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PREFACE,

-

—:0:—
BOUT eleven months

myself to investigate inte

esting subject now before
Kutb Minar (Delhi) was kn
t is perhaps known to ma
as the column raised by K
vii’st Turk Sultan of Delhi,i

- his capture of that city
1193 A. D. But having
f iring the course of my
other subject, to Miss
WR Rickmers’) Chron
age 184th arvested my ¢
1 is! 1 4
A, D. 1235-H.633, 24th Ra
th of Khwaja Quth- ud-dm Ba.
t Bagdad, a famous Mohmedan 94 W J
%'Multan in the time of Nasir-ud-din Qabachah shos
subsequently went to Delhi where Altamash offerec
him the post of Shaikh-ul-Islam which he declined,

The Kutb- Minarah at Delhi was erected to his me-
uwry o

L Duff, Cixronology of Tndia from the oarliost times to the
beginning of the Sixteenth century, (Lon : 189 * p 184,



: know and learn somethmg ore about tk
history of the Minur. Thxs curiosity lec
. me to ”persnstent research mtg,tbe subject);.
I“consulted fiany works adVer'fmg to th" f

accessible to me through the cd‘urtesy o
kind and well-meaning friends—especiall
the learned Shams -ul-ulma Ervad lean
Jamshedji Modi, B.A.

But handieapped by the absence of «
“single complfate work on the history of
: Kutb‘l\{[mar/qel 'ving as a short conspec

of the subJe t as a whole, I sought for
formation (m&be subject from the works
Mohmedan chroniclers contemporaneot
with the agmaf the Kutb Minar as also
lamr historiatls, And in this branch fgs
my inquiry, I was helped by Sir H. A
Elliot’s excellent and exhaustive History ot
«India. The chapter on “ An Inquiry
the Authorship of the Kutb Minar fro
the Tebtuuony of the Mohmedan Hhtogr*
rians” has been prepared chiefly from thi
work. I have even mcluded in this chapte”




such of the con&porary Moslem Wrxters

1s do not notice the Minari rin their histories,

with the object of recordmtr”as fully. as pos-

f‘élble the result of My inquiry to induce, if

! 0331ble eritical and diligent investigators
0 & more minute research into truth,

Major General Sir Alexander Cunning-
1am,’ in his Archweological Survey of India,
describes in about 100 pages the remains

f Delhi. Out of these 100 pages, 16 are
levoted to the Kutb Minar, 5 of which
gscuss its origin.And it is from this source
1at the materials of our. chapter on the*
Jrigin of the Kutb Minar have been chxefiy
vawn., Than this no other work, that I
ve consulted, treats the subject “more
xbomtely and in greater details.

Mr. W. Ewer’and Mr. E. Thomas’
itributions proved no less valuable so far
the epigraphic testimony was concerned,

Cunningham, Archmolgical Burvey of India. Four

"‘om made during the years 1862.63-64.65, Vol I, Simla-

% pp. 132-201.

Asiatie Researches, Vol, X1V, (Cal : 1822), p. 480 et.
"Iconuu, Chronicles of the Pathan Kings of Dehli
- £ et seq,

-,



Though the inseription (marked E 4 in Ch
- Vand T1 in Ch. VI) over the door-way o
the marble portion of the fourth story of the
Minar attributes in  distinct words the
entire structure to the réign of Sultan Aif

tamash, the son-in-law and successor 0‘

Sultan Kutb-ud-din, Mr. Thomas is dls

posed to think that it is so aseribed ¢ wit‘

obvious etror.” But what that obviow
error’” is he nowhete points out in his ex
cellent work. That it is not with any “obv!
ous error” that the Minar is attributed to tl’

time of Sultan Altamash we have attempte ;
_ to show in the following pages from 6l :
testimony of the Mohmedan historians ar :

of the inseriptions themselves. l‘hete ay
however, other histories and works |

}

travels that only allade in passing to e

Minar but without giving detailed inf
mation of any interest or use for the p
pose of our inquiry, i

“The History of the Kutb Minar (Delb:
now offered to the public, is, therefor
venture to presume, the first book of its i
ever published, In the whole literatu:
archwological history there is not te



Jiind any single complete work exclusively
@ting of the history of this magnificent
:iil‘ll‘ It is, therefore, with a view to con-.
bute to the archwlogical history and lite- .
’ J.re an additional g*cchmvc work on the ;
tm‘y of this “highest column in the

orld’™ that this book is written.

1 studied the question with no little
serest throughout, and from what I
e read and learnt, [, at least, am con-
sed that it would be both unfair and in-
:.u'a.te to say that Slﬂtﬂ}l Kutb-ud-din
yak was the builder of the Kutb Minar
iply because the name Kuth is coupled
h this edifice. Moreover, none of the
rks that were consulted during the course
the prepavation of this work, conclusively
ywes Sultan Kutb to be its builder. On the.
wer hand, the consensus of opinion and
timony would be found to claim the
ightful authorship of the Kuth Minar
o Sultan  Altamash, "the son-in-law and
successor of Kuth-ud-din.

1 Liphinstone, History of India, (Lcn : 19t 5), p. 367.



The conclusmns that have been adduce’ _
 alfter much reading and reﬂectlon on th" .
subject, are here Iald before the readal‘-‘:
and the studengs of history for their céu'e
tul consideration and healthy cmtmsm

B
S

It now only remains to perform t
- grateful task of expressing. my thanks ﬂ(f""
the assistance received. [t has been rr}
constant aim to speclfy the sources fror "
~which I may have drawn my magerio “*
both with a view to make easy a reﬁferenx
to the original and to acknowledge my i
debtedness to those sources, - o

',_s

My best thanks are due. to my learn(;
‘:frl,end Mr, Shaxkh Faizullabhoy Shaik
Lukmanji 1\Iulla B. A., Fellow of the Un
versity of Bombay and the Head Master «
themAnJuman i-Islam High School Bon
'ba,y, for the kind and prompt help I hav
~ received from him in the translations ¢
some of the inscriptions. To some of my
kind and sympathetic friends I also owe a'
~ debt of obligation for generally helping me
during the coarse of .the preparation and
~ the printing of my bod’k\ To my frxend







- of Bishop Herber who recorded that t
_ Kutb Minar was the finest tower he had
over seon, though probably not knowing
a8 to who its real author was and as to
wherefore it was built, yet fully aware of
. fthe fact that it was certainly erected by
fthe Mohmedans of India, for, to the i
European ‘mind, everything exquisite in
hescience of architecture was Mohmedan,

It is, then; this Minar, so eulogistically
spoken of, the history of which we have
endeavoured to trace in the following ;
pages, as read in the inseriptions on: the
Minar itself and as told by the Mohmedan
historians. : Therefrom we have adduced
our own conclusions which we respectfully.
submit to the general readers as .well as.+
‘the students of history for their: careful .
and dispassionate consideration.




CHAPTER II. o

im0 e

The Kutb Minar=its measu}ements.

Measurement by Fergusson-by Blunt-by Cunning-. .
ham-by Abbot-Abul Fida's testimony-
Subsequent addition by Sultan Firoze-
Reparation by Bultan Sinkander
Lodi-by the Government of
India,

¢é HE Minar is 48 ft. 4 in. in
i % diameter at the base, and, when
/i measured in 1794, was 242 ft. in
height. Even then, however, the capital
was ruined, so that ten or perhaps twenty -
feet must be added to this to complete its
original elevation. It is ornamented by
four boldly projecting balconies ; one at
90, the second at 140, the third at 180,
and the fourth at 203 feet from the
ground ; between which are richly
sculptuiad raised belts containing ins-
eriptions. 1In the lower story the projec-
ting flutes are alternately angular and
"=gular, in the second circular, and in



%i‘heéthxrd angualar only; above this the

_ minar is plain, but principally of white
~ marble, with belts of the red sandstone, of

which the three lower stones are compos-
d 1 : i

\The Kutb Mm ¥, as it now stands, is
238 feet and i inch in height, with a
base diameter of 47 feet 8 inches and an
uppepdiameter of nearly 9 feet. Itisa
tapering shaft divided into five stories
- and ornamented at intervals by bands
and balconies.) The Minar seems to have
been measured by European travellers
at different times. As early as April
/ 1794, its height was measured by Ensign
Blunt ‘an engineer, accordmg to whose
computation recorded in the Asiatic
Researches’, it was 242 feet and ¢ inches
high. According to Cunningham, it
was 238 feet high in 1839, while in 1846,
when Sir Frederick Abbot measured it,
its height was 238 feet and 2 inches.

1 James Fergusson, Hand-book of Arthitecture, Vol. I,
(Lon : 1855), p. 421,

¢ Asiatic Researches, (1799) Vol, 1V, p. 314,



. The following is the..measurement of -
‘height between. the stories as given byv;
Cunmngham ot

Hbir e
Upper storey 22 4
ath 25 4
Srdv 4007 194
Bubbive,, g0 | gp
Basement storey: © 94 117
o 284 1
Plinth, 2
| | Tl
Stii’nip of old cupola® 2 -0
Tota.l present height 238 3

Abul Fida, a celebrated geographer:
who flourished at the end of the 13th and.
the beginning of the 14th century, had:
visited the minar twenty years:prior to -
the accession: of Firozeshah. He recog-
nises the Minar as « * the Mazinah of the *
Jami Magjid at Delhi.”’? He wecords that
i 1 Cunningham, Archwological Survey of India, Vol. [(Simla

1871) p. 196.

2 K. Thomas, Chronicles of the Pathan Kings' of Delhi,
Lon : 1871). p. 285 f: n,




wistair-case. | Now, considering that. the
© utmost limit this monument is known to
-have reached under all subsequent addi-
tions is 379 steps—that is, 19 more. than
- the computation of our -geographer, and
looking to the.fact that the Minar—a

-portion whereof had been struck by .

lightning, was reparied by Firoze Shah
1in:1368 A. D., there is nothing improb-
able in the account of Abul Fida that the
: Minar in his time counted only 360 steps-

Out of the five storeys of the: Minar,
the top-most two which are of a later
date are ascribed to Firoze Shah. - This
agrees with the statement of Firoze Shah
himself who had repaired it in 1368 A. D.
when it had been struck by lightning.
He says— The Minara of Sultan Muiz~
ud-din Sam had been struck by lightning.
I repaired it, and raised it higher than it
was before”” The Minar was also repair-
ed by Shah Secunder Lodi in A. D. 1503,
which restoration, according to Fanshawe,

1 Sip H. M. Elliot, History of India as told by its own
Historians, Vol. 1II (Lon : 1871) p, 383,

it had 860 steps in its-eircular. ascending

T e R R



“ probably preserved the Minar till 300
Y ears later.”! But ou the lst of August
1803, the old cupola of the Kutb Minar
was thrown down by an earthquake
causin g serious injury to the whole buil-
ding. “ About this time the dangerous
state of the pillar was brought to thg
- notice of the Governor Geeneral who
authorized the necessary repairs to be
begun at once. This difficult work
was entrusted to Major Robert Smith;
of the Engineers, and was completed by
the beginning of the year 1828, at a cost
of Rs 17,000, with a farther charge of
more than Rs. 5000 for clearing the
ruins around the pillar.”™

1 H. €. Fanshawe, Delhi-Past and Present, (Lon : 19025:
Pp- 265-66,

2 Bir A. Cunningham, Archsological Survey of India,
Four Reports made during the years 1862-63-64-65, Vol I
(8imla : 1871), p. 199.




CHAPTER Ill.

—0__._

The Origin of the Kutb Hinar. ;

1ts supposed Hindu origin-Sir Sayyid Ahmad
its advocate-Arguments of Cunningham
and Ewer against it-Proofs of its
Mohmedan origin. .

