoration does not simply imitate
a remote Timurid model; rather, Anatolia’s Seljuk past is in-
tegrated into the program so that the overall visual effect is
distinct from contemporary Timurid examples.

Discussing the spread of Timurid art across Eurasia and
into the Ottoman realm, Necipoğlu suggests that the tiles in

Figure 17. Monochrome tile with gold overlay in west iwan, mosque, Yeşil Külliye, 1419–24, Bursa (photo: author).

and Alina Payne (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 2016),
116–29, at 127–29.

81. O’Kane, “Tiles of Many Hues,” 188.
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Bursa, particularly those executed in black-line technique, are
part of the larger context of an “International Timurid Style,”
closely associated with the presence of Iranian craftsmen who
worked in Anatolia. She notes a marked shift in taste in the
early sixteenth century, connected to the emergence of tile pro-
duction in İznik between the 1470s and the 1510s. By the early
sixteenth century, the blue-and-white tiles present in the mau-
solea of Şehzade Mahmud (1506–7) and Ahmed (1512–13) in
Bursa can be attributed to İznik. Similar tiles appear earlier in
the Muradiye Mosque in Edirne (1435) and on the cenotaph
of Sitti Hatun (ca. 1450) in Bursa’s Yeşil Türbe (Fig. 14), but
these differ in technique from the İznik products.82 The taste
for architectural decoration inspired by Timurid models per-
sisted into the late fifteenth century, as reflected in the Çinili

Köşk built on the premises of the Topkapı Palace in Istanbul
in 1472 (Fig. 21). Craftsmen from Khurasan were invited to
the Ottoman capital to decorate the pavilion as part of Meh-
med II’s project to advertise his goal of universal rule in the
architecture of his palace and capital. A second intervention
by craftsmen from Tabriz occurred in 1523; it can be attrib-
uted to a group of tile makers whowere taken to Istanbul when
Sultan Selim I (r. 1512–20) defeated the Safavids at the battle
of Çaldıran in 1514.83 This group “perpetuated a post-Timurid
repertoire established earlier in the fifteenth century.”84 With
the emergence in the 1540s of so-called saz-leaf decoration
(named after the dominant element of the design, an elon-
gated leaf with serrated edges, but combined with such other
vegetal motifs as pomegranates, tulips, and carnations), the
change in taste became obvious. On tiles, these new motifs—
initiallydevelopedonpaper—weremoreeasily executed in un-
derglaze technique, which permitted more freedom in draw-
ing. The black-line technique eventually disappeared from the
Ottoman repertoire.85

Scholars’ assertions of the emergence of an inherently Ot-
toman style in the first half of the sixteenth century are com-
pelling, but they assume the presence of a unified Timurid
style in the fifteenth century. The concept of an International
Timurid Style is connected to the idea that the visual idiom
of Timurid art became prevalent in large parts of the eastern
Islamic world, including the Ottoman realm, in the first quar-
ter of the fifteenth century. A pervasive Timurid visual cul-
ture that spread from the courts of Samarkand and Herat
and extended into the Ottoman realm is central to this no-
tion. Timur and the Princely Vision, the catalogue of an ex-
hibition that focused on arts of the book and portable objects
from Central Asia, Iran, and, to a lesser extent, the Ottoman
world from the late fourteenth to the early sixteenth centuries,
captures this view. Marked by post-Mongol ideals of kingship
translated into a refined visual mode, the transregional scope
of a Timurid style is visible in miniature paintings and can also
be traced in woodwork, metalwork, and to some extent in ar-
chitecture. “The Timurids used a restricted set of pictorial de-
signs that were continually repeated to construct their images,”
explain the catalogue editors. “Through a process of repeti-
tion and refinement these standardized forms became identi-

Figure 18. Interior view with mihrab at center, mosque, Yeşil
Külliye, 1419–24, Bursa (photo: author). See the electronic edition
of Gesta for a color version of this image.

