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RESUME

Une récente remise en cause de I’'authenticité des Lettres RaSidiennes par A.H.
Morton vient de susciter un vif intérét chez les spécialistes de 1’époque mongole.
Cependant, un regard plus attentif aux probleémes soulevés par Morton révele que les
lettres sont conformes a la pratique des scribes de 1’époque, et sont en accord avec les
événements historiques. Le but de cet article est de rendre aux Lettres RaSidiennes la
place qu’elles méritent parmi les sources les plus riches en information de 1’époque
mongole.
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SUMMARY

A recent questioning by A.H. Morton of the authenticity of the RaSidi Letters has
attracted much support from the specialists of Mongol studies. And yet, a closer look at
the issues seen as proof of forgery by Morton shows conformity with scribal practices of
the day and concordance with historical events. The purpose of this essay is to reinstate
the authenticity of the Letters and to show their importance as one of the most
informative sources of the Mongol period.

Keywords : Rasid-od-Din; Mongols; Rasidi Letters; Soltan ‘Ala’-od-din of Dehli;
textual studies; forgeries.

INTRODUCTION

In his attack on Avicenna (981-1037), Gazzali (1058-1111) wrote a
refutation of Aristotelian Philosophy entitled Tahafot-ol-falasefa (Refuting
the Philosophers) which, in turn, became the subject of a refutal by Aver-
roes (1126-98), in a work entitled, Tahafot-ot-tahdfot (The Refutal of the
Refutal). Even though there was never to be a Tahafot-ot-tahafot-ot-
tahdfot, the controversy didn’t stop there but continued endlessly. One
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fears that, in the matter of the Rasidi Letters, the controversy about the
authenticity of the work would be never ending as well, for each rebuttal
seems to generate a new refutation. The latest condemnation of the Letters
is one written by A.H. Morton,! which — long before its apparition in
printed form — was heralded by David Morgan as the “conclusive evi-
dence” that they were a fabrication of the Teymurid era.

In a more recent study, Thomas Allsen joins the chorus and qualifies
Morton’s arguments as “‘persuasive,” but marvels nevertheless at the pre-
cise information contained in one of the letters on the uncommon subject
of sweet-lemons (limu-§irin) of Chinese origin, and cultivation in the little
known village of Ba’quba situated “just to the north of Bagdad,” and in
Hella.? In a second remark, he finds corroborating evidence in between the
claim contained in one of the letters about Chinese and foreign physicians
teaching local “interns” at the Rab‘-e RaSidi hospital, and Rasid-od-din’s
extensive “exposure to East Asia medicine.”™

The Rasidi Letters have been regularly relied upon for corroborating or
comparative evidence in various studies of the period> While Morton may
have judged them as irrelevant or inconsequential to his arguments, there
is one — a very crucial one — that he refers to on page 195 of his article,
the Asar-ol vozara of ‘Aqili, which he obviously considers to be of value.
Written between 1470 and 1486,5 the Asdr-ol-vozara incorporates the
complete text of four of the Rasidi Letters. In the section pertaining to
these letters, its editor Mohaddes-e Ormavi presents, in hefty footnotes, a
detailed stylistic comparison between these four letters and the al-Mo ‘jam
fi tarikh-e moluk-el-‘ajam of Fazlollah-e MonSi-ye Qazvini, a work com-
posed prior to 1334 (see discussion further below).” Because of strong sty-
listic similarities, Mohaddes argues that of the two authors, i.e., RaSid and
Qazvini, one must have copied the other, and concludes that, since Rasid
was a “busy vizier and had no time for such literary works” and so power-
ful that Qazvini should have been scared to “steal” from him, it must have
been Rasid copying Qazvini!® On the other hand, the editor of the most

1 Morton, A.H., “The Letters of Rashid al-Din: Tlkhanid Fact or Timurid Fiction?” in
The Mongol Empire and its Legacy, D.O. Morgan and R. Amitai-Preiss (eds.), Lei-
den 1999, pp. 155-199.

2 Morgan 1997, p. 182. Jackson also refers to Morton’s forthcoming article, but favors
the conclusion of Ruben Levy’s 1946 publication that the Letters were a forgery
“emanating from 15th century India,” Jackson 1999, p. 154.

3 Allsen 2001, pp. 123-124.

4 Ibid.,p. 144.

5 See for instance Rajabzadeh 2535/1876, in which the Letters are referred to on al-
most every other page, and Soudavar 1996-a, pp. 136, 151-152.

6 Dabirsiaqi 1987, p. 912.

7 ‘Aqili, Asar-ol-vozara 1958, pp. 287-322.

8 Ibid, p. 320.
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recent edition of the Rasidi Letters, Dane§paZuh, whose introduction
Morton highly praises,’ firmly states the opposite: that Qazvini’s work was
based on these letters and not vice versa.”® No matter which version Mor-
ton accepts, it was incumbent upon him to address this issue; for, one way
or the other, it implied a composition date of no later than 1334 and a fatal
negation of his Teymurid fabrication thesis.

The lack of recognition for the relevance of past studies notwithstand-
ing, Morton’s article suffers — as I shall demonstrate — from an incom-
prehension of the motives of Persian scribes and history writers, wrong
assumptions, and neglect of crucial evidence. Having recently warned re-
searchers about the pitfalls of forgeries and semi-fakes,"! I now find my-
self in the awkward position of doing the opposite: defending the authen-
ticity of a work against allegations of forgeries. The objective though, re-
mains the same: that research should not be hampered by unwarranted
allegations.

To gage the negative impact of this recent concerted effort to discredit
the Rasidi Letters on Mongol studies, one needs to look no further than the
volume in which Morton’s article appears. For there, on an ending foot-
note, Rudi Paul Lindner remarks:

The letters attributed to Rasid al-din discuss Mongol estates west of Ankara. One
might make something of this, although in light of Mr. A.H. Morton’s paper in
this volume it seems wiser to leave this particular “evidence” aside.!?

By the same token, the wholesale discarding of the fifty-four RaSidi
letters as forgeries is, in effect, equivalent to a massive suppression of
“evidence” with important consequences for Mongol studies.

In what follows, I shall not only try to negate Morton’s arguments but
also show the historical relevance of the very letters that Morton saw as
fictitious.

FORGERY AND MOTIVE

As in most criminal cases, proof of forgery hinges on establishing a
valid motive. Absent the confession of the forger, the evidence is circum-
stantial in nature and can usually be interpreted both ways, i.e., both pro
and con. The decisive factor for tilting the argument one way or the other,
is the motive. Without a plausible motive, forgery does not make sense.

®  Morton 1999, p. 159.