JHERE is a great deal of speculation
% as to the original builder of the
magnificent minar, known to us as
the well-known Kutb Minar. This
column, which, according to Elphinstone
is “the highest column in the world”
is believed by some to be the work of
Rai Pithora or Prithvi Raj by whom it is
supposed to have been built for the pur-
pose of giving his daughter a view of the
River Jumna, or, according to another
account,for obtaining the view of the River
Ganges. This belief brings us to the
question of the origin of the Kutb Minar
as to whether it is a purely Moh-
medan building, or, a Hindu building

1 Elphinstone, History of India (Lon 1905) p.2367
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ltered and completed by the conquerors.

In Sir Sayyid Ahmad, the Moonsif of

Delhi, and the author of * A descriptive
account’ of the archmology of Delhi in
Urdu”, sutiallil, we have a strong advo-
cate of the Hindu origin of the Kutb
Minar. - Some of the arguments brought
forward in support of the Hindu origin
of the Minar and the objections raised
against it, are the following :—

(a) * That there is only one Minar,
which is contrary-to the praetice of the

' Muhammadans who always give two

Minars to their masjids.”

Though this argument of Sir Sayyid
Abmad is not without foundation, for,
for. the last three hundred years, such
has been the practice of the Mohmedans,

1 Delhi, 1847, <8 vo. lithographed. The writer of thy |
Literary Intelligence in the journal of the Asiatic Srsiety
of Bengal (vol, XX 1851 p. 353) thus speiks of this work—
* Thotgh it is not free from wmistakes, it may clear up many
errors of even disbinguished ' travellers and geographers.”

Mr. Carr Stephen’s Archalogy of Dslhi is mainly

a translation of the woll knowa work by 8ir Syad Ahwmad,

the Asarsi-Sanadidi~~Faunshawe, Delhi-Past ‘and = Present, !

| prefsce p. X.



yet:“this fact should 'not be lost sightiof «
that the early Mohmedans also used to~
build a single tower. - As'a proof of this: «
latter practice, ‘Cunningham points out
the  two Minars - of Ghazni built: by ¢
Muhammad in the early part of the 11th
Century, that is, about- 180 years prior =
to the erection of the Kutb Minarand «
the Koel Minar built in 1254 A. D. by -«
Kutlugh Khan during the reign - of -+
Nasir-ud-din  Muhammad. “ These still *
existing Minars of Ghazni and Koel
show that it was the practice. of . the
early Muhammadans to have eunly one. .
Minar even. down to so late a date .
as . the middle of the 13th Century.”
Cunningham thinks that the Kutb Minar
was. intended as a Mazinah of the Great.
Mosque of Kutb for the Muezzin to call
the faithful to prayer.

()  Sayyid Ahmad argues that if it
was at all meant as a Mazinah, it would .
have ' been erected: at one end of the -
Mosque, and not at: some: distance from .
it. Here again, the Director General

of the Archmological :Survey of India

o
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points to the Koel Minar “ which oceou-
pies exactly the same detached position
with regard to the Jama Masjid of Koel
as $he Kutb Minar does with respect to
the Great Mosque of Delhi. Both of
them are placed outside the south-east
corner of their respective masjids. This
. coincidence of position seems to me suffi-
cient to settle the question in favour of
the Kutb Minar having been intended
* as a Mazinah of the Great Mosque.”

() Another argument is that in ac-
cordance with the Hindu practice the
entrance door faces the north, whereas
with the Mohmedans it faces the east,
In reply to this objection of Sayyid
Ahmad, the Koel Minar is again brought
into evidence to show that the entrance
door of this Minar also faces the north
exactly as in the Kutb Minar. It should
be borne in mind that the Koel Minar, as
stated above, was erected by Nasir-ud-
din, the son of Shams-ud-din Altamash,
It might, therefore, be looked upon as
an almost - contemporary work . Cun-
ningham believes that in both these



instances the entrance door was so placed
chiefly for the convenience of the Muezzin
when going to call the faithful to prayer.
The entrance door in the Mohmedan
buildings does not invariably face the east
as Sayyid Ahmad thinks. Though the
tomb of Sultan Altamash, which has its
entrance door facing eastward, seems to -
be the solitary instance that should have
led him to arrive at the above conclusion,
there are the two great tombs of Bahawal
Hak and Rukn-ud-din in Multan, and
~ most other modern tombs or mausoleums,
includiug the Taj Mahal, having their
entrance door to the south, and not to the
east. Moreover, Sayyid Ahmad is mis-
taken in suppossing that the entrance
_doors of the Hindu buildings face vorth-
ward as it can be shown from Cunningham
that out of the 50 temples of which he
has a record no less than 38 have their
entrance doors to the east, 10 to the west
and only 2 to the north.

(d.) “ It is customary for the Hindus”,
argues Sayyid Ahmad, ¢ to commence
such buildings without any platform (or
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“plinth), ‘whereas ::the - - Muhammadans
< always erect their buildings upon a raised
terrace or platform, as may be seen in the
~unfinished Minar of « Aladdin Khilji.”

Cunningham; here too;: finds fault with
¢ this statement.  He points to the gigan-
‘tic Buddhisht temple. at Buddha Gaya,
" the two large -temples in the Fort of
“@Gwaliar, the elaborately sculptured temp-
« les of Kajraba, the great pillar at Chitar

and most of the * temples ~ in Kashmir

‘which all have plinths or platforms vary-

ing in height from 8 to 20 feet. From the

drawings of mosques in Syria and Persia
given in Fergussan's Hand-Book’, it

‘appears that the practice with the early
““Mohmedans does not accord with that

of placing their buildings on raised plat:

“forms or plinths. ~ The Minars at Ghazni

are not built on plmths The inference,

therefore, is that the -early Muslim
structures in India were generally built
without platforms.

‘Mr, Walter Ewer, too, in his paper on
the Inscriptions on the Kuth Minar raises

1 Voll, p. 415,
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(the following : objections against: the s«
called Hindu origin of the Minar :—

“1st. The three lower stories of the

minar are externally generally built "of

the red' stone, from ‘the - quarries of

Futtehpur Sicri, ‘and  :a considerable
portioncof the ~interior is constructed iof «
thesame material;: whiéh'vis not to be'
met «  witho:throughout ‘the iextensive®*
Hindu ruins, which surround the tower:
on every 'side, and" which are" ‘compara-

tively of great antiquity.>:

2nd. The entrance. passage and stair-
case of the Cootub are both arched, thus
exhibiting a knowledge of architecture
in the bmlder, which the Hindus of that
age did not possess. The small. domes
which remain entire among the Hindu
ruins, are all built of stone, each a
ségment of a circle and each decreasing
in area, and projecting over that beneath
it, until the dome is completed, also the

1 ¢ Aun Account of the Inscriptionson the Cootub Minar
in Asiati ok Researches, Vol. XIV, (Cal: 1822.) pp.480-89, -
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roofs of the arcades, are invariably formed
of blocks of stone, extending from one
pillar to the next.”

From the arguments of Sir Sayyid
Ahmad in favour of the Hindu origin of
the Kutb Minar and the objections raised
against it by Sir A. Cunningham’ and
Mr. Walter Ewer® the Kutb Minar is pre-
sented before us as being essentially a
Mohmedan building. Cunningham says
““The building (Kutb Minar) is entirely &
Muhammadan one both as to origin and
to Jesign.”

-We have seen that the name of a
Hindu Raja is very erroneously associat-
ed by some with the Minar known to
us as the Kutb Minar. But a Stambh,
or a pillar of Rai Pithora or a Prithvi
minar would surely be a mad absurdity .
What reason or reasons can be assigned

1 « An account of the Inscriptions on the Cootub Minar”
in Asiatic Researches, Vol X1V (Cal. 1822) p. 485.

o Sir A. Cunningham, Archaological Burvey of India.
Four Reports made during the years 1862-63-64-656 Vol I
(Bimla, 1871) pp. 190-194

3 Asiatic Researches, Vol X1V pp 480-89
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to the building of this mighty Minar by
the Hindu Raja? The name of the
Kutb Minar which is traditionally handed
down to us from posterity is a proof posi-
itive that the Minar is out-and-out a
Mohmedan edifice. !

*



CHAPTER IV:

An Inquiry into the Authorship of ‘tl,t'l‘,e;»
~ Kutb Minar from the: Testimony
of the Mohmedan Historians.

Hasan Nizami, Ibn Asir, Juwaini and Ufi make no
mention of minar—Shams-i-Siraj Afif ascribes
it to Altamash—Firoze Shah’s ‘minara of
Sultan Muiz-ud-din Sam’—Tabakat-i-
¥ Nasiri—Ibn Batuta—Babar—Ain-

i-Akbari.

The Kutb Minar, therefore, was not
built by the Hindu Raja Prithwi or Rai.
Pithora and the claim of the Hindus over
it is, therefore, groundless. If it could not
have been raised by the Hindus or one
of their princes, as we have seen above
at some - length, it was a Mohmedan
_edifice. Who was, then, the builder of it ?
This brings us to the investigation of an
interesting subject as to whom the erection
of this magnificent minar, ‘ the highest
column in the world,”” can rightly be
ascribed,
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- Now, ‘who was; then, this | Mokmedan

who ordered the erection of the building ?

Was he Kutb ud-din  Aibak, the Turk

Saltan of Delhi, as the name by which this
© Minar is known to us would seem to sug-
gest at the very first sight? Or, was it
his son<in-law and successor, Sultan .Shams-
ud-din  Altamash, whose name is connected
hy many with the Minar ?

We shall now enter into the inquiry as to
which of these two may be rightly held up
as the actual builder of the Kutb Minar.

‘We shall take up this inquiry into the
actual authorship of the Kuath Minar,
firstly, from the point of view of those of
the native historians of the  Mussalman
period whose works bear on, or advert to,
the subject ; and secondly, from the point
of view of the inscriptions engraved on
the Minar itself. The inquiry of this sub-
ject from these points of view will also help
us to examine the metives that led to the
erection of the huge column, and about
which we shall speak at the proper place.

- The historians of the: Mussalman period



are all Mohmedans who notice in their
chronicles the progress of the empire from
their own stand-point. The majority of
them, though they prais;e, admire and extol
their patrons, also stigmatize many of the
Sultans as a disgrace not only to the country
over whose destinies they were called upon
to preside, but even to human nature. So
far, their accounts of the times in which
they themselves flourished are impartial and
fair and, therefore, trustworthy. It is this
type of the historians whom we quote here-
We shall see what they say in their works
about the Minar, j

The historians contemporaneous with
Saltan = Kutb-ud-din Aibak and Sultan
Altamash are the following : - '

(a) Hasan Nizami who was a contem-
porary of Kutb-ud-din Aibak and Altamash
is the - author of Taj-ul-Maasir (the Crown

o f Exploits), a celebrated work devoted !
chiefly to the history of Kutb-ud-din, but
also containing portions of the history of
yis predecessor and his successor Altamash
but without any notice of Aram, the son
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Hammer informs us that “ Nizami of
Lahore, a slave of Muhammad bin Sam,
wrote this history of his master who being
an admirer of the great achievements of
Aibak, took them for the model and rule of
his reign.” Taj-ul-Maasir opens with the
transactions of the year 587 A. H. (1191
A. D.) and carries the history down) to the
year 614 A. H. (1217 A. D.) or seven
years after the death of Kutb-ud-din
Aibak.

In this work of Hasan Nizami, we do not
find any reference to—much less any men-
tion of—the Kuth Minar. The edifice which
is ascribed to Sultan Kutb-ud-din is the
great mosque at Delhi. Hasan Nizami thus
refers to it :— ‘

“ Kutb-ud-din built the Jami Masjid at
Delhi, and adorned it with the stones and
gold obtained from the temples which had

1 Ibvia strange how Hammer could have made this mistake .
Mubammad bin 8am, who i3 no other ghan the famous Mu.

reigned, How, then, could he have taken his own slave for
his great examplar ?

23 g L

and immediate successor of Kutb-ud-din.

~bammad Ghori, died before his slave Kutb-ud-din Aibakwj



~ been demolished by elephants, and covered .
it with  inscriptions in Yoghra, containing
the divine commands.”