82. Kuran, Mosque in Early Ottoman Architecture, 124–25; Rief-
stahl, “Early Turkish Tile Revetments”; and Necipoğlu, “From Inter-
national Timurid to Ottoman,” 136–37.

83. Necipoğlu, “From International Timurid to Ottoman,” 137–
39; and eadem, Architecture, Ceremonial, and Power: The Topkapı
Palace in the Fifteenth and Sixteenth Centuries (New York: Archi-
tectural History Foundation, 1991), 216.
84. Necipoğlu, “From International Timurid to Ottoman,” 140–

41. Black-line tiles were still used in the second quarter of the six-
teenth century: ibid., 141–43 and figs. 6–7, 9–15.
85. Ibid., 143, 148–52. On the emergence of these motifs, see

Walter B. Denny, “Dating Ottoman Turkish Works in the Saz
Style,” Muqarnas 1 (1983): 103–22.
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fied with specific aesthetic and ideological aspects of the dy-
nasty.”86 The dissemination of this visual idiom throughout
the eastern Islamic world was the result of the association be-
tween style and rule at the core of Timurid art that persisted
beyond the fall of the dynasty in the early sixteenth century.87

The work of an art historian who problematizes interna-
tional styles in art history, focusing on the ancient Near East,
is helpful here.88 Marian Feldman observes that the notion
of international styles emerged in two exhibition catalogues
published in 1962.89 Although the phenomenon of an “Inter-

national Gothic Style” included various media, the publica-
tions highlighted sculpture produced around 1400, when an
elegant style, commonly referred to as the “beautiful style,”
spread from Bohemia to Germany, France, and northern It-
aly.90 An underlying premise of an international style is that
artistic exchange and transfer, not political domination, form
the core of an overarching stylistic mode that is neverthe-
less not entirely unified.91 “The term international style has
been adopted subsequently for many other times and places,”
writes Feldman, “but in each case it designates a perceived
cross-cultural mingling of artistic forms.”92 She clarifies that
the term also involves the larger art historical problem of style
as a methodological tool.

Figure 19. Muqarnas over entrance, mausoleum of Qutluq Āqā, 1361, Shāh-i Zinda cemetery, Samarkand, Uzbekistan (photo: author). See
the electronic edition of Gesta for a color version of this image.

86. Lentz and Lowry, Timur and the Princely Vision, 14.
87. Ibid., 303–4.
88. Marian H. Feldman, Diplomacy by Design: Luxury Arts and

an “International Style” in the Ancient Near East, 1400–1200 BCE
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 2006); and eadem, “Luxuri-
ous Forms: Redefining a Mediterranean ‘International Style,’ 1400–
1200 B.C.E,” Art Bulletin 84, no. 1 (2002): 6–29.

89. Feldman, Diplomacy by Design, 1–2; The International Style:
The Arts in Europe around 1400, October 23–December 2, 1962 (Bal-
timore: Walters Art Gallery, 1962); and Otto Pächt, “Die Gotik der
Zeit um 1400 als gesamteuropäische Kunstsprache,” in Europäische

Kunst um 1400: achte Ausstellung unter den Auspizien des Euro-
parates (Vienna: Kunsthistorisches Museum, 1962), 52–65.
90. Gerhard Schmidt, “The Beautiful Style,” in Prague: The Crown

of Bohemia, 1347–1437, ed. Barbara Drake Boehm and Jiří Fajt
(New York: Metropolitan Museum of Art, 2005), 104–11.
91. Pächt, “Die Gotik der Zeit um 1400,” 53; and Schmidt, “Beau-

tiful Style,” 105, 111n1.
92. Feldman, Diplomacy by Design, 2.
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The issue of style and its relationship to center and pe-
riphery, with the implied extension toward transregional (or in-
ternational) connections, is pertinent to early fifteenth-century
monuments built under Ottoman rule. Although close ties
to the ruling sultan are evident in this period, a clearly iden-
tifiable Ottoman style had not yet emerged. As Necipoğlu
notes, the turn from a largely Timurid to a fully developed Ot-
toman aesthetic would occur in the sixteenth century, the re-
sult of a slow process of transformation rather than an abrupt
shift. Late fifteenth- and early sixteenth-century cross-cultural
interaction between Ottoman and Timurid courts was partly re-
sponsible for the pervasive Ottoman engagement with the cul-
ture of Timurid and post-Timurid Central Asia.93