0 Savaneh-ol-afkar-e Rasidi 1979, p. (36).

1 Soudavar 1999-a, pp. 255-269; Soudavar 2001, pp. 90-93.
2 Lindner 1999, pp. 155-189.
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Morton, of course, recognizes this and since he is unable to establish a
material gain for any individual, he posits that “the only beneficiary is the
reputation” of RasSid, and that the culprit would have been one of his
descendants, although he cannot be sure that any of them survived the
fourteenth century. He then tries to ease out of this dilemma by recasting
the alleged forgery into a category that he qualifies as “playful” and
“designed to bamboozle harmlessly, rather than to cheat.””® This remark
comes in the wake of a previously imagined scenario in which he explains
that the alleged forger was so impressed with Teymur’s campaign in Ana-
tolia that — somehow unconsciously — he modelled the events mentioned
in the letters after it. And he did so without providing any concrete link to
the Teymurids, by which he could have solicited a reward for praising
their dynasty.

Morton wants us to believe that his presumed Teymurid forger-scribe
had extensive knowledge about the I1-Khanid era, and was in a position to
be fully informed about Teymur’s campaign — therefore a Teymurid bu-
reaucrat of high-rank — and yet, he had spent innumerable hours writing
fifty four radically different letters, plus an introduction, each in an elabo-
rate mix of prose and verse, to the glory of Rasid and the named compiler
of the letters, Sams-od-din Mohammad-e Abarquhi, just for the fun of it
and without any benefit whatsoever for himself. Such a possibility simply
defies common sense.

More disturbing is the fact that Morton totally ignores Abarquhi’s
stated goal and targeted audience for the compilation of these letters: that
the compendium “was to be for the novice-scribe (mota‘alleman) and the
speakers (motakalleman), a refined companion in travel and a witty friend
at home.”* Abarquhi further explains that each letter that had been copied
in his presence was worthy of becoming a top copy model (sar-daftar) for
the speakers and the scribes (motarasselan). It is thus self-evident that
the Rasidi Letters were compiled in the tradition of manuals for scribes
such as the at-Tavassol ela-t-tarassol (Manual for correspondence) com-
prising the correspondences of Baha’-od-din-e Bagdadi, the vizier of the
Kharazmsah ‘Ala’-od-din Take$ (1172-1200), or the more contemporary
Dastur-ol-kateb (Manual for scribes) of Mohammad b. Hendusah-e

13 Morton 1999, p. 196

4 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 4.

5 Jbid., p. 3. Abarquhi also uses the Arabic expression min dalik (as equivalent to sar-
daftar) which was a scribal expression referring to the heading of copy models (per-
sonal communication by Iraj Afsar).

16 Bagdadi, at-Tavassol ela-t-tarassol 1936.
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Nakhjavani, dated 761/1360. Like templates and computer form-letters,
the manuals provided the scribe with a source for a “cut and paste” opera-
tion in every given situation, a sample of which is provided here below.’s

As a tool of trade, each of these manuals was cherished by scribes and
passed on from one generation to the other. In this chain of transmission,
and in the process of recopying, scribes could deliberately alter some parts,
extract excerpts as isolated modules, or recombine the modules into a new
composition.” More often than not, the name of the recipient of a letter
was even replaced by a simple folan (i.e., so and so). In other words, the
historical information contained in the letter was plainly of secorndary
value and often modified.

In the case of the correspondence of important personalities such as
Baha’-od-din-e Bagdadi or Rasid though, chances are that, out of respect
for the completeness of the document and the volume as a whole, scribes
avoided major alterations. One cannot exclude, however, modifications
due to the scribe’s incomprehension of events that occurred long before his
time. In any event, such alterations cannot be qualified as forgery, for they
were simple attempts to modify a tool to the liking of its user.

Abarquhi states that he compiled these letters in view of offering them
to Rasid’s son, Khajeh Giyas-od-din Mohammad (d. 1336). His motive is
quite clear: by compiling the letters into a manual for scribes, he would
perpetuate Rasid’s style, and fame, for many generations to come, and
would place himself in a position to be rewarded by Giyas-od-din Moham-
mad. In addition, Abarquhi’s own name would be immortalized by asso-
ciation with that of Rasid.

In this perspective, the added headings by Abarquhi, may exaggerate
the rank of Rasid’s sons or the importance of the sender of a letter, in order
to enhance the prestige of RaSid and his family.?® One must also expect
Rasid to exaggerate his and his family members’ political role and power
in his letters, or to try to strengthen his position vis-a-vis his rivals. These
forms of exaggerations or “truth” alterations are inherent to the type of
work the letters purport to represent, and are not proof of forgery.

17 The text was subsequently revised by it’s author in 767/1366, Mohammad b.
Hendu$ah-e Nakhjavani, Dastur-ol-kiteb 1964, vol. 1, p. 23.

18 See note 157 infra.

9 Such may be the case for instance for some of the numerous short but anonymous
entries in the Dastur-ol-kateb, and in the al-Mokhtarat men ar-rasa’el (ed. 13788.)

2 QOne should also expect that letters containing references to issues no longer politi-
cally acceptable under the new regime of Abu-Sa‘id, were wholly or partially cen-
sured by Abarquhi or Khajeh Giyas-od-din Mohammad. But this I suspect, did not
amount to any significant alteration, for the astute politician that Rasid was, he
would not commit to writing an opinion that could be criticized afterwards.
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RASIDIAN PROPAGANDA AND IL-KHANID DOMINIONS

A cornerstone of Morton’s claim of forgery is the Rasidi Letters’ pre-
tence of II-Khanid control over domains that were never conquered by the
Mongols, or if conquered, were lost again shortly after.

As a high level political administrator, RaSid would naturally try to
emphasize the legitimacy of his king, enhance his prestige, extol his feats,
praise his deeds, exaggerate his dominion and glorify him in every possi-
ble way. In sum, political propaganda was a prime motive for Rasid, and
therefore an underlying theme for all of his correspondences. In the Jame ‘-
ot-tavarikh, Rasid did not refrain from fabricating stories in order to en-
hance the legitimacy of Uljaytu and polish the image of the Mongol dy-
nasty.?! In the same vein, he would not hesitate in his Letters, to exagger-
ate the extent of I1-Khanid domains and follow a line of propaganda dic-
tated by Mongol ideology and factional rivalry.

The core of this propaganda rested on the Mongol belief that they had
a mandate from the Eternal Heaven to conquer the world.2 Thus, Mongol
conquests are systematically termed as “deliverance” (estekhlas) in
Rasid’s Jame‘-ot-tavarikh, in the same way that the Chinese annals
referred to visiting embassies as “tribute bearers.” In both cases, the truth
is distorted to suit an ideology of world dominion; but neither the Jame ‘-
ot-tavarikh, nor the Chinese annals can be deemed as forgeries.