(5) Ibn Asir who is known by his celew
brated work, Kamil-ut-Tawarikh, or, Tarikh.
i-Kamil as known to Persian writers; was
bornin 555A. H. (1160'A. D.). The work.
is chiefly valuable for its notices of the -
Ghaznivides and the Ghorians. Ibn Asir .
carries down his history to the decline of
the latter dynasty. This work makes no
mention of either the pillar or the mosque.

(¢) Another . contemporary  history,
¢ Tarikh-i-Jahan-Kusha” (History of . the
conquest of the world) of = Alau-ud-din
Juwaini better known to Europeans as Afa
Malik Juwaini, which narrates the events
up to the year 655 A. H. (1257 A. D),
seems to be silent over the subject that we
are investigating.

(d) Maulana Nur-ud-din Muhammed "Ufi
lived at Delhi during the reign of Sultan
Shams-ud-din Altamash. His work is well-
known as ‘‘Jami-ul-Hikayat wa Lawami-ul-
Riwayat” (Collections of Stories and Illus-

¥ . 1_Rlliot, History of India, Vol 11, (1869) P, 222.
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trations of Histories). We find no mention

of the Kutb Minar in the extracts that have

been translated by Sir H. M. Elliot.!

(@) In his Tarikh-i”Alai, Mir Khusru

speaks of the edifices erected and repaired
by Sultan Alaudin Khilji (1295-1316 A.
D.) whom the author also styles Muham-
mad Shah Sultan and whose coutemporary
he was. Mir Khusru informs us that Sul-
tan Alaudin Khilji “ then resolved to make
a pair to the lofty minar of the Jami Mas-
jid, which minar was then the single
(celebrated) one of the time, and to raise it
so high that it could not be exceeded. He
first directed that the area of the square
before the Masjid should be increased that
there might be ample room for the follow-
ers of Islam, He ordered the circumference
of the new minar to be made double that of

1 Elliot, History of India, Vol. I, (Lon: 1869) pp. 157-203.
About "Ufi’s work Sir H. Elliot says—‘The next chapter is
upon Justice, and all the rest are similarly devoted to the
illustrations of some moral or intellectual quality. This
arrangement, however well adapted to accomplish the object

fof the author, is particularly perplexing to those who are

king for historical or biographical notices, and a long and
laborious search is necessary to find any anecdote which has
not been cavefully noted down.’~Ibid, p. 156,
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the old one, and to make it higher in the
‘same pronortion, and directed that a new
casing and cupola should be added to the
old one".!

02 Tarik h-i-Firoze Shahi, or the History
of Sultan Firozeshah (A. D 1351—A. B,
1388), of Shams-i-Siraj Afif has a refer-
ence to “ the large pillar in the Masjid-i-
Jama at old Delhi,”* raised by Sultan
Shams-ud-din  Altamash as was then the
practice with every great king to set up
some lasting memorial of his power. On the
same authority®, we have it that Amir
_ Timur had, during his stay of some days
in Delhi, inspected all the monuments of
former kings.

(g) We now come to the Fatuhatsi-
Firoze Shahi (the Victories of Firoze Shah),
a small work written by Sultan Firoze Shah
himself and containing a brief summary of
the res geste of his reign. In the list, which
he gives in his above mentioned production,

1. Elliot's History of India, Vol. 111, (1871) pp 69-70
2. Eliiot, History of India, Vol, III, (1871) P. 3563
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“the edifices and structures of former kings
‘and ancient nobles which he repaired and
rebuilt, we find the followmg —

“The minara of Sultan Muizz-ud-din
Sam had been struck by lightning. I
vepaired it and raised it higher than it was
hefore,’

Had this minar been then known by the
present appellation with which it is now
known to us, namely, that of the Kutb
Minar, Sultan TFiroze Shah would have
assuredly called it so. The reader is referred
to the list' of edifices repaired by Firoze
Shah wherein that Sultan ascribes the edi-
fices he repaired to their proper original
builders ; for example, Hauz-i-Shams:i or
tank of Altamash ; Hauz-i-Alai or tank
- of Alaudin; Madresa (College) of Altamash;
Tomb of Rukn-ud-din, son of Altamash ;
Tomb of Sultan Jalal-ud-din and so on.

1 Elliot’s Historians, ITI, 383.

2 Ibid.

For public works constrnected during the reign of
Firoze Shah Tughlak (A. D, 135.-1388) vide Briggs’ Fetishta
(Calcutta: 1908) Vol, 1, p. 465, and Marshman’s History of
India, Vol. I (Lon; 1867) p. 64-65.



“The name of a celebrated Sultan like Kuth-
ud-din could not have been unknown to
Sultan Firoze, for, in his list, he distinctly
speaks of the tomb of Sultan Kutb-ud-din
which he repaired and renovated along
with those of many others whom he names

in his ¢ Victories.”

(% The author of the Tabakat-i-Nasiri
was the contemporary of Kuth-ud-din and
Altamash and served the latter in military
as well as ecclisiastical services. At the end
of the XIXth, tabakat (book) of his work,
he writes “ And, after this, I come to the
seetion on the Sultans of Hindustan, the
first of whom to be mentioned is Sultan
Kutb-ud-din Ibak,and his illustrious actions
which, please God, will be recorded as fully
as the limits of this book will permit.”!

The next, that is, the XXth Tabakat or
bhook opens with ‘the reign of that Saltan,
but nowhere is to be found any mention
about the Great Mosque known as the
Masjid-i-Kutb-ul-Islam, as the builder of

(1) Tabakat-i-Nasiri of ;Maulaoa Minhaj-i-Saraj, tr ; by
Major Raverty (Lon: 1881)gp. 507.
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which Sultan Kutb-ud-din is more generally
spoken of, much less about the Kutb Minar
with which his name is associated.

While recording the events of the reign
of Sultan Shams-ud-din Altamash, the son
in-law and successor of Sultan Kutb-ud
din, our author does not utter, strange as it
seems to be, a word about the well-known
minar. Major Raverty, who has translated
our author, however, speaks of the minar
in one of his many copious foot-notes.

(¢) Ibn Batuta,' the Moorish geographer
and traveller, speaks of Delhi as “a most
magnificent city " and “ the greatest city of
Hindustan.” There he saw “ its mosque ”
- which ““is very large.” In the court of
this mosque he saw “an immense pillar,
which they say, is composed of stones from
seven different quarries. Its length is thirty
cubits; its ciccumference eight: which is
truly miraculous.” The translator of our
traveller is not sure as to what pillar he
saw, for his query in the foot-note is ¢ Is
it the pillar of Firozshah ?” As to the

1. Dr. Lee, Tra;rels of Ibn Batuta, 1829, p. 111,
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mosque whlch Ibn Batuta saw, there is no
doubt that it was the Great Mosque' of
Kuth-ud-din called the Jama masjid accord-

ing to the long inscription over the inuer

archway of the east entrance,

(7) Baberin his memoirs® speaks of his
having circumambulated, amongst other

1, Itis now more commonly known as the Masjid-i- Kuth-
ui-Tstam or the Mosque of the Pole Star of Islimism, a name
which appears to preserve that of its founder. It is also
called Kuwat-ul-islam, Might of Islam.

The Mosque of Kutb-ud-din was begun ' immediately after
the capture of Delhiin A, H. 587 (A.D, 1191) according
to Byad Abmad and K, Thomas (The Pathan Kings of
Delhi, P. 22. Prinsep's Essays, Vol.LP, 826); and in 689 A.H
(4: D. 1193) according to Haft-Iklim, Tabakat-i Akbari,
Tazkarat-ul-Muluk, Tarikh-i-Alfi, Zobdat-ut-Tawarikh, Mun.
takhab-ut-Tawarikh, Budauni, Firishtah, Tabakat-i-Nasiri
and others referred to by Major Raverty (Tabakat-i-Nasiri,
Aeppendix A). The latter date seems to be the corvect date of
the capture of Delhi by Bultan Kutb-ud-din. The mosque,
the foundation of which was laid in the reign of Sultan
l{m-nd-dm Muahammad bin Sam, was completed in A.H, 592
A. D, 1196),

During the reign of Altamash, two wings to the north and
south were added to the Mosque and a new cloistered court in
the north, south and east was also erected. o

At a later date, the court of the mosque was still further
enlarged by Alaudin Khilji.
2. Memoirs of Baber by John Leyden and William Erskine
»1826) p. 808.



bu 1f£ngs, the tomb of Khwa]eh Kutb-ud-
din and the Minaret of Sultan Alaudin
Khilji. The tomb of Khwajeh Kutb-ud-
din is about 11 miles south of Delhi, and
just.near it is the famous Kutb Minar.
The minaret which the Mogul Emperor
visited and which seems to have been here
noticed by him under the name of Sultan
Alaudin is, we think, the famous Kuth
Minar.

Cunningham also corroborates us when he
says ‘The mosque is not mentioned by
Baber, although he notices the Minar and
the temb of Khwaja Kutb-ud-din which he
pemmbulated 1

(k) In his description of the Subah of
Delhi which he calls *“ one of the greatest
«cities of antiquity,” the learned Abul Fazl
ihakes no mention of the Kutb Minar or
the Kutb Mosque, though ‘he notices the
edificies, cities &c. of other kings, . The
only reference to Kutb-ud-din and Alta-
mash in the above description of Delhi by

1. Cunningham, Beports, Vol. I, p. 185,
2 Jarrett, Kin-i-Akbari Vol. I, (Cal, 1891) p, 278.



says that these monarchs * resided in the
citadel of Raja Pithura (Prithwi)™

The available notices and accounts of this
huge minar by the Mohmedan historians
collected above give us some food for re-
flection. Out of a dozen chroniclers that
we have quoted, none is found to associate
the name of Kutb-ud-din with the minar.
Mir Khusru refers to it as ‘*‘the lofty
minar of the Jami Masjid ”’ * without
saying as to who its builder was and by
what name that ** lofty minar of the Jami
Masjid” was then known to him. Sultan
 Feroze Shah, who repaired a minar which
had been struck by lightning calls it as
the minara of Sultan Muizz-ud-din Sam;
and this last Sultan, as we know, was the
suzerain of Kutb-ud-din Aibak. :

Baber speaks, in his memoirs, of his ha-
ving visited the minaret of Sultan Alaudin
Khilji which, to us, seems to be none else
than the famous Kutb Minar. So, even as
late as the 16th century, the famous column

1. Jarret, Ain-i-Akbari, Vol., II, p. 279,



 does not seem to have been known to the
founder of the mighty Mogul empire by the
appellation of the Kuth Minar.

Though none of the above Mohmedan
writers ascribes the minar to Kutb-ud-din
Aibak, to Sultan Shamsh-ud-din Altamash,
the son-in-law and suceessor of Kuth-ud-
din Aibak, the minar is ascribed by Shams-
i-Sivaj- Afif, the author of the ¢ Tarikh-i-
firoze Shah”, who says *So Sultan Shams-
1d-din Altamash raised the large pillar in
e ‘ Magjid-i-Jama’ at old Delhi, the
istory of which is well known,”!

I Bltiot, Hlatory of Indm, III, ‘35‘3



‘CHAPTER V.

T ) e

The Inscriptions on the Minar as
copied by Ewer.
Inscriptiovs of Ewer and Thomas—The minar

injured by lightning—Repaired by Secunder Lodi
and Firoze Shah—Erected by 'Altamash.

N the foregoing chapter, we have endea-
a voured to bring under review the testi-
mony of native chroniclers so far as
that was accessible and available through

their English translations.