Questions about attribution, tile production, and the larger
Timurid cultural context are still germane because of the ref-

erence to Tabriz in two of the four artists’ signatures in the
Yeşil Külliye.94 This western Iranian city had emerged as an
important commercial center under Ilkhanid rule, connecting
Iran to major trade routes into Anatolia; later it was a site of
Turkmen patronage, as the Qaraquyunlu and Aqquyunlu dy-
nasties consolidated their rule and competed against each
other and the Timurids.95 While the cultural and political im-

Figure 21. Detail of entrance, Çinili Köşk, 1472, Istanbul (photo:
author). See the electronic edition of Gesta for a color version of
this image.

Figure 20. Dome, Bibi Khanum Mosque, 1398–1405, Samarkand,
Uzbekistan (photo: author). See the electronic edition of Gesta for
a color version of this image.

93. Necipoğlu, “From International Timurid to Ottoman,” 155–
58; and Lentz and Lowry, Timur and the Princely Vision, 315–18.

94. See notes 67–69 above.
95. Judith Pfeiffer, “Introduction: From Baghdad to Marāgha, Ta-

briz, and Beyond: Tabriz and the Multi-Cephalous Cultural, Reli-
gious, and Intellectual Landscape of the 13th to 15th Century Nile-to-
Oxus Region,” in Politics, Patronage, and the Transmission of Knowledge

246 E Gesta v56n2, Fall 2017



portance of Tabriz are uncontested, the state of monument
preservation raises a central problem. Earthquakes in 1641
and 1780 destroyed many buildings, and the Ottoman-Safavid
wars of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries damaged the
city.96 The vestiges of fourteenth- and fifteenth-century Tabriz
are few.97 Monuments likely suffered in the aftermath of the
fall of the Ilkhanids in the 1350s, when Tabriz repeatedly
changed hands among local successor dynasties for more
than a century.98 From the fifteenth century, only the Masjid-i
Muzaffariya, also known as the Blue Mosque or the Masjid-i
Kabūd, has survived. Khātūn Jān Begum founded the build-
ing in 1465 as a funerary complex for her husband, the Qara-
quyunlu ruler Abū Muzaffar Jahānshāh (r. 1436–67).99 The
tile decoration of the Masjid-i Muzaffariya presents a wide
range of techniques: mostly tile mosaic, but also two types of
blue-and-white tiles, bannā√ī, hexagonal dark blue tiles with
fragments of gold decoration, and a few luster tiles.100

Tabriz, a major cultural center in the fourteenth and fif-
teenth centuries, may have been the ideal point of reference
for high-quality production in a specific style by artists or pa-
trons subscribing to a particular aesthetic. Works from Ta-
briz spoke to a periphery that included the Ottoman realm
and Bursa specifically. Examples of such ideal artistic centers
abound in art history; Prague was the source of stylistic points
of reference for International Gothic. Regional differences re-
mained in place, and local artists could interpret forms with

or without the impetus of a traveling workshop.101 This obser-
vation is crucial with regard to Bursa, where the presence of a
workshop from Tabriz is likely but is not sufficiently well doc-
umented to be taken for granted.