Within this global Mongol ideology, the descendants of Hulagu
(r. 1256-65) had to stake a claim on a territory that was never theirs. In-
deed, as defined by the celebrated vizier and astronomer, Nasir-od-din-e
Tusi (1201-1274), Hulagu was entrusted by his brother to conquer the
lands across the Oxus, from “Hendustén to the setting sun.” It was a land
to be conquered under the leadership of Hulagu with the participation of
main branches of the Changizid dynasty, and not an assigned fiefdom. But
in the succession rift that split the Mongols, following the death of
Mungka Qaan (r. 1251-59), and in reward for his allegiance to the new
gaan, i.e., Qubilay (r. 1260-94), Hulagu was able to transform his man-
dated territories into a kingdom. Hulagu’s westward advance was, of
course, halted by the Mamluks at the battle of ‘Ayn-e Jalut in 1260; and

2l In one case, Rasid invented a story to whitewash the fact that Changiz’ wife, Borte
Fujin, got pregnant while kidnapped by the Merkits, and that Jochi was a bastard; in
another, Ragid falsely claimed that Gazan had appointed Uljaytu as his successor
five years before his death; see for instance Soudavar 1996-a, pp. 129-130, 175.

2 For a listing of references on this Mongol ideology see Amitai-Preiss 1999, p. 62.

2 Boyle 1977, p. 246. Another sympathetic view about Hulagu’s appointment is given
in Grigor of Akanc’s History of the Nation of the Archers (The Mongols) (ed. 1949,
p. 69), where in response to the concerns of seven Mongol commanders Mungka or-
ders: “go and install my brother Khan of the Land, whosoever does not submit to
him, impose him the yasag by our command.”
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since the Iranian lands constituted the bulk of the territories that he had
managed to conquer, the old concept of Iransahr or Iranzamin (Iranian
Domains), traditionally proclaimed as the lands from the Oxus to the Nile,
was gradually adopted for the definition of the II-Khanid domain.

In the Sasanid era, the memory of the Achaemenid occupation of
Egypt had helped to formulate the concept of Iranshahr as territories
stretching to the Nile. But the fact is that, except for a brief period (from
619-28), the Sasanians never occupied Egypt. And yet, that did not prevent
them to claim Egypt as part of Iranshahr. The use of the expression “from
the Oxus to the Nile” was thus a form of propaganda well rooted in
Persian history. Although Morton reluctantly concedes that the Letters use
of the “Oxus to the Nile” formula is “all found here or there in other II-
Khan sources,” he treats the fact that four of the Letters extend this
definition to include Indian territories as an oddity® He obviously makes
abstraction of the fact that, according to Nasir-od-din-e Tusi, “Hendustan”
(India) was part of Huldgu’s original mandate. But more importantly, with
the adoption of the Islamic faith by Gazan and the title of Padsah-e Eslam
(i.e., Emperor of Islam) that RaSid bestowed upon him, the Iranzamin
formula had to be extended to include important Muslim kingdoms. Thus,
the inclusion of Anatolia, India and Egypt — which were all governed by
Muslim rulers — was the direct consequence of Gazan being proclaimed
Padsah-e Eslam, and not a Teymurid forgery scheme.

In this perspective, the Mamluks, who had revived the ‘Abbasid Ca-
liphate and posed as the champions of “legitimate” Islam, were the main
spoilers of the I1-Khanid claim to Islamic leadership. Thus, the “Oxus to
the Nile” formula acquired a new ring since it implicitly wiped out the
Mamluks. Today, Israeli maps show the Golan Heights as part of Israel,
and the Syrian maps as part of Syria. Depending on one’s point of view,
one or the other of the maps might be seen as wrong. Neither of them
however, can be labelled as forgery for they reflect the official political
viewpoint of their respective governments. Similarly, the Letters’ claims
of I1-Khanid control over Syrian territories that they never captured or only
briefly occupied, simply follow the “Oxus to the Nile” line of propaganda
against the Mamluks. They do not imply forgery.

In the same vein, some of the II-Khanid propaganda was aimed at the
Batuids of the Golden Horde and the Chagatayids of Transoxiana, who
considered the Hulaguids as usurpers, and sought to recapture the Il-
Khanid territories that they deemed as their hereditary domain, or wulus.*

% Shahrestaniha i Eranshahr 2002, pp. 4-5.
% Morton 1999, p. 171.
%6 Sabankare’i, Majma‘-ol-ansab 13635./1984, p. 290.
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Thus, the references to territorial control of domains in present-day
Afghanistan and India were part of the propaganda against the
Chagatayids and those of Armenia and the Caucasus against the Batuids.

The cleverest propagandistic formula that Rasid used in his Letters
however, is one that has eluded Morton. In Letter 37, RaSid qualified the
domains of the Muslim rulers of Syria, Yemen and India as soyurgals, i.e.,
royal grants of territory! It’s a formula that reflects political reality by
acknowledging the independence of these rulers, but at the same time pre-
tends that as recipients of soyurgals, they fall under I1-Khanid suzerainty.

As a whole, the territorial claims of the Letters are very consistent with
the I1-Khanid political ideology of the time and an administrator’s aim to
project I1I-Khanid hegemony over the widest possible area while portraying
rivals and enemies as submissive vassals.

Finally, the problem of fictitious governorship that Morton raises in his
article comes in contradiction to his supposed forgery motive (i.e., that the
work was beneficial to the reputation of Rasid-od-din’s descendants). Such
claim does not enhance the prestige of the RaSidi family but diminishes it.
A forger would have been much safer to present Rasid’s sons as governors
of provinces that were under secure 11-Khanid control, rather than con-
tested areas.

ODDITIES AND OMISSIONS

Morton often treats odd and otherwise “unconfirmed” information pro-
vided by the Letters as proof of forgery. But, as evidenced by a study of
the Safavid Sah Tahmasb’s (r. 1524-76) interactions with his Mughal
counterpart, the Emperor Homayun (r. 1530-40, and 1555-56), in Persian
sources, oddities are usually indicative of suppressed information and
omissions are often more telling than lengthy statements.?’

In one instance of that study, I had surmised that a lengthy entry on an
insignificant event — in an otherwise concise narration of events — in the
Tarikh-e jahan-ara of Qazi Ahmad-e Gaffari, namely the accidental death
of Tahmasb’s standard-bearer Abol-Qasem Kholafa-ye Qajar during a
hunt organized for Homayun, was perhaps hinting at a stray shot from
Tahmasb, whose failing eyesight had by then turned into a major handicap.
Subsequent to the publication of that study, I discovered that a Mughal
source, the Tarikh-e alfi of Qazi Ahmad-e Tatavi, actually explained that
Abol-Qasem was shot by Tahmasb’s brother, Bahram Mirza, who wished
to settle an old score.?