In this chapter and in the one to follow,
we propose to read the inscriptions on the
Minar in thei r original state with their
translations, and to discuss and ascertain, in
a separate chapter, the general meaning of
the contents of each that we give,

The ruinous state of the galleries of the
Minar renders dangerous the task of deci-
phering the inscriptions by venturing on
them, Mr. Walter Ewer, therefore, availed
himself of another recourse. He used “ 4



telescope of great magnifying power” with
the assistance of which he Was enabled to
copy the inscriptions “ with the utmost
facility.” The results of the telescope have
been preserved in a paper by him in the
Asiatic Researches!, to which we are indebt-
ed for our copy of the inscriptions,

The other batch of inscriptions, that,
forms the subject of our next chapter, is
borrowed from Mr. Edward Thomas® who
had prepared for publication, so long ago
as 1885, selected specimens of the manu-
- mental inscriptions of the Pathan dynasty.
“For the majority of these records,”’
writes Mr. Thomas, “T was originally
indebted to Syud Ahmad Khan’s excellent
Archaological History of Dehli, the ‘Asar-
us-Sunnadeed,” but the more complicated
epigraphs were re-examined and patiently
tested, both by that enthusiastic antiguary
and myself, under the very shadow of the
buildings upon whose walls they are en-
graved.’® e

1 Asiatic Regearches, Vol X1V, (Cal: 1822).

2 Thomas, Chronicles of the Pathan Kings of Dehli, (Lon:
1871). '

8 Ibid, p. 20,
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We give below Ewer’s inscriptions with

their translations which are also made by

him :—

Elx

(Copied from a stone over the entrance

door,)

@83 AUIsE o Ly 0wl g il I (o abll Y6
@ pba Jfiso @iles Ao U adshl 1300 AUy
b 3RA0 oy 30 (20 1y (40| medd oy bllaliyllilin
23500 Jliae 39 808 WmSd glyde o.‘d.::" | ooy $L73
w0 3Le @SS Bal)t phedl lbleealys ooy
) Bl glely Alblay Kloslliala lble Jyles st
A& Gal 15sa gyal g.'tc Qhurd (g3 iyl f."ﬁ Alyila
L3 gSialye cumpe ol llad (32 54, 080 Slally
ilonand g rtnd o yaUlaas ) slogye, 8
” )I‘ = s J& Q*.-)) ﬁﬂ‘_,&Jmﬂ
Translation.—The Prophet on whom be
the mercy and peace of God, has declared
“whoever erects a temple to the true God (on

earth,) shall receive six such dwellings in
Paradise.” The Minar, the building of the

¥ The letter K is prefixed to each number of the inserip-
tions in this Ch. in order to distinguish them from those of
Thomas in fhe unext which have been similarly marked

with the letter T.
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king of kings Shems-ud-Dunya-wa-ud-Din,
now in peace and pardon, be his tomb pro-
tected, and his place be assigned in heaven—
was injured by lightning in the reign of the
exalted monarch Secander the son of Behlol :
(may his power and empire last for ever and
his reign be glorious);and therefore the slave
Fatteh-Khan, the son of Mesned-Ali the
liberal of the liberal, and meritorious ser-
vant of the king——— , repaired it ac-
cording to command. The 13th of Rebi-ul-
Akher in the year 909,

E2
(Copied from the fourth door.)

G 3l lasiay srsi sl ped gl ohd

glet aulle 30058 (5 1) ey oy Al 81, DI

OF @ lee aled blda b1y hogl (giley abey ype0

3l uole @UTHI 1) 88 1) plie o2l wpmt 3I14
Translation.—In the year 907, this Minar
having been injured by lightning, by the
aid of and favor of God, Firozmend Yamani
vestered whatever was needed by the building;

may the Supreme Lord preserve this lofty
edifice from future mischance.
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(Copied from a slab over the door in the
first balceny.)

3=l bl Shdlaylonll 83, yololoyis
Translation.—The Suoltan Shems-ul-
Hak-wa-ud-din ~ Altamash—— —erected
this building.
E4
(Copied from the marble portlon of the
fourth story.) :
HEL LS wBodl ohblall Allys ool delonlt 83¢) !
5l ol AT Sske lae ool ko, plonal
wlolity ,Qdﬂbs ‘-)é-tlg-“lb rﬂuﬂl) iy Ladadl el
sol1pa0l poolis lbhal gadd! y2kalls! leslublo @)l
wiie
T'ranslation. —The erection of this build-
ing was commanded in the glorious time
of the great Sultan, the mighty king of kings,
the master of mankind, the lord of the

monarchs of Turkistan, Arabia and Persia ;
the Sun of the World and Religion, of the




‘aith and the F aithful, the lord of safety and
~ protection, the heir of the kingdom of
Suliman Abul Muzeffer Altamash Nasir-
‘Amin-ul-Momenin,



.f’
i
2
=
.

CHAPTER Vi

e O De——

The Inscriptions on the Minar as given
by E. Thomas.

_ The minar erected during the reign of Altamash—

Its completion also ordered by him—Injured
by lightning—Repaired by Sultan Feroze
Shah —Names and titles of Mahmud bin
Sam and Altamash.

N this chapter we give a further batch of

i five epigraphs as given by Mr. Thomas'

avith their translations. The epigraphs
have been marked T1, T2 &c. in order to
distinguish them from those of Mr. Ewer
in the preceding chapter which have been
similarly marked E1, E2 &c. For the
translations of the: inscriptions of Mr.
Thomas, I am indebted to my learned
friend, Mr. Shaik Faizullabhai = Shaik
Lukmanji Malla, B. A., Fellow of the
University of Bombay and the Head Mas-
ter of the Anjuman-i-Islam High School,
Bombay. My best | thanks are due to him

1 Thomas, Chronicles of the PPathan Kings of Dehli.
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r kindly helping me to comprehend some
_of the complicated Arabic phrases in the
| inscriptions,

s T

(Inscription over the doob—way of the
fourth story of the Minar,)

ol B edyan Pl @ lenl §8 yol

@l ool Wl e bad) sULA  Be Y1
3 WAl ped ezall 5 ouall g GG Sle
@l 33 godelmall 3wl oae 00t

ooyl 8Bl i) g lealee Khe &40 loYl,
wiiegel | piot poll lblall

Translation.— Order was given for erect-
ing this edifice during the days of the reign
of the great Sultan, the revered emperor,
the master of mankind, thelord of the kings
of Turkistan, Arabia and Ajam, the Sun of
the World and the Faith, the elevator ofthe
Islam and Moslims, the dispenser of safety
and security, the heir of the kingdom of
Solomon, Abul Muzaffar Altarnash, the
Sultan, the helper of the Commmder of
the Faithful.
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(Inscription of Altamash over the door-
way of the second story of the Mmat‘)

ulﬂ N”J | h‘l‘o’ | U)(‘&Jl 8.}, ‘.l.J(J JKJ
witesel] piol roli

Translation.—The completion of this ed_i-
fige was ordered by the king, helped by the
heavenly grace, the Sun of Truth and Reli-
gion, Altamash Sultani, the helper (or the
subordinate)of the Commander of the Faith-
ful. ;

: ‘ T3

(Inscription of Firoze Shah ou the fifth

story of the minar dated A. H. 770)

3l culinsw 3 AR i Byl ety
Boads’ 5 ly 3R oy ARG gl UL (j;‘
bladaly t)‘.lii/e ! st tblw 5,29 gils..\u g lis
N ople el waEn !l d — o8 @ le a4l
shts wyran @b T siea
Transéation.—The minaret having - been
damaged by lightning in the year 770, “it
was with the grace of the Lord along with



>
o

iie favour, that Firoze Sultan rebuilt
this edifice with perfect care. May the
Creator, who has no equal, preserve this
edifice protected from all sorts of calamity.

T4
(Inscription of Muhammad bin Sam, on
the 4th cirelet of the lower story of the
Minar,) '
Wiy Ko ahe ¥t slbips hadd] o laladt

ah ke rqa..”, wyall Syle gl,n ‘woyi
pRadisan uall o)l &l plladl b nb
2001 s¥e pddlall (S Jgall gme @ielasl | 4
ol Jda s, )1 el KBy, A )
il ]y mad] bab cdld) | ol 5,01
s (gelell B EI1 (B AI UB Al
ylaiali Kilao e Al ylast gal).'l‘ A
plo @ demeo jilell 5i1 lilalt A ) e e
Sho A1 ok& (ko)) paml erud
Translation.—The very revered Sultan,
the great Emperor, the master of mankind,
the Suzerain of the King of Arabia and
Ajam, the King of Kings in the world, the
asylum of (the prophet of) the world and
religion, the exalter of the glory of Islam



“Moslems, the enlivener of justice in
the world, the glory of the mighty king; :
dom, the heaven of the sacred religion, the
splendour of the Supreme nation, the star
of the Khilafat, the widener of the scope of
beneficence and kindness among the two
superior creations, (men and demons;; the
shadow of God in the east and the west, the
protector of the countries of God, the
guardian of the slaves of God, the subduer
of the Kingdoms of the world, the elevator
- of the high word of God, Abul Muzaffar
Mohmad, son of Sam, the co-partner of the
Amir-ul-Mumanain (the ruler of the faith-
ful), may God make his reign eternal,

15

(Inscription of Altamash on the upper
circlet of the second story of the Minar),
wliy Ko aBadd| L8 s pbe Y| o lbla)]
o NIl axal | 5 wyall Syle e Y2 pedt
wielmall 5 @Vl BUE (o)1 (med Wl la)y
ehellall (3 Joall buly opb¥aliy SHladl 20
aggel | By )1 @l JY¥a 8,801 @) y0l) Yo
S Vi) |l wld 1aed ) e 01 Ll o
Spbo s Wia)) Kl jome @l )l J anll A
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',.u“,um..n omelalyl SRBLL 4ut Laladt Y1 S
el s Alblay Sle Y1 old  rhegell yael

Aldy gyl

Translation.—The very revered Sultan,
the great Emperor, the master of mankind,
the first of the Kings of Arabia and Ajam,
the shadow of God on Earth, the Sun of
the World atid the Faith, the refuge of Islam
and Moslims, the Crown of the Kings and
Sultans, the extender of the scope of equity
in the world, the glory of the mighty
Kingdom, the splendour of the Supreme
nation, helped with the heavenly grace,
giver of victory over* the enemies, the shining -
~ star of the heaven of khilafat, the diffuser
of justice and kindness, the conqueror of
the Kingdoms of the world, the divulger of
the high word of God Abul-Muzaffar, Alta-
mash Al Sultan, helper of the Commander
of the Faithful ; may God make his reign
and rule eternal and give supremacy to his
government.

~
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CHAPTER VII.

Further Inquiry into the Authorship
of the Kutb Minar from its
Inscriptions. =

‘ Minar of Shams-ud-din’-Ewer’s 'incorrect date—
Significance of E4 and T1-Minar built during
Altamash’s reign-Epigraphs on the Kuth
Mosque-Kutb not averse to glorify his
name-Numismatic evidence:Absence of
Kutb's coinsdue to his drained trea-
sury-Presence of Kuth’s name

on an epigraph -its value,

ERE L now arrive at that phase of our
inquiry which is as interesting as

it is important.

The ancient monuments of any country
form, in the absence of its written
annals, the reliable sources of information
as to the early condition of that country.
And this can be truly said of India where
it is monuments that unfold facts in the
almost total absence of its written history.



The monuments of a country do not come
into being without a specific object or
motive underlying them. They have some
 purpose to serveand it is this purpose which,
‘ ‘when rightly interpreted and explzined, goes
to form its history, when written records
_are .wanting or are inaccessible.  The
history of ‘that magnificent column at
Delhi is enveloped in darkness. We
know of no official documents or firmans
to exist of the period sanctioning the eree-
tion of the mighty structure or its expen-

diture. Tts.story s, therefore,.traditional.ra-
tmwmmllwwn

{ on its history is thrown by the notices and
{ accounts of the Moslem: historians: and
travellers and by the inscriptions on ‘the
Minar itself. In a previous chapter we

examined the testimony of the Mohme-
~ dan historians and it is the object of this
chapter to endeavour to read the history of
the Kutb Minar in the epigraphs engraved
on it.