Scholars who study the Yeşil Külliye mention the absence
of material evidence from early fifteenth-century Tabriz.102 In
the Türbe, it is significant that references to Tabriz are not
limited to tiles: the signature “ᶜAlībinHājjīAhmad al-Tabrīzī”
appears on the wooden doors.103 Comparative evidence in
Tabriz has not been preserved, but several examples of signa-
tures containing the nisba (part of the personal name indicat-
ing origin) “al-Tabrīzī” are found in Lahijan and Qazvin in
Iran.104 The example in Bursa thus belongs to a rare group of
wood carvings that may be connected to Tabriz. In their adap-
tation of the style, aesthetic, and name belonging to Tabriz,
Ottoman patrons and builders in Bursa asserted their city’s
status as a dynastic node of Ottoman rule by associating it
with a major cultural center. The choice did not fall on Sam-
arkand, Timur’s former capital, which was eclipsed by Herat
during the rule of his successor Shah Rukh (r. 1405–47). In-
stead, Tabriz—geographically closer to Bursa and less closely
associatedwithTimurid rule—became the point of stylistic ref-
erence. I speculate, but cannot prove, that this choice was an
effort to eschew direct imitation of the art related to a dynasty
that defeated an Ottoman sultan. Thanks to Mehmed I’s pa-
tronage, Bursa was relieved of its peripheral status in the cul-
turalworld of the post-Mongol eastern Islamic lands andgained
leverage as an artistic center in its own right. The Timurid pre-
sent was therefore one of the two major elements in the tile
decoration of the Yeşil Külliye. The other, to which I now turn,
was Anatolia’s pre-Mongol, Seljuk past.

The Seljuk Past: Repositioning
Pre-Ottoman Anatolia

In the earliest extant Ottoman monuments in Bursa, be-
fore the Yeşil Külliye, Anatolia’s Islamic past is conspicuously
absent. Rooted in the Byzantine architectural tradition of Bi-
thynia, these monuments were part of a local architecture
adapted to the needs of Ottoman identity formation and Is-
lamic practice. In the Yeşil Külliye, the frame of reference
for architecture was transformed, spurred by a dynastic and

in 13th–15th Century Tabriz, ed. Judith Pfeiffer (Leiden: Brill, 2014),
1–11; and Vladimir Minorsky, “Tabrīz,” in Encyclopaedia of Islam,
1st ed. (repr., Leiden: Brill, 1987), 7:583–95, at 583.

96. Minorsky, “Tabrīz,” 583; Ertuğrul Ökten, “Imperial Aqquyunlu
Construction of Religious Establishments in the Late FifteenthCentury,”
in Pfeiffer, Politics, Patronage, 371–85, at 373; and Charles Melville,
“Historical Monuments and Earthquakes in Tabriz,” Iran 19 (1981):
159–77.

97. Donald N. Wilber, The Architecture of Islamic Iran: The Il
Khānid Period (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1955), 129–31
and 146–49; and Sheila Blair, “Tabriz: International Entrepôt under
the Mongols,” in Pfeiffer, Politics, Patronage, 321–56, at 333–37.

98. Blair, “Tabriz: International Entrepôt,” 345; Minorsky, “Tabrīz,”
586–88; and John Woods, The Aqquyunlu: Clan, Confederation, Em-
pire, rev. ed. (Salt Lake City: University of Utah Press, 1999), 96–101.
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“La mosquée bleue de Tabriz (1465): remarques sur la céramique
architecturale Qarā Qoyunlu,” Studia Iranica 37, no. 2 (2008): 241–
77, at 241–43; eadem, “Tabriz x. monuments x(1): The Blue Mosque,”
in Encyclopaedia Iranica, http://www.iranicaonline.org/articles/tabriz
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and Sandra Aube, “The Uzun Hasan Mosque in Tabriz: New Per-
spectives on a Tabrizi Ceramic Tile Workshop,” Muqarnas 33
(2016): 33–62, at 45–50.