27 Soudavar 1999-b, pp. 50-52.
% Qazi Ahmad-e Tatavi, Tarikh-e alfi 1378871999, p. 522. The same information is
then repeated in ‘Allami, Akbarnameh 13728., vol. 1, p. 324.
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At the very least, this new information confirmed that the Safavid
sources were not revealing the whole story. The question then was whether
the information provided by Tatavi, half a century after the event, was cor-
rect or simply a cover-up fed by the Safavids to the Mughals? If Bahram
Mirza had truly shot the standard-bearer, one can hardly find a valid rea-
son for the contemporary historian Qazi Ahmad-e Gaffari to suppress such
crucial information and end up with an incongruent report on the death of
a second rank standard-bearer, at par with kingly events. As for later Safa-
vid historians who otherwise relied systematically on the Tarikh-e jahan-
ara, one would be at a loss to explain why they chose to suppress this
whole episode.

Be that as it may, the preceding example shows how oddities and sup-
pressed information can go hand in hand, and how they should be used as
indicators of more complex events rather than proof of forgery. It also un-
derlines the difficulty in deciphering Persian chronicles where the bounda-
ries of truth, half-truth and falsification are never well delimited.

With the above generalities in mind, I shall now try to analyze some of
the specific problems cited by Morton.

LETTER 53

In Letter 53, Rasid, who is in Qandahar, relates to his son Ebrahim, his
narrow escape from a treacherous trap, and how his other son Jalal-od-din,
who, accompanied by the mighty Anatolian army (lasgar-e ‘azim-e rum),
was attacking Kabol and Zabol, then joined Mongol commanders
(omara-ye mogol) in pursuit of the enemy, stormed the fort of Lahore, and
spear-headed the attack into Sind as far as the Indus. When the news of the
successful pursuit reached the il-khan, he commended Jalal for his brav-
ery. Rasid ends his letter with a list of arms and armors to be sent out from
the Siraz arsenal ®

To discredit this Letter, Morton first makes an assumption concerning
the unnamed il-khan therein: by analogy with Letter 35 “in which Gazan is
represented as intending an attack on India, it might be assumed that he is
meant.”® Then observes that: “Gazan never went on campaign in the re-
gion of southern Afghanistan, and never attacked the Punjab and Sind. Nor
did Uljaytu.” And since he believes that sources invariably reported mili-
tary operations undertaken on such scale, he concludes that Letter 53 is
fictitious.*

2 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, pp. 295-96.
%0 Morton 1999, p.164.
31 Morton 1999, p. 165.
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Unfortunately, wrong assumptions lead to wrong results. Morton
wrongly assumes that the stated events occurred under Gazan, wrongly
asserts that Uljaytu troops never went on campaign eastward, wrongly as-
sumes a full reporting of campaign by the sources in all circumstances, and
thus, reaches the wrong conclusion. Furthermore, his wrong analysis and
conclusion for this letter becomes the basis of another unwarranted asser-
tion later on: “Noticeable in the Letters is the complete absence of refer-
ence to relations with the Chagatayid Khanate.”? As a matter of fact, Let-
ter 53 very much pertains to Uljaytu’s interaction with the Chagatayids,
and to fully grasp its content and context, I will begin with a short reca-
pitulation of the Chagatayid activity in the eastern borders of II-Khanid
territories.

Squeezed in between the I1-Khanids and the Yuans, the southward for-
ays of the Chagatayids were generally confined to a corridor that stretched
from the Oxus to the Sind and Punjab.® In this corridor also moved a for-
midable band of Mongols, the Neguderis that, at times, accepted the hege-
mony of the Chagatayids, but mostly acted independently.* They constan-
tly harassed eastern I1-Khanid provinces and, in one instance, after devas-
tating the province of Sistan and sacking Siraz, advanced all the way to
Sustar when Gazan’s main forces were engaged in the Syrian campaign.®

In 1303 the Chagatayids and the Ogedayids recognized the suzerainty
of the Yuan emperor, Teymur Qaan (r. 1294-1307), and the de facto ruler-
ship of the II-Khéanids over the Iranian territories. As a legitimated Mongol
khan, Uljaytu could now intervene in the fraternal disputes of neighbour-
ing Mongol hordes. Uljaytu first welcomed the Ogedayid Sarban in 1306,
who was being chased by his Chagatayid cousins, and then accepted the
pleas of the Neguderi Teymur son of Abachi, and his brother, Lakmir, to
recover their grazing grounds from another Neguderi chieftain, Daud Kha-
jeh.* In 1312, Uljaytu’s forces, together with the Neguderis, routed Daud
Khajeh’s forces and sacked his headquarters of Tekinabad near Qanda-

2 Jbid., p. 195.

B During Abaqa’s reign, the Chagatayid Boraq would claim that the pastures of
Badgays down to Gaznayn and the waters of Sind, were the grazing grounds of my
forefathers;” Rasid-od-din, Jame “-ot-tavarikh 1957, vol. II1, p. 113.

% For a synopsis of the Chagatayid raids into Indian territories see Jackson 1999,
pp. 220-227.

3 Vassaf, Tarikh-e vassaf-ol-hazrat 13385., pp. 367-371; Jackson 1999, p. 219. The
Neguderi incursion seems to have paralleled a Chagatayid attack on Khorasan that
Kasani claims to have been repelled by Uljaytu (who is referred to as Padsah-e
Eslam but was actually viceroy of Khorasan at that time); Kasani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu
1348s., p. 18-19.

% Kasani states that Teymur was the son in law of the Chagtayid khdn Dua and there-
fore adds the honorific Gurkan to his name (Ka$ani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 1348s.,
p. 152).
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har¥ Teymur who had accepted Uljaytu’s suzerainty, sent the captured
standards of the enemy to the il-khan and, in a further sign of submission,
rendered a visit to the commander of the eastern II-Khanid forces, Yasaul.

The joint IlI-Khanid and Neguderi victory proved to be short-lived, for
soon after, Daud Khajeh persuaded his cousin, the Chagatayid khan Isan-
buga (r. 1309-18), to avenge his defeat. The Chagatayid counterattack was
led by Isan-buqa’s brother Kebek and the commander Jankesi, and was
joined by a number of Chagatayid princes, including Yesaur who, later on,
defected to the II-Khanids. The most explicit description of this counterat-
tack is to be found in Kasani’s Tarikh-e Uljaytu, where he reports it twice:
once under the events of the year 713/1313 and the other, under the events
of the year 716/1316.% As argued elsewhere, the first reporting was a nor-
mal entry in what was intended to be the continuation of the Jame‘-ot-
tavarikh for the period covering the reign of Uljaytu. The second reporting
— which considerably overlaps the first one — was introduced as part of
the schema to provide more possibilities for the Sahnameh project nick-
named Abu-Sa‘idnameh, whose illustrations were meant to represent both
an episode of the Sahnameh and an event of Mongol history.