"IQscription Bl iw_ers that the Minar is
the building of Sultan Shams-ud-din
Altamash and that it was repaired by



by lightning.

E1is swmﬁcant in that it ascrlbes the‘
proprietorship of the Minar to Sultan
Altamash. The Minar was repaired by
*‘the slave Fatteh-Khan, the son of Mesned
Ali, the liberal of the liberal, and the meri-
torious servaut of the king” Sultan Secun-
der Shah , Lodi “ according to command.”
This epigraph bears the date “The 13th
of Rebi-ul-Akher in the year 909” (1508
A. D).

There can be no room for doubt as to
this inscription having been engraved after
the restoration of that portion of the Minar
which was injured by lightning * in the
reign of the exalted monarch Secunder the
sou of Behlol.” The date of the engra-
ving of the inscription is, as we have seen,
1503 A. D. and even at so late a date as
* that, this Minar seems to have been known
to Sultan Secunder Lodi as w,éa ,lse

@io) 1y WIBJ] ek el Yl il
the Minar of the king of kings Shams-
ud-din. If the minar was built by Sultan

¢ounder, Son of Behlol, in A. H. 909 ‘
(A. D. 1503) in whose reign it was injured

,L‘h‘
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Ao ‘-ud-din Aibak and also named after
him how do we account for the Minar of
the king of kings Shams-ud-din as known

to the people of Delhi in 1503 A, D. ?.

The inscription marked E2 corresponds
 to that marked T3. E2 speaks of the Minar
‘as having been injured and therefore re-

paired by Firozemend Yamani in the year
907 as translated by Ewer. But this seems
to be a mistake.! The correct date is A. H.
770 (A.. D. 1368) when Sultan Firoze re-

1.-—~We shall endeavour to see what the mistake is and
how it could have probably arisen.

The corrssponding Christian year to the Hijra year 907
would be 1501 A, D. In El, we read that it was in 909 A.H.
(1603 A. D) that the Minar was repaired by Saltan
Secunder T.odi, Now, if the year 907 is correct (which it ig
not) that would mean that the minar was also damaged two
_yéars prior to the restoration by Sultan Secunder Lodi in 909
A, H, (1503 A. D.). Bab that, as a matter of fact, is not go»
The year in the imscription E2 as copied by Ewer is
Ayliasw g AR . The same as that given by Thomas

in the inscription T5 is .3 lamrw 3 (@ RAm s, Bwer
translates ~; lendw 4 244 w85 the year 907 which is a &

migtake since pasw means 7 and not 9, the Arabic word for

« Lo
the latter being &t (Persian » ), The correot rendering of
Ewer's 3 loadu 3 AR A would, therefore, be 707, but

3



the inscription T3,

E3 ascribes the erection of the minar to
Sultan Altamash, But E4 and T1 which
correspond to each other are very impor-
tant for our purpose. Let the reader read

not 907 wunder any circumstance. But Ewer's PRI PRI
i lozaw 5 the year 707 does not accord with Thomas’
rlezam 4 (pamam s theyest 770, which latter date
is the correct date of the restoration of the Minar by Sultan
Firoze Shah. ,aiw is 7, (@ARA is 70, 3 leo is 100, and

. s
Adlamam  0r aaleman 18700,

We believe the inscription onthe Minar has AR
(70) and not 2w (7) as the inseription ( No. 1IL)

printed on p. 488 of the Asiatic Researches, vol,
XIV, shows. « Mr, Ewer's telescopic copy of the

inseription must therefore also contain (3% (70) but the
exrror seems to have its ovigin probably in the paper which
Mr. Ewer prepared for publication in the Asiatic Researches ,

4
He might have probably written /%3 in his manuseripts. Mz}

Ewer doos not mention a word aboub the restoraton of the
Minar in 1338 A. D. by Sultan Firoze Shab anywhere in hisé‘
paper. This is probably due to the ervor in the inseription
itself marked No. ILL by him and hisown incorrect translation

of the date. Sultan Firoze Shah certainly fourished before
A H. 907, This Mr Ewer, perhaps, knew too well and not:
wlthst.im]mg‘ the snggostion of the name, Firozemend Yamani,
'n the inseription, he could not venture to aseribe to Sultan
Firoze Shah a reparation whish his own trauslation showed

to have been conducted about I37 years after that Sultan, -



both the original extracts and their transla-
tions very carefully. When he peruses E4
and 11, in the light of E1, E3 and T2,
what information does he glean from them!?
Two facts will seem to him to be establish-
ed.

a —Altamash was the builder of the
Minar,

b.~Order was given for erecting this

minar during the reign of the great Sultan
Altamash.

The epigraphs E4 and T1 are of the para-
mount importance as they conclusively
prove that the minwr was erected during
the reign of no other Sultan than Altamash.
When this edifice saw the light of day
duriny the reign of Altamash, Sultan Kutb-
ud-din was not living. Kutb died in 607
A. H. (1210 A, D.) by a fall from his
horse while playing Chaw gan, or polo. His
son, Avam, succeeded him. But after a '
reign of barely one year, he was defeated
and deposed by Altamash, who was at that
time Governor of Badaon. Thus, a period
of about a year intervenes between the



‘XOf?- Altamash to the throne, How then,
could Kuatb have built the Minar which,

. erected during the reign of Altamash ?
What can possibly be more definite and
distinct than these epigraphs ?

But we shall bring under review fur-

ther epigraphic and numismatic evidence to
show that Sultan Kutb-ud-din had, per-
haps, nothing to do with the Minar which
has been erroneously supposed to have been
built by him and ramed after hin,

. We have seen that the Great Mosque of
Kutb-ul-Islam was built by Sultan Kuth-
ud-din. This can be shown from the follow-
ing inscriptions on the mosque from which
we learn that it was built by Saltan Kutb
of the materials from 27 idol temples : —
104 Whial e o)l uhd 5,8 (13 1yase
) = ol a1yl
Translation.—Kutb-ud-din  Aibak, on
whom be the mercy of God, constructed this
mosque.

1. Asiatic Researches, XIV, 489,

i

of Sultan Kutb and the accession '

* | according to the above inseriptions, was

J



{ The second line of the Inscription under
the arch of the eastern entrance to the
Kutb mosque, at Delhi, dated A, H. 587
(1191 A. D.)]

Iy gola dsmo il oS fii yylaa M"
ol Bm A 0B ‘;5’ 'fg)(i,v & lw -
Al goll b s dal )Y lagfaml) a0 @ lomsd
Ayl ‘;thlm «.SJ“ Lo¥lael o] ,
'[blC] § Ak s.-JT Y 73 Smd g By Lail

S e Jinls 213k Sl slgs Slah g 4o
Sl 80D Aw) K dFen wilys s sod

23 A5 5 oW cua y 8ol iy Ja g5 (! oa

a8 © bl Lo .;).35"‘;5 b e
Translation.—This fortress was conquered
and this Masjid Jami was built during the
months of the year 587 by the great and
mighty commander-in-chief Kutb-ul-Dawlat-
wa-ul=Din, (the pivot of the kingdom and
the faith), the commander of commanders,

Aibeg Sultan. May God exalt his helpers.

~ Materials from 27 idol temples, each of
which cost twice thousand into thousand
Diliwals, have been used in this Masjid_
May Almighty God send mercy on him,

who prays for the rest of the builder,
1. Thomas, Pathan Kings, pp. 29 23.




he name of Sultan Kutb-ud-din Aibak

4 has been emblazoned on this Great Mosque.

Why should Kutb not have also inscribed
his name as the builder of the Kutb Minar
on the Minar itself if he had erected it, just

$as he had done on the masjid whose builder

he certainly was ? Supposing, however, that
it was Kutb-ud-din Aibak who raiged the
Minar, what should have at all precluded
that sovereign from handing down to pos-
terity his own name as the author of so
huge an edifice, the like of which, so far as
the height is concerned, the world* has never
seen ? .

Was it, then, his innate modesty that did
not induce him to engrave an epigraph pur-
porting to say that the minura was the
direct outcome of his own inception? That
he was certainly not averse to glorify his
nawme is obvious from the two inscriptions
on the Jama Masjid given above,

The raising of such & gigantic structure
as the Kutb Minar could not have been
possible without a great expenditure in

L Elphinstone, History of India, 1905, p, 867,




view of the fact that it was not built, like
the Kutb Mosque, out of the materials of
the Hindu temples.! Was the royal treasury

at the time in a position to bear the burden =

of such mighty expenditure ? We shall
quote Thomas :— :

“ When he (Kuth-ud-din) himself at
last ascended the throne at Lahor, his
circumstances do not seem to have been
very prosperous; all the available wealth of
India had already been concentrated at Ghaz-
ni, and he himself was possessed of an exag-
gerated propensity to Eastern munificence
sesvessseviieennes Which was  anything but
caleulated to leave him an overflowing trea-
sury.”  Again, “Kutb-ud-din, as has heen
noticed, was celebrated for his liberality and
profusion, and, doubtless, much of the
wealth of India had recently gone to enrich
the foreign invaders, of every class, quite
apart from what eventually found its way
into the Imperial treasury,

Kutb-ud-din did not strike coins bearing
his own superscription when he attained

1 Cunningham, Archmological Survey of India, 1., 190,
2 Thomas, Pathan Kings of Dehli, I871, pp, 34-3¢,
3 Ibid, p, 37,




- honours of,, -kingship, though, while
; actmg as Viceroy for Shihab-ud-din Mah-
mud Ghori, he had issued money of his
government in the name of his kind,va&nv_»d‘
benevolent master. Kutb, however, couten-
ted himself with this carrency of his pre.
vious coins. The absence of coins bearing
his own name and title is, then, responsible
to the state of his drained treasury.! It is
mconcewable, therefore, as to how Kut“ -
ud-diu could have thought of erecting such
a huge tower, when the Imperial treasury,
which was at the time of his accession to
the throne ina drained condition, could
not permit him to strike coins bearing his
own superscription, On the other hand,
we have ample testimony to show that Sul-
tan Altamash issued coins in his own name.?
- We have seen abova that none of the in-
scriptions ascribes the Minar to Sultan Kutb-_.
ud-din, Yet it is argued that on the defaced
lowermost band of the Minar, immediabely
over the foundation course, Kutb's recbg—
nised titles of &)l Ja¥t YlwfuyI? gpe
1 Zhomas, Pathan Kings, p. 35-37,
2 Ibid, pp. 41-80

8 Sir Syud Almad, ngl:\,&“)(;l p. 13 and Thomas,
Pathan Kings, p. 24,
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”legi"ble; But “the lowermost bélt has been
too much injured, both by time and by
ignorant restorations,to admit of being read

but Syad Ahmad has traced the words
¢ Amir-ul-Umra, or Chief of the nobles.”