100. For a detailed study of the different tile techniques and their
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250–68.
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“Reading the Heavens: Revelation and Reification in the Astronom-
ical Anthology for Wenceslas IV,” Gesta 53, no. 1 (2014): 73–94, at
75–76.
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political outlook that changed during Mehmed I’s rule. Dia-
logue about Anatolia’s Islamic past emerged, in which refer-
ences to monuments built in central and eastern Anatolia in
the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries played a role. A recent
study addresses the question of Seljuk tradition in early Otto-
man architecture. Based on a thorough catalogue of monu-
ments in Turkey, Sema Gündüz Küskü’s analysis focuses on
plans, elevations (especially portal and window schemes), and
building materials, in which she observes a consistent link to
the Seljuks beginning with the earliest Ottoman structures.105

As noted above, Tezcan argues that Ottoman sources from
themid- to latefifteenth century efface theMongol past and es-
tablish continuity between the Seljuks and the earliest Otto-
mans.106 In the Yeşil Külliye, it is possible to trace a similar
phenomenon in architecture through references to early and
mid-thirteenth-centurymonuments incentral andeasternAn-
atolia. For instance, the tiles that most closely reflect Seljuk
models in the Yeşil Külliye are those covering the lower zones
of walls in the vestibule, the hallway linking the vestibule to
the prayer hall (Fig. 16), the side iwans, and the prayer hall
of the mosque. In the lateral iwans of the latter (Fig. 17), the
addition of gold-leaf decoration on the monochrome tur-
quoise tiles is closely related to techniques prevalent in Islamic
monuments of the mid- to late thirteenth century in central
and eastern Anatolia. One of the most striking parallels is at
the Karatay Madrasa in Konya, founded in 1251–52 by Jalāl
al-Dīn Qarātāy, a vizier to the Seljuk sultans, whose power ex-
tended beyond the Mongol conquest.107 The lower zone of the
walls around the central space is decorated with hexagonal
turquoise tiles, adorned with gold ornament (mostly inscrip-
tions), that balance the dome’s rich tile mosaic (Fig. 22). This
monument was built after the Mongol conquest of Anatolia
and therefore is not, in strict terms, Seljuk. Yet such categories
are problematic, for we do not know what distinction, if any, a
fifteenth-century Ottoman viewer would have made between
monuments built in Konya in the first third of the thirteenth
century and those built after the Mongol conquest in 1243.
This historiographic observation does not, however, under-
mine my argument that Anatolia’s Seljuk past was evoked in
the Yeşil Külliye. Rather, the architecture of Konya, as the Sel-
juk center, could represent the idealized image of Islamicmon-
uments built in Anatolia before Ottoman expansion. Their as-
sociation with a major dynasty based in Anatolia could have

made monuments built under Seljuk patronage into models
for a new architecture that would represent Ottoman power
while the polity recovered from civil war.

Outside the realm of tiles, the most striking reference to
Seljuk architecture lies in the framed muqarnas portal of the
Yeşil Cami (Fig. 3a). Carved in marble, it is one of the first por-
tals of this type to appear in an Ottoman monument. Earlier
Ottoman examples include the Timurtaş Zāviye in Bursa
(1389–1402), the Eski Cami in Edirne (1413), and the Ulu
Cami in Bursa (1399–1402).108 These portals are placed in
deep recesses on facades and lack the monumental series of
frames that make thirteenth-century portals prominent. The
portal of the Yeşil Cami is flush with the facade rather than
set in the central axis of a salient block, as in most thirteenth-
and fourteenth-century examples, but it has ornamental frames
to highlight the central muqarnas niche and doorway. The
history of this type of portal is fraught with overly simplified
correlations to Seljuk central power and patronage.109 Such
portals first emerged in Anatolia on caravanserais sponsored
by the Seljuk sultans in the second quarter of the thirteenth
century; later they appeared in mosques, madrasas, and mau-
solea, built by Seljuk and other patrons across central and
eastern Anatolia, while other types of portals also remained
in use. In the Yeşil Cami, a strong link to central Anatolia’s
Islamic past was established with the muqarnas portal, moving

Figure 22. Detail of tiled dado, Karatay Madrasa, 1251–52, Konya
(photo: author). See the electronic edition of Gesta for a color ver-
sion of this image.