The differences between the two accounts are quite revealing. The first
account — a regular yearly entry probably written soon after 1313, when
the Chagatayid threat had not fully dissipated, tried to portray the counter-
attack as an insurrection that was successful while Uljaytu and Yasaul
were feasting in Mazandaran, but was pushed back as soon as Uljaytu
learned about the counterattack.#

As in the case of the Tarikh-e jahan-ara and the cryptical account of
the death of Tahmasb’s standard-bearer, the first reporting of Kasani in-
corporated enough elements for a keen reader to guess the extent of the
catastrophe. Indeed, since the Chagatayids had “the intention to capture all
of the Iranian Lands” and because, upon hearing the news of their inva-
sion, Uljaytu “ordered the protection and pacification of the Iranian lands,”
one clearly gets a hint at how dangerous the situation had become.

The second reporting, probably inserted during the reign of Abu-Sa‘id,
when the Abu-Sa'‘idnameh project was revived and the Chagatayid threat
had dissipated, provides a more explicit account of the I1-Khanid debacle.

37 According to Jackson 1999, p. 224, the sack of Tekinabad is related by Sayfi. On a
map of the region, Jackson presents Tekinabad and Qandahar as the same (ibid.
p. 120). The Dehkhoda encyclopedia however situates Tekinabad some 16 farsakhs
south-east of Qandahar (Dehkhoda, Logat-nameh 13735, vol. IV, p. 6062).

3% Kasani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13485., pp. 201-202 and 208-209.

¥ Soudavar 1996-a, pp. 173-75

4 The feast was in celebration of the wedding of the daughter of Yasaul with the son
of Pulad Ching-Sang (Kasani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13483., p. 154).

41 Kasani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13483, pp. 153-154.
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It not only describes the initial defeat of the local commanders, but also
the routing of the army sent by Uljaytu and the plight of its ill-fated com-
manders. Among these, Bujay b. DaneSmand Khajeh was killed and
Yasaul himself was hit by an arrow and only saved in extremis by a war-
rior who carried him out of danger on the back of his horse. The door for
the Chagatayid conquest of Khorasan and Mazandaran was left wide open.
If the Chagatayid invasion was stopped, it was not due to I1-Khanid resis-
tance, but to the fact that the enemy had exhausted its provisions, and Isan-
buga had to recall his commanders to face the troops of the Qaan Buyantu
(r. 1311-20), who had attacked his eastern frontiers. Yesaur however,
chose to stay and demanded the protection of Uljaytu against his own
cousins.*?

Against this background, we are now able to evaluate the content of
Letter 53 and the veracity of the events described therein. Rasid was in
Qandahar, within the territories recently wrested from Daud Khajeh. That
he could suddenly find himself entrapped in a dangerous situation should
come as no surprise to us, since we saw how rapidly the situation could
change in these borderlands where Yasaul himself nearly perished in a
counterattack. While the Chagatayid counterattack of 1313 could well be
the cause of the entrapment that Rasid alluded to in his letter, an earlier
possibility also exists as will be explained further below.

Next, we must address the question of whether fiscal administrators
such as Rasid and his son Jalal, could be involved in a military operation.
There is ample evidence to prove that, in the later II-Khanid era, adminis-
trators took an active role in military campaigns and for obvious reasons:
their organizational skills were needed for logistical support and their
negotiation talents were necessary for wresting surrenders or finding a way
out of an impasse. It was Rasid for instance, who negotiated a face-saving
surrender with the commander of the Fort of Rahba in the 1312 Syrian
campaign of Uljaytu.#® And, in one case, Rasid’s son, Khajeh Giyas-od-
din Mohammad, personally led a wing of the imperial troops into the
battlefield.#

For the situation at hand though, Kasani provides some pertinent
information. First, he states that Uljaytu, after ordering a general mobili-
zation for the protection of the Iranian Lands, ordered a “considerable

2 Ibid., p. 211.

4 Egbal-e Astiani 1347%., p. 324; Amitai-Preiss 1996-a, p. 29.

4 Khajeh Giyas-od-din Mohammad was in command of the left wing of Arpa Kaun’s
(d. 1336) army against ‘Ali Pad$ah (Hafez-e Abru, Zayl-e jame ‘-ot-tavarikh-e rasidi
13505., p. 194).
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number of the fiscal administrators to get involved.” It emphasizes once
more the gravity of the situation following the Chagatayid counterattack,
and, at the same time, provides credibility to the participation of Rasid and
his son in the eastern campaigns. Secondly, in describing the decisions
taken in the aftermath of the Khorasan army debacle, he states that Uljaytu
appointed Jalal to protect the Iranian heartland, ‘Eraq-e ‘ajam. His sequen-
cing of events though is such that one clearly gets the impression that Jalal
was pulled from the eastern front to protect the heartland.

More importantly, we have corroborating evidence in the form of one
of the illustrations of the Abu-Sa‘idnameh; one which had previously
eluded my search for the identification of its corresponding event of Mon-
gol history. Said image (Louvre Museum, Paris, 7095) illustrates the Séh-
nameh episode in which Faramarz attacks the Kabolis to avenge the mur-
der of his father, Rostam, who was led by them into a death trap (fig. 1).
Its common denominator with Letter 53 is the fact that in both events the
son of a prominent Iranian figure is attacking the Kabolis in reprisal of
their treachery. Even though in the Sahnameh episode, Faramarz leads the
Zabolis in an attack against the Kabolis, the presence of the two armies
fighting each other provides a link to the attack on “Kabol and Zabol”
mentioned in Letter 53, which is further strengthened by Ferdowsi’s nar-
ration that goes on to describe how the armies of “Hend” and “Sind” were
annihilated as well.* Furthermore, while the picture depicts Faramarz
(alias Jalal) fighting the enemy, the corresponding heading of the episode
simply mentions “The Journey of Faramarz to Kabolestan” and minimizes
the military role of Jalal in the operation. Finally, the illustration depicts a
vivid picture of the attack on the Chagatayids and, at the same time, estab-
lishes the Rasidi Letters as an additional source for the rostrum of texts
from which illustrations corresponding to Sdhnameh episodes were
extracted.