The occurrence of the name of Kuth-ud.
din on one of the belts of inscriptions on
the Minar seems to have been made too
much of. Mr. Thomas® goes to the extent
toregard it as ‘“a further record of his
(Kutb ud-din’s) active participation” in the
erection of the building. Why, on the
basement storey of the Minar is recorded
 the name of Fazzil, son of Abul Muali, the

Mutawali ovr high priest. Again, on
the wall of the fourth storey, also, there is
a short Nagari inscription in one line with
the name of Sultan Muhammad Taghlak
and the date of Samvat 1382 or A. D. 1325
which date was the first year of that Sul-
tan’s reign. Thus the nameés of Fazzil and ¢
Sultan Muhammad Taghlak also oceur on '

L Cunningham, Reports, Vol I, p 200
2 Thomas, Pathan Kings, p 24,
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t:he minar just as that of Kutb ud-din, A

accordmg to Sayyid Ahmad, occurs. Wil
Mr. Thomas, then, by parity of reasoning,
permit us to submit to the world at large
this occurrence of the names as “ a record

of the active participation ” on the part of
Fazzil, the Mutawali or high-priesty

and Saltan Mohammad Taghlak in the
erection of this building ? We find
many travellers and visitors to the
antiquities of  Hindustan superscribing
their names or initials thereon. Can all such
be said to have some hand in their erection?
The writer of this book himself remembers
his having inscribed his initials upon one of
the ancient caves of Hindustan. ~ Will Mr.
Thomas have the good grace to hold him
up as one having at least ‘‘active participa-
tion” in th2 constraction of that cave, if
not as its actual author ?, ‘

The occurrence of Kuth ud-din’s name on
the Minar can be accounted for by a bester
reasoning than the one which Mr. Thomas
has propounded in his work. The very
inception of Altamash’s career from. his
purchase as a slave was solely indebted to

g T

=57 N



Kutb ud-din,  His marriage -with the
\  latter’s daughter and his promotion to high

- rank and authonby and many other favours

which he ultimately received at Kuth’s
hands were events which a grateful heart is
'not capable of soon forgettm So, it is

20, seuss.of gratinde-and.gratebulness
Whldl, we thmk 1ed bultan Altanmg&h to

R R
inseribe on the mu}w(g M{: e mg;une %Wanas.
ter and fatl%-m- aw—_the name mggﬂghauld‘ |

have been so dear to lum.
AT IS YA R

T4 and T5 do not call for any particular
remarks as they contain only names and
titles of two Sultans—T4 those of Sultan
- Mabmud Ghori and T5 those of Sultan
Shams-ud-din A lta-mash.

We should pause here to recapitulate
what we have said above. We have fully
discussed all the pros and cons of this inte.
resting inquiry bringing under review the
inscriptions of Ewer and Thomas with their
translations.  We have endeavoured to
ascertain the general import of the con
tents of these inscriptions and to trace there
from the history of the magnificent Kuth

t
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~ Minar dispassionately and with an unbiassed

" mind. And it seems but natural to gather :

from our present investigation:

(a) That the Kutb Minar was the build-
ing of Sultan Shams-ud-din Altamash (E1).

(b) That it was built by Altamash (E3,

B4 and T1) and that its completion was
ordered by Altamash (T2). P

(o) That it was erected during the reign

of Altamash (E4)and 11)

(d) That it was injured by lightning in
A..H.770 during the reign of Sultan
Firoze Shah and that he repaired it (E2
and T3).

(¢) That it was also struck by lightning
during the reign of Sultan Secunder Shah

Lodi by whose order it was repaired by

Fatteh Khan, the son of Mesned Ali, in
A. H. 909—A. D. 1303 (E1)

(/) That the edifice which was built by
Sultan Kutb-ud-din contains epigraphs to
‘that effect ; as for example, his mosque.
The Kutb Minar has no such single inserip-
tion to show that it was built by him.



~ closes the state of the Imperial treasury of

Sultan Katb-ud-din which did not permit
him to strike coins bearing his own supers-

crintion—much less to erect such a huge

eMas the Kutb Minar.

(A) That the occurrence of the name of
Sultan Kutb-ud-din on. ons of the inserip-
tions on the Minar is not a proof of his
*“ active participation ” in _its erection,
Gratitude and gratefulness impelled Alta-
1ash to engrave Kutb-ud-din’s name.
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CHAPTER VI

——

The Kutb Minar—An Inquiry into its
Appellation.

The Kutb Minar not a misnomer-Life of Sultan
Kuth-of Saint Kutb-Predilection of Altamash for
this saint testified to by Tabakat-i-Nasiri-Minar
named after Saint Kutb-Evidence of Raverty,
Duff and Cunningham-But absence of epi-
graphic evidence-How to be accounted
for ?—A plea for the Saint’s celebrity.

FTER having attempted to show, from

the testimony of the Mahomedan his-

" torians and from the epigraphs on

the Minar itself, that the Minar is not
attributed to Sultan Kutb-ud-din, we are
paturally confronted with the question
as to why, then, the .\ii;mx: is known to us
by its present popular-“appellation of the
Kutb Minar ? 1t is the parpose of this
chapter to enter into the investigation of this
question —an investigation which should



c6nch1nvdy prove that the Kutb Minar,
‘though not built by Sultan Kut:b-ud'dm, I8
bat rightly known as such and that any
name other than the Kuth Minar would
certainly be a misnomer,

But to an intelligent reader it should
have been made apparent from the testi-
mony of Moslem writers and of the in-
seriptions that the famous Kuth Minar
does not secm to have been known as such
a few centuries back.

How is it that Sultan Kuatb is not held
up by the historians, whom we have quoted
in Chapter IV, and by the epigraphs on the
the Minar, as the prince who erec::d it, in

conformity with the suggestion which the
title of this great moynument would mturally
raise ?

Sultan Katb-ud-din was ecertainly not
a weak and indolent ruler and therefore
was very popalar with his subjects, During
the period that he served Sulan Moham-
mud Ghori as his viceroy and duaring his
regime of no less than four years as the first
of the line of the Mohmedan E Emperors that



féigned' at  Delhi, he gained, according

to the unanimous verdict of many of the
best historians, the undispated reputation
of being a virtuous and just ruler. :

~ “ Cuttub was of a brave and virtuous
disposition, open and liberal to his friends;
and courteous and affable to strangers. In
the art of war and government he ' was in-'
ferior to none nor wis he a mean proficient
in literature.”....... cUltues dean iy
He was certainly an accomplished warrior
and had nearly equalled the greatest heroes
in fame, had not his loss of the kingdom of
Ghizni tarnished his glory............ When a
man is praised for generosity in India, they
say to this day, ‘ He is as generous as
Cuttub-ud-din,’’” '

Further, we have the authority of Firistah
and Tabakat-i-Nasiri to say that it was
his munificence and generosity that earned
for him the titles of ¢ Lak Baksh ”’_ [giver

1. Dow, History of Hindostan, Vol I (1803 ) p. 170
2, Ibid. p. 179.

3. SRR pap gl AES KK ey ol R
'(Tabakat-i-Nasivi, Caloutta text, pp-138, 149, 166,)
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of laks (of rupees) ]and “a second Hatlm
Tai i
Throughout the period of three centuries
dating from 990 A. D. to 1290 A. D. only
four Sultans, according to Mr. J. Talboys
Wheeler, “are deserving of remembrance.’
From his list, he does not omit the name
of Sultan Kutb-ud-din thus testifying to the
greatness, worth and ability of that king..
Kutb-ud-din was, then, a Sultan of no
mean order. So, when we do not find the
Moslem chroniclers, some of whom are his
contemporarles, and the epigraphs on the
Minar associating his name with a magnifi-
cent edifice of their times, we are induced to
arrive at the two following conclusions :—
(a) Either Kutb-ud-din was not such
a great, able and popular Sultan and his
exploits as the Viceroy of Mohmad Ghori
in India for twenty years and as the para-
mount Sultan for four years were not such
as to attract the notice of the Moslem chro-

—

niclers ; s
v 1, Vide also Edward Thomas, ‘The Chronicles of the

Pathan Kings of Dehli, (Lon: 1871) pp, 35-36,
2. Wheeler, History of India under Mussulman. Rule,

Pt. I (Lon: 1876), p 49, foot-note.
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Or

(b) It Kuth-ud-din was a really good and
great Sultan, he was not probably the buil-
der of the Minar, or, he was not known as
such to the chroniclers of his time and to
later generation so far back as the beginning
of the 16th century when, to Sultan Secun-
der Lodi, the column was known as the
Minara of Shams-ud-din.

The first conclusion, (a), may be safely
dismissed without any further argument as
there can be no doubt about his being a
good and great Sultan, as we have seen
above. 8o, the other remains, viz., thagg,f’
Kutb was probably not the author of the
Minar, or, that, at least to the contempordry
Moslem writers and to later scribes, he
might not have been known as such., And it
is in the light of this conclusion that we can
account for the omission on the part of the
above writers to ascribe to Sultan Kutb the
authorship of so important a structure.

If the Kutb Minar was not built by Sul-

‘ tan Kutb-ud-din, and if it was not known

ﬁ as such to the Moslem world down to the

3
i



“ of  Sultih Secunder: Lodi how,
then, shall we account for the fact that many
{ modern works on Indian History are found
to style this tallest tower in the world #he
Kuth Minar and associate it with the name
of Sultan Kutb-ud-din Aibak, the first Turk
Sultan of Delhi ?

It is supposed by European writers and
archaeologists to have been not only named
after Sultan Kutb-ud-din but to have been
also founded by him: This is apparently

an error arising probably from some incor- -

rect translation of Persian works. Besides,
the word Kuth was quite sufficient proof in
their imagination to mislead them in ascrib-
ing the minar to Sultan Kutb without as-
certaining as to whether gheir ‘Kuth’ was
Sultan Kutb or a wholly different
Kutb.

The elose of the--12th-and--the..dawn of
the 13th centurysaw.two Kutb-ud-dins—one
aking, the quua saint, The first 1mpressed
the Mohmedan world by his prowess, ex-
ploits, justice and munificence as a warrior,
a statesman and a ruler. The other. was
famous as the * principal pole of the globe

A



“of sanctity, and sun of the sphere of gui-
“dance, that exhibiter of divine illamination
and fountain of illustrious miracles.” ' The
one was a materialist, the other an oceultist.

We are aware of the doings of the fbfxiiér
as a viceroy and, subsequently, as a ruler.
We shall here briefly sketch the hfe of the
latter —the snint.

Khwaja Kutb-ud-din Bakhtyar K_ﬂkl of
Ush in Transoxiana was the famous Moh-
_medan Saint of India who ‘“edified the
world by his oatward ‘demeanour and the
sanctity of his interior life.”” His father,
Kamal-ud-din Musa, died when he was 1
yéé\r and 6 months old. He receivedshis
doctrine and became a vicegerent at the age
of eighteen, He profited by the instraction
of many saints at Baghdad and other places.
From the fact of the Afghans claiming him
as their titular saint by the ticle of ** the
Afghan Kutb or Pole,” it may be inferred
that he probably resided for a time in the
Afghan country. [n search of a holy Guru

1. Dorn's translation of Neamet Ullah's History of the Af-
ghans, (Lon 1836) Part II, Book ITL, p 2.

9. Jarret, Ain-i-Akbari, Vol If (Cal: 1891) p, 803 i
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hé came out to Multan in the time of Nasir-
ud-din Kubachah and for a time attended
‘Shaikh  Baha-ud-din = Zakariya, another
celebrated saint, He subsejuently went to
Delhi in the reign of Sultan Shams-ud-din
Altamash who, owing to the high sanctity
and veneration of this saint, himself came
forth! from the city to receive him and
_do him reverence. The Khwaja took up

~* his residence at Gilu Khari on account of

the scarcity of water-in the city. When
Shaikh Jalal-ud-din Tabrizi, who was the ;\
Shaikh-ul-Islam, died, Altamash offered
him that post which he declined. His mo-
_ ther, too, was a woman of great and austere
virtue and his future sanctity was predicted
by the prophet Khizr by whose personal
apparition he was twice honoured. It is
related that Khwaja Kutb-ud-din and Saikh
Sufi Badhni, with a number of other saints,
were taken prisoners by the Moguls. The
captives suffered hunger and thirst. Kuth-
ud-din “ drew forth from his wallet warm
cakes (kak), with which he supplied each

1, Raverty, Tabakat-i-Nasiri of Maulana Minhaj -i-Biraj,
(Lon: 1881) p 621-22 . n, )
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one of the party, while the Sufi gave them
~all fo drink from his broken water vessel
(Badint). From this circumstance, the
Khwajah was called . Kaki, and the other
Badhni.”' From Abul Fazl's chapter on
Awliya-i-Hind (Saints of India) it appears
that Khwaja Katb-ud-din Ushi not only
had intercourse with many eminent saings
of his day but that Shaikh Badr-ud.din and
i Shaikh Sharaf-ud-din of Panipat were his
| disciples who received instructions under
. him at Delhi. He was of great service to
_ the people in general by whom he was held
in high esteem and veneration, Ush was
his place of birth and he died on the 24th
of the moath of Rabi-ul-awwal, A. H. 633
(7th December 1235 A. D.) at Delhi where
lies his tomb which is visited in large num-
bers by his co-religionists.? ‘