105. Sema Gündüz Küskü, Osmanlı beyliği mimarisinde Anadolu
Selçuklu geleneği (Ankara: Türk Tarih Kurumu, 2014).

106. Tezcan, “Memory of the Mongols.”
107. Scott Redford, “Intercession and Succession, Enlightenment
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109. Nancy Stephenson Pyle, “Seljuk Portals of Anatolia,” 2 vols.

(PhD diss., Harvard University, 1980). For the relationship between
portal schemes and power, see Ethel Sara Wolper, “Portal Patterns
in Seljuk and Beylik Anatolia,” in Aptullah Kuran için yazılar, ed.
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Kredi Yayınları, 1999), 65–80.
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away from the Byzantine architecture of Bithynia and toward
a more inclusive Ottoman style in its initial stages of consol-
idation. These connections are strongest on the exterior of the
mosque-zāviye (Fig. 3a–b), while on the interior, the Timurid
mode of decoration dominates, with the prevailing use of black-
line tiles (Figs. 16 and 18). Anatolia’s architectural past is nev-
ertheless present in the interior monochrome tiles (Figs. 16–
17), creating a balance between aspiring imperial power and
the local base.

The use of tile on the Yeşil Türbe exterior is unique in
medieval Anatolia. The climate does not lend itself to the
type of tile decoration prevalent in Timurid Iran and Central
Asia, where large sections of monuments are clad in tile mo-
saic or bannā√ī (Figs. 19–20). The wet winters of Anatolia,
with abundant snow and rainfall and strong frosts, are par-
ticularly hard on tile decoration, which often suffers water
damage and cracks when subjected to humidity and cold tem-
peratures. Outdoor tile use in Anatolia is otherwise limited
to the open courtyards of madrasas, including the Sirçalı
Medrese in Konya (1243) and the Gök Medrese in Tokat
(ca. 1280–90); in both, the walls around the courtyard are
covered with damaged tile mosaic. Their exterior facades
are built of stone and devoid of tile decoration. Overall, in
medieval Anatolia tile was used indoors. The Yeşil Türbe
is the exception to this rule and may represent a moment
of experimentation at the hands of tile makers from Tabriz,
or an effort to replicate Timurid style more closely than in
the earlier mosque.

Conclusion: Entangled References between Iran
and Anatolia

The Yeşil Külliye contains a multilayered set of references
to the architecture of Bithynia, central Anatolia, Iran, and
Central Asia. Depending on the building, one allusion or an-
other is prevalent, but the overall message points to the re-
vived aspirations of the Ottoman realm under Mehmed I,
when rebuilding of the realm went hand in hand with pa-
tronage. The construction of the Yeşil Külliye marked Meh-
med I’s power in Bursa, a city that changed hands multiple
times during the war that followed Bayezid I’s death. With
the commission of a mosque complex in Bursa, rather than
in his capital, Edirne, Mehmed I continued the tradition of
sultanic patronage and funerary complexes in the city, en-
hancing its status as an Ottoman dynastic lieu de mémoire.
The details of the architecture and decoration had important
implications as the sultan renegotiated the Ottomans’ posi-
tion between the Timurid present, Seljuk past, and Ottoman
future.

My focus on tile decoration has revealed connections to
Timurid monuments in Iran and Central Asia of the late

fourteenth and early fifteenth centuries, as well as links to
thirteenth-century structures in Anatolia. There is no straight-
forward way to attribute each element to a point of origin; in-
stead, it seems that various visual models were used with the
goal of presenting both current artistic production (and dis-
playing the wealth necessary for it) and ties to local and re-
gional pasts. The Yeşil Madrasa is closely connected to early
Ottoman architecture in Bursa, with the exception of the tile
mosaic in its iwans, which points to central Anatolia. The in-
terior of the Yeşil Türbe refers to both Seljuk Anatolia and
Timurid Central Asia, whereas the portal points to Iran and
Central Asia in its shape and decoration, and the overall shape
of the structure has local roots. The interplay between past
and present through visual cues thus continues in the mauso-
leum yet strikes a somewhat different balance from that in the
mosque-zāviye, where interior and exterior are distinct in their
opposing motifs.