Morton question’s the “meteor-like” speed of the raids towards Sind,
even though speed was the most important characteristic of Mongol units,

% az savaheb-e ‘ezam, tayefeh-yi az ahl-e divan-e bozorg (Kasani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu
13485, p. 154).
4% The two couplets below the illustration read:
S Glolaels Gty 3 aa wia 5la,8 Glans wanias
al_uuL;J_LwJJ_m.J.wo..\_nSb_n a[Séjﬁl.SL;\d_ub..L‘.uJSd
4 The rostrum initially comprised the first volume of the Jame “-ot-tavarikh, but was
gradually expanded to include all the volumes comprised in the compendium of
Rasid-od-din’s works entitled the Jame ‘-ot-tasanif-e rasidi in order to increase the
chances for finding a suitable match (Soudavar 1996-a, pp. 172-176). The addition
of the Rasidi Letters — after Abarquhi presented it to Khajeh Giyas-od-din Moham-
mad who supervised the Abu-Sa ‘idnameh project — to that expanding base of texts
used for the project was thus very much in line with the natural progression of the
project.
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especially the Neguderis. The raids that took the Neguderis all the way to
Sustar and back during Gazan’s reign, was conducted in a mere two month
period. The feat becomes even more impressive when we consider that
their troops numbered 1 or 2 rumans (10-20,000).# What is important to
note however, is the switch of terms by Rasid from the Kabol operation to
the Sind one. In the first, he uses the term la§gar denoting Il-Khanid
troops, and in the second, he uses the term ba omara-ye mogol, which
clearly indicates an operation in conjunction with Mongol commanders not
part of the regular II-Khanid army. It obviously referred to the Neguderis
of Teymur son of Abachi, whom Kasani evaluated as 20,000 strong.®
Year after year, they had conducted these kind of forays into Sind and In-
dia on their own. This time they were accompanied by Jalal and some of
his troops. For Rasid, it was a golden opportunity to shift the credit of the
operation to his own family members.

Finally, the request for military gear from Ebrahim stationed in Siraz
seems to be the natural consequence of the general mobilization declared
by Uljaytu in the wake of the Chagatayid counterattack.

The sequence of events presented in the letter is not very clear: the
raids of Jalal can be read both as parallel events to Rasid’s entrapment or
preceding it. In the latter case, one must perhaps assume that, the Negud-
eris who were split between the two camps of Teymur and Daud Khajeh,
were not steadfast in their alliances. At one point, some may have shifted
their allegiance to the other side, and provoked the unexpected entrapment
of Rasid.

The more important problem to probe, however, is the reason for
Rasid’s presence in Qandahar. One suspects that Uljaytu’s decision to en-
gage the Chagatayids aimed for a higher goal than reestablishing Teymur’s
grazing rights. According to Vassaf, two years earlier, Uljaytu had sent an
embassy to Soltan ‘Ala’od-din of Delhi chiding him for not having
acknowledged his enthronement with envoys and presents, and demanded
the soltan to send one of his daughters to reinstate the goodwill that his
predecessors had expressed towards the Mongols. ‘Ala’od-din’s response
was to imprison the envoys and have eighteen of them trampled by ele-
phants.® Such affront could not be left unanswered. After all, a similar
maltreatment of envoys had provoked Changiz’ invasion of Iran. It is
therefore more than likely that Uljaytu’s alliance with the Neguderi splin-
ter group was to create a base for military operations against India: if not

#®  Vassaf, Tarikh 13385., pp. 367-368. At one point, 50,000 Neguderis were concen-
trated near Gaznayn (ibid.). Sabankare’i estimates the Neguderis at 20,000
(Sabankare’i, Majma“-ol-ansab 13635., p. 205).

4 Kaiani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13485., p. 120.

N Vagsaf, Tarikh 13385., p. 528
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contemplating a full scale invasion, he certainly envisaged harassment and
gradual encroachment upon ‘Ala’od-din’s kingdom. In that scheme of
things, Rasid’s role in Qandahar must be viewed as the coordinator of re-
prisal efforts against ‘Ald’od-din. As we shall see, such role concurs with
Rasid’s constant preoccupation with India.
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Fig. 1 : Faramarz (alias Khajeh Jalal-od-din) attacking the Kabolis. A page from the Abu-
Sa‘idnameh, c. 1330, from the Musée du Louvre, inv. 7095.
[Photograph courtesy of the Musée du Louvre].
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The Chagatayid counterattack of 1313 put an end to Uljaytu’s alliance
with the Neguderis, and, in effect, turned the initial success into defeat.
Thus, Mostowfi, whose Zafarnameh was to be a versified version of the
Jame ‘-ot-tavarikh,>' preferred to scratch the earlier episode in order to
avoid recounting the embarrassment of subsequent defeat. The only hint of
the Chagatayid devastating counterattack comes in the form of some back-
ground information as to why Yesaur decided to stay in Iran: because he
was a Muslim, he had refused to go along with the massacre of the
Khorasanian people and had, thus, attracted the animosity of Kebek. Since
the Yesaur story finally unfolded to the advantage of the I1-Khanids there
was no harm in reporting it.® As a result, Hafez-e Abru’s account of the
reign of Uljaytu, which scrupulously follows the Zafarnameh of Most-
owfi,® is devoid of the Neguderi episode as well. Considering the high
degree of concordance that we have established between Letter 53 and the
Tarikh-e Uljaytu, if one is to pursue Morton’s chain of reasoning, one
must now accept that, unlike the most important of Teymurid historians,
Hafez-e Abru, who never came into possession of Tarikh-e Uljaytu,> the
presumed forger had a copy of it but never revealed the manuscript to any-
body else and fashioned Letter 53 to suit its content!

LETTERS 6, 10, AND 44 ADDRESSED TO THE AMIR MAHMUD “GOVERNOR”
OF KERMAN

In his analysis of the letters addressed to Rasid’s son Mahmud, Morton
first assumes Mahmud to be the same as the Saykh Mahmud mentioned in
the Mojmal-e Fasihi to be born in 1309, then discovers that he was born
after the date of the Vagfnameh-ye Rab‘-e Rasidi (The endowment docu-
ment of the Rasidi Quarters) which contains the name of Mahmud, but
avoids confronting this dilemma by stating that “for the sake of argument,
it is here assumed that Mahmud was not excluded by youth from acting as
a governor.”™ Since his birth-date problem is treated inconclusively, I see
no necessity to address the issue here and will discuss it further below in
the context of Letter 37 and the list of Rasid’s children mentioned therein.