We have it, then, on the authority of
Major Raverty that when this Khwaja
went to Delhi, Shams-ud-din Altamash

1. \larret, Ain-i-Akbari, 1L, (Cal, 1394) p. 366.
9 | A sketeh of "thy lifs of Khwaja Kntb-ud-din Ushi will

/ also ba foani in Naamat Ullah's History of the Afghans, tr:
: by Dorn, Part 11, Book III, (Lon 183¢) p 2,



meself came fortl to receive him. This
_predilection of Altamash is testified -to by
Maulana Minhaj-i-Siraj, the author of the
Tabakat-i-Nasirs, from whom we learn as
to how he was impressed in his boyhood to
‘regard devotees and ascetics with reverence

and watch over their weal.”  We quote
him:—

One of the trustworthy has related, say-
ing : ‘I heard from the blessed lips of that
monarch (Altamash) himself, who said, “on
a certain occasion, one of the (above-men_
tioned) family gave me a small piece of
money, saying : ¢ Go into the market and
buy some grapes and bring them,” When
I set out for the market, I lost by the way
that bit of money ; and through my youth-
ful age, out of fear at what had happened
I fell a crying. Whilst thus lamenting, I
was joined by a good Darwesh who took
me by the hand and purchased for me
grapes which he gave me’; and he made me
promise (saying) : ‘ When thou attainest
unto power and dominion thou wilt ever
regard devotees and ascetics with rever-
ence, and watch over their weal. I gave
him my promiee ; and all the prosperity
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anc .blessmo‘s which I acquired I acquwed

through the -compassionate regard of that :

: Darwesh e

The early anecdote of Altamash mention-
ed in‘the Tabakat-i-Nasiri as well as the
respect and regard which he subsequently
showed towards the Khwaja Kutb-ud-din

Kaki when he came out to India are signi_

ficant in themselves as proving the high
esteem and reverence in which that saint
was held by the king himself. The Saltan’s
fancy of the saints in general and of Kutb-

ud-din in particular tends, to a great degree,

in explaining away the conclusion which we
have arrived at from the works of the
Mohmedan historians, especially of Shams-i-
Siraj Afif, and from the inscriptions
that the minar was raised by Sultan Shams-
ud-din-Altamash, We venture to believe
that there seems to be no reason to doubt
Shams-i-Siraj Afif's statement corroborated
as it is by the pussage in the Tabakat-i-
Nasiri, quoted above,

The writer of the ‘Literary Intelligence’

1. Major Raverty, Tabakat-i-Nasiri, (Lon : 1881) p. 580
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in the Journal® oE the Abiatic Society of
Bengal also says :—

“ The Qoth Minar has not its name from
Qotb (Aldyn) Aybak as Ritter supposes,

but from the Saint Qotb Aldyn Baktyar
Kaky who is buried not far from it.”

This statement is further corroborated by
Major Raverty * who says, “ The minarah
18 styled the Lath of Kutb Sakib afier a
celebrated Muhammadan Saint, Khwajah
Kuth-ud-din Bakhtyar Kaki,”

Miss Mabel Duff (afterwards Mrs, W,

whose authority she writes that the Kuth
Minar was erected to the memory of the
Saint Kutb

Sir Alexander Cunningham?, the Direc.
tor Greneral of the Archzeological Survey of

i 1 Journal of the Asiatic Society of Bengal, Vol XX, Nos.
. I to VII, 1851, p. 353,

'R, Rickmers), too, supports Raverty on

A

e

2 Raverty’s Tvanslation of the Tabakat-i-Nasiri, pp. 621-22

foot-note,

; 3 Duff, Chronology of India from the earliost times to the

§ beginuing of the 16th century, (Lon. 1899), p. 184,

' 4 Qurninghum,  Archweslogioul Survey of Indis, Four
Raports made during the years 1832.63-64-65, Vol I, (Simla,
187I), p- 184.
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- India, who was specially appomted by the
" Government of Lord Canuing in 1862 tg
survey the antiquitics of India, states, in
his report on Delhi, It seems probable,
however, that the Kutb Mosque, as well as
the, Minar, may have been named after the
. contemporary Saint  Kut b-ud-din Ushl',
! whose tomb is close by.”

' But nowhere .in  his Reports  does hﬁ
definitely ascribe the Minar to Sultan Kuth-
ud-din.  He thinks * the building of the

/ Minar may have been begun by Aibeg in A. 1.
1200 and completed by Altamash in about
1220.” % If there was any one more fitted
and capable, var tly by virtue of his official
duties and the facilities that they aﬁorded,
and partly by his eradition and his scholar-
ship to investigate further into the matters
it was Sir Alexander Cuuningham. In-
stead of deeply going into the matter to see
on which side trath lies the question is left
unascertgined while he himself refraing
from giving any definite opinion.

Now it might be argued that if it was

Altamash who raised the Minar and nameﬁ

1 Cunningham, Reports, p. 202



it after his contemporary - Mohmedan saint
Kutb-ud-din Bakhtiar Kaki, how is it that
there is not co be found engraved even a line
of inscription to that eTect? This would, no
doubt, he a strong argument and would con-
found the advocates of the Altamash-theory
It is strange why that Sultan did not °
inscribe a single line to say that he raised
the building in honour of the celebrated
saint especially when he has engraved his
own name and honorific titles and when the
name of Sultan Kutb-ud-din is also found
inscribed thereon, This argument can be met
with from the point of view of the popu-
larity of this saint. As we have observed
from the biographical sketch of his life, this
celebrated saint, who had been of great ser-
vice to the people, was held in high esteem

and reverence by the ruler and the raled
alike. Perhaps his popularity, therefore, was

such as not to have warranted the necessity |
of any epigraph to say that the structure was
meant to honour him. His name was pro-
bably on every lip. - Everyone knew where-
fore and in whose horiour theedifice was being
erected. Sultan Altamash, therefore, saw no
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essity for an inscription. The name Kuth
came to be associated with the Minar, and
it was handed down to posterity from
one generation to another, and even to &
this day the minar is known to us by its
popular appellation of the Kuth Minar,
Look at it, if you like, as the edifice built by
Sultan Kutb in commemoration of the estab-
lishment of the Mohmedan Empire in Hin-
dustan, it is the Kuth Minar, or, view it, if
you will, as the tower of Sultan Altamash
built during his reign and named after Saint
Kutbit is still the selt-same Kuth Minar.
S0, as we have remarked at the very outset
of this chapter, any other name than the
Kuth Minar, given to this magnificent
monument, would assuredly be a misnomer,
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CHAPTER IX

a8 e g

An lnvestigation into the Motives that
led to the Erection of the Minar.

Three motives of its erection-1. Jaya stambha or
a column of vietory-Kuth Mosque a probable
monument of victory-2. Mazinah-Arguments
against it and in its favour examined-3. In
memory of Kuth-Killing two birds at
one stroke-It preserved the memory
of two Kutbs-And served as a
Mazinah,

B have said above that a monu-
J ment has some purpose to serve
That the Kutb Minar had some
purpose there can be no doubt ; and what
that some purpose or purposes were this
chapter proposes to investigate into.

The probable motives that led to the
erection of this magnificient minar may
have been :—

(a) to show it off as a Jaya Stambha,
or a Pillar of Victory,
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(b) touse it as a Mazinak to the
Kutb Mosque, and
" (¢) to use it in memory of Kutb.

A—Jaya Stambha ox Pillar of Victory.

In order to discuss the probability of :

the Minar being orected asa column of
vietory, it is necessary to bring under
review the events and condition of India
that should have necessitated the ereetion
of such a Jaya Stambha or a Pillar of
Victory.

Shihab-ud-din, on the death of his
brother, Ghiyas-ud-din Ghori, came to the
throne as Sultan Mohammed Ghori in
1186 A. D. At this time, the Hindu
kingdoms of India were in a state of
mutual quarrels and dissensions. Shoxtly
‘before the time of Shihab-ud-din, the four

greatest kingdoms.of India were Delhi, W

Ajmere, Canouj and Gujrat. Delhi was
held by the Tunara clan, Ajmere by the
Chauhan clan under Prithvi Raj, Canouj
by the Rathors, and Gujrat by the Baghi-
las. The Tunara chief of Delhi, having

died without any male issue, had adopted 4

\Q‘

'wihi (4.v<
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hig- grandson Prithvi Raj of Ajmere thus
umtmg the Tunaras of Dalhi and the
Chauhans of Ajmere under one head.
But this arrangement was not approved of
by Jaichand, the Raja of Canouj, who
was also a grandson of the Tunara chief
through another daughter. He was mor-
tally oftended at the preference shown to his
cousin. A rivalship thus arose betiveen
the Rathors of Canouj on the one hand and
the Tonaras of Delhi and the Chauhans of
Ajmere united under Prithvi Raj on the
other. This led to wars and jealousies
which contributed, in no small measure,
to the suceess in India of Shihab-nd-din,
renowned as Muhammad Ghori, who,
as the historians tell us, was even more
sauguinary than Sultan Mohammad. of
Ghazni. So, when Shihab-ud-din first at-
tacked Prithvi Raj in 1189 and then
tagain in 1193, Jaichand of Canouj, instead
| of making common cause with his cousin,
- Prithvi Raj, held aloof. The resalt of
L these jealousies and ‘di.svsensions was, that
both the Hinda Rajas were ultimately ut-

! terly overthrown and Hindustan, from the
il
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Indus to the Bay of Bengal, was conquered
by the Mohmedans. It is not necessary
to enter into the details and descriptions
of the battles that took place between the
Hindu Rajas of India and their Mohme:
dan invader. Suffice it to say that Shihab-
uddin, after defeating Prithvi Raj, re-
turned to Ghazni, leaving his slave Kuth-
ud-din Aibak as his representative in
India, who followed up the successes of his
master by taking possession of Delki
and Coel  This incidence of the capture
of Delhi by Kutb-ud-din in his capaecity
a8 Viceroy of Shihab-ud-din is very signi-
ficant in that the city ot Delbi passed,
for the first time, into the hands of the
Musalmans, after having remained in the
oceupation of the Hindus nearly upto the
12th century. Hasan Nizami!, the authoer
of the celebrated Taj-ul- Maasir, says, that
Delhi *“ is among the chief (mother) cities
of Hind.”

Than this event of the capture of
Hindu Delhi by Kutb-ud-din Aibak for
the first time in 1193 A. D., none could

1 Elliot, History of India, Vol 11, p. 216,



have been more significant to necessitate
the erection of a monument to mark it.
Could we have been able to show from the
testimony of the Mohmedan historians
and from the story told by the epigraphs
on the Kutb Minar, that Sultan Kutb-

ud-din was the builder of that edifice, we
would have no hesitation in regarding this
important event in the History of India as
a more probable motive to have actuated

Kutb-ud-din, the jirst Mokmedan Sultan of
Delhi, to commemorate his great exploit by
raising so huge and magnificent a minar.

But the fact is otherwise, as amply shown

in the foregoing chapters. We cannot,
therefore, credit the statement of modern
writers' that Kutb-ud-din erected the
Minar to colebrate his conquest of the
Hindus. If ever any edifice in com-

L James  Fergusson, Hand-book of Architecture, Vol. T,
( Lon: 1855), p. 416.

Henry Beveridge, Comprehensive H istory of India, Vol. I.
(1866), p. 63 fn.

Rev. &, Trevor, India, an Historical sketeh, (Lon: 1858), p,
80,

Siz W, W, Hunter, The Imperial Gazetteor of India, Vol
1V., 1885, p. 191,



memoration of his conquest of the Hindus
eould possibly be ascribed, with some jus-

tification, to Sultan Kutb-ud-din, it is ‘the
Kutb Mosque which, sccording to Sir W.
W. Hunter ‘‘ wascommenced, according
to the inscription on its entrance arch-
way, immediately after the capture of the
eity of (Delhi) in 1193.”