Combining tile techniques to accentuate specific parts of a
monument was not exclusive to Bursa; the practice can also be
observed in Iran. In the Masjid-i Jāmiᶜ in Yazd, a tiled dado
was added to the prayer hall, most likely between 1406 and
1417. It closely resembles the interior wall decoration of the
Yeşil Türbe (Figs. 12–13), although in Yazd the medallions
were completed in tile mosaic rather than black-line tile.110

In their discussion of the Masjid-i Shāh in Mashhad (1452)
and the Masjid-i Muzaffariya in Tabriz (1465), Golombek
and Donald Wilber cite the Yeşil Cami in Bursa as a related
example of a tiled dado and T-shaped plan (Figs. 17–18).111

While their observation is limited to stylistic connections, it
suggests that the Yeşil Cami may have become a model for
monuments built in western Iran, perhaps through the move-
ment of craftsmen who signed its tile decoration and wooden
doors, returned to Tabriz, and transmitted their knowledge to
later generations. The plan of theMasjid-iMuzaffariya, in par-
ticular, has been viewed as a variant of the Ottoman T-shape,
and Bursa may have been the node between Ottoman archi-
tecture and craftsmen from Tabriz, who could have carried
back to Iran knowledge of Ottoman building practices.112 The
dynamic of center and periphery is less a dichotomy between
Tabriz as center and Bursa as periphery than one in which
Bursa, as a center of Ottoman memory, became a new point
of reference and slowly moved out of its peripheral role. Pe-

110. Golombek and Wilber, Timurid Architecture 1: cat. no. 221;
2: pl. XVI. For the use of monochrome tiles in Timurid dadoes, see
Bernard O’Kane, Timurid Architecture in Khurasan (Costa Mesa,
CA: Mazdâ, 1987), 67; and Renata Holod, “The Monuments of
Yazd: Architecture, Patronage and Setting, 1300–1450” (PhD diss.,
Harvard University, 1972), 92–93, 95–122.
111. Golombek and Wilber, Timurid Architecture, 1:36, 409; and
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112. Aube, “La mosquée bleue de Tabriz,” 245–47.
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ripheries took on new prominence when former centers lost
their importance.

The tension inherent in attributing various styles to specific
times and places appears elsewhere in an Ottoman context.
Discussing a poem by Cafer Çelebi, composed in 1493–94 in
praise of the mosque of Mehmed II in Istanbul, Necipoğlu
notes that the text refers to the interplay of “‘rūmī’ (i.e., foliate
arabesque of Rūm, known as islīmī or islāmī in the Timurid
world) and ‘ḫitạ̄yī’ (chinoiserie motifs of Cathay) patterns.”113

Thus, the scroll patterns associated with medieval Anatolia
become part and parcel of an international Timurid mode,
with its local variations stretching from Samarkand to Edirne.

In the Yeşil Külliye, however, built seven decades before Cafer
Çelebi wrote his evocative poem, the dynamics of style, mem-
ory, and power were different. There, stone carving takes the
place of the arabesque, but allusions to Anatolia, Iran, and
Central Asia, and to Konya, Tabriz, and Samarkand appear
in the tile decoration. In fifteenth-century Bursa, Anatolia’s Sel-
juk past, particularly in its pre-Mongol form, became a node
of visual reference that helped disassociate the Ottomans from
the successors of Timur, the Central Asian conqueror who in-
flicted a nearly fatal blow to the Ottoman polity and inserted it
forcibly into the Timurid present, politically and culturally, as a
new Ottoman future was being built.

113. Necipoğlu, “From International Timurid to Ottoman,” 138.
On the use of these terms in Timurid sources, see Bernard O’Kane,
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