The above remark notwithstanding, the crux of Morton’s arguments
against the authenticity of the above-mentioned three letters, is that
Kerman was the dynastic fiefdom of the Qara-Khetayids up to 1304, when
the last ruler of that lineage, Qotb-od-din Sah-jahan (r. 1302-1303), was
arrested and replaced by Malek Naser-od-din-e Guri who remained gover-

St Soudavar 1996-a, p. 211.

2 Ibid., pp. 140-150.

3 Soudavar 1996-b, pp. 758-759; Melville 1998, pp. 5-7.
% Soudavar 1996-a, p. 175.

S Morton 1999, p. 175.
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nor of Kerman for the whole period of Uljaytu’s reign. The three letters
were therefore “fictitious.” Once again, wrong assumptions generate a
wrong conclusion.

The problem with Morton’s argument is his understanding of the word
hakem — used in the headings added by Abarquhi — to mean an omnipo-
tent governor with control over all other appointees to that province. Un-
fortunately, the hierarchy of power under the II-Khanids constantly shifted
and changed, and the word hakem, rather than defining a well-established
title, usually referred to the person who actually held the reigns of power
in that province. Thus, when Amir Suqunchaq was appointed to collect the
tax arrears of Sirdz and pacify that region, his appointment was labelled by
Vassaf as hokumat (governorship),® despite the fact that the nominal ruler
of Siraz was the Solgorid Abag Khatun (d. 1286), who continued to strike
coins in her name well after Suqunchaq’s intervention.

In the early years of the II-Khanids, it was the Mongol warlords who
held the reigns of power, but with the reforms of Gazan, fiscal adminis-
trators became as important, if not more, as the local military commanders
and each new military appointment was usually accompanied by that of an
administrator or vizier. And the practice continued up to the reign of Abu-
Sa‘id (r. 1317-36) when for instance, in conjunction with Amir Chupan
(d. 1327) appointing his son Teymurtas to Anatolia (Rum), Rasid-od-din
appointed his own son Jalal as the fiscal administrator of the province.®

The balance of power between the two appointees shifted depending
on who stayed on the spot and took effective control of the province, and
who remained at large. In the case of high-ranking administrators such as
Rasid’s sons for instance, Mostowfi relates that many remained with the
[I-Khan (bar-e $ah).® Same is true for military commanders. Amir
Mobarez-od-din Mohammad (the future founder of the Mozaffarid
dynasty, r. 1314-58) for instance, who was appointed in stead of his father
to the province of Meybod, remained for four years at the court of
Uljaytu.®

More to the point is the situation in Kerman, under the last of the Qara-
Khetayids. Upon his ascent to the throne, Gazin confirmed Soltin

% Vagsaf, Tarikh 13385., pp. 195, 205. Moreover, for the fiscal year of 771H, Sug-
unchaq himself farmed out several of the provinces to members of his retinue with
the stipulation that they would be hakem-e motlaq, full-power governors (ibid.).

57 Soudavar 1992, p. 32.

% Rasid appointed his son to accompany Teymurta$ (Samarqandi, Matla‘-e sa‘dayn va
majma‘-e bahrayn 13728., p. 61).

®  Mostowfi, Zafarnameh 13775., vol. 11, p.1251.

®  Kotobi, Tarikh-e al-e mozaffar 13645., p. 34. Ahmad b. Hasan-e Kateb alleges that
the delay in the departure of Amir Mobarez-od-din Mohammad was due to the fact
that RaS$id had an eye on his properties (Tarikh-e jadid-e Yazd 1978, p. 81).
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Mohammad Sah (r. 1294-1302), and Qazi Fakhr-od-din of Herat was des-
ignated as his vizier. Vying for absolute power, Fakhr-od-din provoked a
crisis, after which both contenders headed for the I1-Khanid court. Upon
the intervention of Rasid and with the approval of the grand vizier Sa‘d-
od-din-e Savaji, Fakhr-od-din was entrusted with all responsibilities
(manaseb) except saltanat (i.e., kingly prerogatives such as striking
coins).%! Accordingly Hafez-e Abru, qualified Fakhr-od-din as “vizier and
hakem” of Kerman.® His successor to the vizierate is Khajeh Sadr-od-
din-e Abhari, whom Mostowfi also qualified as hakem$ Thus, both
viziers were referred to as hakems, despite the fact that the nominal rulers
of Kerman were the Qara-Khetayids.®

Soltan Mohammad Sah remained at the II-Khanid court, and the vizier
almost succeeded to replace him with his cousin Qotb-od-din Sah-jahan
before he was executed in a rebellion led by local commanders. Sah-jahan
ascended the throne of Kerman in 1302, and upon the death of Gazan, or-
dered his “representative” Majd-od-din to be killed.$5 Majd-od-din was
obviously another administrator who had the upper hand in Kerman and
paid a deadly price for it. Sah-jahan’s removal put an end to the long rule
of the Qara-Khetayids in Kerman.® Consequently, Uljaytu appointed
Malek Naser-od-din-e Guri as the new military commander for Kerman;
and as usual, he was accompanied by an administrator, Naser-od-din-e
Khafi.&

If an administrator could have the upper hand against a local Qara-
Khetayid dynast with deep roots in Kerman, then there is no reason to
think that the same would not be true with Malek Naser-od-din who, like
most other military commanders, must have been regularly asked to par-
ticipate in military campaigns outside his domain. Furthermore, contrary to
Morton’s assertion of uninterrupted “governorship” of Malek Naser-od-din
in Kerman, we have Kasani’s testimony to the effect that, at least in one
instance, he was superseded not only administratively, but also militarily.
Indeed, in the aftermath of the 1313 Chagatayid counterattack, and similar
to Suqunchaq’s appointment in Siraz, ‘Ala’od-din-e Hendu, “a fifth gen-
eration scion of administrative and military commanders,” was appointed

61 Sabankare’i, Majma ‘ol-ansab 13633., p. 204

& Hafez-e Abru, Jografiya 1375-785., vol. III, p. 91.

8 Mostowfi, Tarikh-e 13393.,p. 535:  aSas oS (gl ooall jom 4alsa

s Gle S aSla g sudi gmaie )l e Guadl A8 gl el o

% In his study of Mongol administration, Rajabzadeh equates hakem with motesarref
i.e., the official in charge of administering the revenues obtained from each locality
on behalf of the central administration (Rajabzadeh 2535/1976, p. 205).

6 Hafez-e Abru, Jografiya 1375-785., vol. 1L, p. 95.

% The Qara-Khetayids ruled for 83 years.