This mosque, we know, was built of
the materials from 27 idol temples. Aec-
cording to Ibn Batuta' there was a
boud-khana, that is to say, a temple of
idols which, after the conquest of Delhi,
was converted into a mosque.

We have the statement of Mr. W.
Crooke® that it was ‘“‘the custom of the
early Musalman conquerors to utilize the
edifices of the conquered religion.” In view
of this custom and the evidence of Ibn
Batuta, then, it might seem probable that

1 ¢ I’omplsasment de cotte mosquée était un boudkhansh,
Crosta dire un temple d’ idoles ; mais, aprés la congquéte de
Dihly, il fut conyérr,i‘a en mosquée,’—Paris edition, III, 158
quoted by Thomas in his Pathan Kings, 17 *.

2 W. Crooke, The North- Western Provinces of India —Their
History. Ethnology and Administration, (Lon : 1897), p. 8¢
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Kutb might have  built:, thls o

MMQ@@, b“‘ not the Minar, as & mom,um. W
of the supremacy of. the Islanr faith oven

the religion of the conquered Hindus,

though we admit we have no authonty

to say that it was expressly erected by
Kutb to commemorate his conquest of the

Hindus in 1193 A. D.

B-—Mazinah or Muezzin’s, tower.

Sir Sayyad Ahmad does not appear to
regard the Kutb Minaras a Mazinah, for,
he argues that if it was at all meant as
a Mazinah, it would have been erected at
one end of the. Mosque and not at. some
distanee from it. In reply to this argn-
ment, Cunningham' points to the Koel
Minar built in 1254 A. D. ‘‘which oceu-
pies exactly the same. detached position
with regard to the Jama Masjid of Koel,
as the Kutb Minar does. with respect to
the Great Mosqie of Delhi,”" This shows.
that it was the practice of the early
Mohmedans to have only one Minar down.
to the middle of the 13th century.

1 Ounm'n_fy.kam, Reports. Vol I, p. 191,
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asserts that the Minar was never

intended to form any part of the mosque.
. He says that (¢) a Mazinah is generally

joined to the mosque and that (4) the
stairs of a Mazinak generally commence
from the roof of the mosque. The Kuth
Minar is at a distance of about 160 feet

from the mosque and its stairs commence
from the ground. It was, therefore, not

meant as a Mazinah. He thinks that it
was built as a monument to create a reve-
rential awe in the Hindus for the supre-
macy of the Musalman faith. :

- Cunningham takes the minar to be a
Mazinah. He says “Theobject of building
this lofty column seems to me to be
clear enough. The first Musalman con-
querors were an energetic race, whose
conceptions were as bold and daring as
their uctions. When the zealons Muham-
madan looked on the great city of Delhi
the metropolis of the princely Tqgars and
the haughty Chohans, his first wish would
have been to humble the pride of the infi-
del; his second to exalt the religion of his

1 Asiatic Researches, Vol. XIV, p, 484,
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prophét Mubammad. To attain both of
these objects, he built a lofty column
from whose summit the Muazzin’s call to
morning and evening prayer could be heard
on all sides by Hindus as well as Musal-
mans. The conqueror’s pride was soothed
by the daily insult and indignity thus offer-
ed to the infidel, while his religious feelings
were gratified by the erection of a noble
monument which towered majestically over
the loftiest houses in the city.””.

According to Sir W, Hunter’, * The
original purpose of the minaret was doubt .
less as a Muazzin’s tower, whence the call
to morning and evening prayer might be
heard throughout the city.”

Crooke® also testifies to the Minar as being
“the tower from which the call of prayer
summoned the faithful to worship in the
stately mosque close by.”

The celebrated geographer, Abul Flda,

L Cunningham, Reports, Vol. I, p. 195,
2 8ir W, W, Hunter, The Imperial Gazetteer of India, Vol

1V, (Lon, 1885, 2nd ed.) p. 191,
3. Brooke, North-Western Provinces of India, 1897, p. 84.



a8 a- Mazinak is to be found in the text
from the Koraun on the second story. “ 0O
true  believers, when ye are called to prayer |
- on. the day of the assembly, hasten to 2
~ the, commemoration. of God and leave
merchandising ... ...The reward which is
with, God is hetter than any sport or
merchandise, and Godis the best provider,””

g

No mare conelusive proof than the last
~ canbe brought forward in support of the
view that the. Kutb Minar was used as a-#
Mazinah.

o 5

C—In memory of Kuth.

No writer, -either ancient or modern, *
 speaks, of this Minar as having been erected

- or.intended as a. monument to perpetuate

- the memory of Sultan Kutb-ud-din. But;

‘on the contrary, we have seen in Chapter
VIIL. that Sultan Altamash raised it in me-

mory of Kutb-ud-din Bakhtiar Kaki, the
1 Thomas, Pathan Kings of Delhi, 1878, p. 283 £, n. 4
h

2 Fanshawe, Delhi, Past and Present, 1902, p. 261, and
Sale's Koran, Oh, LXIL. (The Assombly), p. 411,




celebrated saint of his time. There is no
denying the fact that the Minar was built
by Altamash during Ris reign as the epi-
graphs marked E4 and T1 amply prove, To
us, then, the motives that actuated Sultan
Altamash to build such a huge edifice
appear to be two.

B

Firstly,as a proof of the good will and the
predilection that he bore the saint,he erected
the Minar. By calling it the Kutb Minar,
" he thought, he honoured the great contem-

~ porary saint whom the then Moslem world
. revered and loved, and at the same time, he
Wthought, he discharged a debt of gratitude
“  and gratefulness that he owed his kind
 master, benefactor and father-in-lnw, Sultan

4 Kutb-ud-din Aibak, He thus killed, as it

were, two birds at one stone by erecting
the Minar and styling it or allowing it to

be styled the Kuzh Minar.
Secondly, as we have observed elsewhere,
. he was the greatest Sultan of the Slave Dy-
~nasty. He had brought the greater part of
Hindustan under his authority and his in-

[‘- dependence was first recognised by the
- Rhalif of Bagdad. His prediléction for the -




saints as testified to by the writer of the §¥
Tabakat-i-Nasiri  was  translated into (88
practice in the instance of the saint. Kuth. |
. He was, besides, considered the Sun of the
Religion as his name signifies. In confor-
mity with the practice of the Mohmedan
Sultans of the time, Shams-ud-din Altamash,
too, thought of handing down to posterit
~ the glory and memory of his name, through
. some monument of enormous magnitude
.that would humble the pride of the infidel
and at the same time exalt his g (religion)
of which he was the (~+* (sun), when from
its summit, the call of the Mueszin &
summoning the faithful to prayer every day &
~ could be heard on all sides by the infidel
~ Hindus.

These are the probable motives which,
in our opinion, actuated Altamash to
. raise the Minar. Thus, this monument
. of Altamash preserved the memory of both
the Kutbs, the Sultan and the Saint, and ¥
 also served the religious purpose, namely, 8
the summoning by the Muezzin of the §
faithful to prayer from one of its boldly
projecting balconies,




CHAPTER X.
LR Mo,
Conclusion. g
E have investigated our subject
at some length in the preceding
chapters. Documentary  and
epigraphic evidence have been fully

discussed and weighed anc}, 8o conely-
Sive do the inferences drawn there-

he inscriptions, that the Kutb Minar
as raised by Sultan Altamash during
reign. In the absence of any proof or
dence to show that Sultan Kutb-ud-in
the rightful author of the Kutb
Minar it is inconceivable asto why we
ould not beliave such of the evidence as
ves to the contrary.

According to Maulana Minhaj Siraj,
altan Altamash was much impressed,
furing the early days of his youtﬁ?&*‘t@*
ihe kindness of s good Durwesh who had
dnjoined him to regard devotoe and

i

|
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clugion adducible thersfrom has also been
_diseussed. But the fact of the absenee

‘the other hand, does not, in any degr

aﬂee?ics with respect and reverence. Th&t
‘thig led him to be fondly devoted, in
later  life, to = Khwaja Kutbud-din
Bakhtiar Kaki when he attained to king.
ship we have already seen and the con-

of any epigraph on the minar pur
ting to say that it wis built in his honou
and also nimed after him is rather inex
plicable. It is, we think, an unfortuna
error of omission, which, pevhaps, ma
preclude our hypothesis, though base
on other strong and unrefutable eviden
from attaining the stamp of conclusive
ness. But, even presuming that it d
80, the absence of such aun inscription,

tend to support the view that Kutb -ud-dix
was its builder.

No Mohmedan historian quribﬁi '
Minar to Sultan Kutb. Again, not one of'
the many inscriptions on the Minar can be
pointed out to show that Sultan Kutb hac
any hand in the erection of the edifice
What i is the numismatic evidence ! Whe




could not strike coins bearing hfs own

of the Imperial treasury at the time of
his accession to the throne, how could he
have at all oonceived of so gigantic a
tructure ? When he inscribed on the Kutb
osque, a contemporary architectural
‘building of his own erection, the epxg:aéx
olaiming it as his own piece of archi
tqre, we fail to conseive as to why should
1  not have also done so with regard to
‘the Kutb Minar, had that edifice also
[been one of his own erection ! On the
otfier hand, we have ample testimony
| to | attribute the foundation of the
 Minar to Sultan Shams-ud-din Altamash.
| Shams-i-Siraj Afif, the author of the
Parikh-i Firoze Shahi, records in so many
L words that “ Sultan Shams-ud-din Alta-
mash raised the large pillar in the Masjid-
i-Jama at old Delhi, the history of which
is well known.”

Even at so late a date as 1503 A. D.,
Sultan Secunder Lodi recognised the
Minar as that ofébhgms:ud-din (Altamash)
but not as that of Kulb ud-din.

"Qupgtsggipt,iop owing to the drained gsate |
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“ But the in‘soxiptipns E4 and T1 affu‘rd

the most conclusive proof to claim for
Altamash the authorship of the Minar,
which is erronously and without the
least justification attributed to his
celebrated predecessor.  The reading
of both these epigraphs is distinet and
lucid. [t records that order was given
for erecting the minar during the reig
Sultan Altamash, thus tolling the death-
knell of the theory setting forth the claun’
of Sultan Kutb over its authorship. ;

We have noticed that no evidence
forthecoming-in fact, none such exists-
show that Sultan Kutb-ud-din was thi
originator of the Kutb Minar. If there is"
any argument or point caleulated to
support this view,it is the suggestive bit
of this edifice. But we have analyticall
discussed this point in our chapter on
‘An Inquiry into the Appelation of the
Kutb Minar’- (Ch. VIII).' We also find
that the consensus of evidence, both of
the Mdslem chroniglers and of the epi-
graphs.on ;the Minar, distinctly favours =
the view that Sultan Altamash was the
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\‘t or of the Kuth Mimar. When, onm

hand, there is no evidence in favourof *

Sultan Kutb as the builder of the Kuth

Minar and when, on the other, there is a

host of such  peremptory proofs

o ascribing the minar ~ to  Sultan

¢ Altamash, we cannot but adduce our con-

clusion from all the facts, the document-

ary, ephigraphic and numismatic evidence

B8 and the arguments set forth in the fore-

8 going chapters that if there was any

@ proper person entitled to claim the right-
ful authorship of the magnificient Kutb

@ Minar it was none else than Sultan Shams-

d-din Altamash, perhaps the greatest

Sultan of the Slave Dynasty, and the son-

in-law and successor of Sultan Kutb-ud-

din Aibak, the founder of that Dynasty,

whose period of the occupation of India

lasted for no less than 84 years. Alta-

imash fclnded this Minar probably in 629

A. H. and named it after Kutb-ud-din

] a.khtiar Kaki,a contemporary celebrated

Mohmedan saint. If we agree in claiming

or Altamash the authorship of this

Minar, we can no more entertain the v;ew

;‘1
‘
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