& Hafez-e Abru, Jografiya 1375-78s.,, vol. III, 99.
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to “pacify and protect Kerman and the Coastal Provinces.”® Immediately
after reporting this appointment, Kasani emphasizes that “and from Taj-
od-din °‘Ali-8ah’s side, Fakhroddin Ahmad-e Tabrizi was appointed to the
armies of Arran and Azarbayjan.”® The lack of mention of the name of
‘Ala’od-din-e Hendu’s mentor then becomes obvious: ‘Ala’od-din was —
by default — the appointee of the grand vizier Rasid-od-din In addition,
two of the Letters, no. 19, and no. 48 (that I shall discuss next), as well as
the Zafarnameh of Mostowfi attest to the subordination of ‘Ala’od-din to
Rasid.”

Finally, following the falling-out of Rasid with his rival, Taj-od-din
‘Ali-8ah (d. 1324), in 1315, Uljaytu split the vizierate between the two;
and Kerman was among the provinces left for Ras8id.” In that split, Rasid
lost territory to the new contender and it is only fair to assume that the
provinces that were given to him were those he firmly controlled. Thus,
from the reconfirmation of the vizier Fakhr-od-din, to the appointment of
‘Ala’od-din-e Hendu, to the split of the vizierate in 1315, we see that
Rasid exercised a high degree of control over Kerman that justified his
boast in Letter 10 that the province “belonged” to him and his family
(ta‘alog be ma darad) since the time of Gazan It also makes sense that
he would appoint one of his sons as full administrator or as his deputy to
that province. And, given the effective power that this son would wield on
behalf of Rasid, it was justified for Abarquhi to call this son a hakem, in
the same way that Hafez-e Abru called Fakhr-od-din a hakem, and Mos-
towfi called Sadr-od-din-e Abhari a hdkem.

LETTER 48

According to its title, Letter 48 is sent by Malek ‘Ala’-od-din “from
Hendustan” to Rasid-od-din, “with accompanying gifts.” It’s an erroneous
title that has led many to believe that the named person therein referred to
its namesake, Soltan ‘Ala’-od-din of Delhi (r. 1296-1316). To Morton’s
credit, he avoids falling into this trap, but then construes its writer as a
person from India, whom RaSid could have not met there because he “was

8 Kasani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13488., p. 154

®  Ibid.

0 After the death of Sa‘d-od-din-e Savaji, Rasid acted as Grand Vizier.

71 1In Letter 19, Rasid orders ‘Ala’od-din-e Hendu to gather pharmaceutical ingredients
for the hospital of Tabriz (Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, pp. 65-67). Mostowfi recounts
that following the death of Uljaytu, ‘Ala’od-din-e Hendu was among the group of
administrators who came to Rasid to propose their readiness for testifying against
his rival Taj-od-din ‘Ali-3ah (Mostowfi, Zafarnameh 13775., vol. 1II, p. 1450;
Hafez-e Abru, Zayl 13505., p. 127).

72 Kasani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13483., p. 195.

B Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 29; Morton 1999, p. 176.
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never in India.” As for his alternative assumption that Malek ‘Ala’-od-din
visited him in Iranian territory, it should also be disregarded because the
“internal coherence” that it provides with other letters “is evidence, not of
their authenticity, but of the fact that they are a conscious and deliberately
forgery.”” Internal incoherence is generally a proof of forgery, and not the
other way around!

We do not need here to refute every argument that Morton advances
against the authenticity of this letter, for the negation of his very first as-
sumption will provide a sufficient argument to the contrary.

The very tone of the letter clearly indicates that its author was a profes-
sional administrator with a literary style even more fluid than Rasid’s, and
that he was his subordinate. Indeed, the author first praises Rasid’s bene-
volence to himself, and notes that it should not come as a surprise since
“all powerful military commanders (moluk-e ‘ezam) and magnanimous
administrators (sodur-e keram)” of the realm have similarly benefited
from his munificence;” he obviously considers himself as one belonging
to one of these two categories, if not both. And then concludes his letter
with a scribal metaphor: “may the white sheet of days and the pages of
passing years be marked by the official signet of the one whom I serve
(makhdum).”?

Before we identify the author, some clarification is necessary on the
meaning of the word malek (plural moluk) that I translated as military
commander. In early Islamic times, the word malek invoked such high
degree of power that the ‘Abbasis caliphs repeatedly refused to bestow it
as a title to even the most powerful of Muslim sultans. By the Mongol era
though, this epithet became debased and was regularly applied to local
commanders, especial in the southeast of Iranian territories. The profusion
of this debased epithet is nowhere better shown than in Mo‘in-od-din-e
Natanzi’s Tarikh-e moluk-e Sabankareh where most commanders are re-
ferred to as malek. One sentence therein is particularly revealing:

And Sevinch Noyan, who counted Sabankareh as one of his bolukar (counties), is-
sued an edict of maleki (i.e., malekmanship or captainship) in the name of Nezam-
od-din Hasan.”’

7 Morton 1999, p.171.

5 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 253.

% sLpsdye pyana alSal audss wplsel 5 5 5pd wladn galal Lablos
Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 255. The author of the letter had previously addressed
Rasid as makhdum-e jahanian which literary means “the one served by the whole
world” (ibid., p. 253). That is too general a term to show specific subordination. On
the other hand, the solitary use of the word makhdum in the above-mentioned sen-
tence clearly refers to the person the author considered to be serving.

77 Natanzi, Extraits du Muntakhab al-tavarikh-i Mu‘ini 13355., p. 8.
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Firstly, it indicates that from the word malek a new function was de-
rived called maleki, which referred to military command. Secondly, it con-
firms once more the division of authority in the appointment of local offi-
cials: maleki fell under the authority of a regional warlord such as Amir
Sevinch (d. 1317), in the same way that fiscal administration, or vizierate
fell under the authority of one of the Il-Khanid viziers.

Based on the above, the identity of the writer of the letter becomes ob-
vious: he is the aforementioned ‘Ala’-od-din-e Hendu, that Kasani had
qualified as the scion of a long line of both commanders and administra-
tors, and therefore one that could legitimately claim to belong to the two
groups of moluk and sodur, as he did in his letter.” Since, in the wake of
the 1313 Chagatayid counterattack, he was appointed by Uljaytu to pacify
“Kerman and the Coastal Provinces,” Abarquhi naturally added the malek
title to his name.” We must then assume that a later copyist, seeing the
name of Soltan ‘Ala-od-din of Dehli within the text, thought him to be the
author of the letter, and tried to make the Abarquhi title more explicit by
changing “Hendu” to “from Hendustan.” Such supposition is not wholly
unreasonable, for we have a clear example of an unwarranted modification
in the heading of Letter 16, where a copyist has by mistake amalgamated
the addressing sentence of RaSid-od-din with the heading of Abarquhi.® In
addition, several points included in this letter confirm our identification of
its writer:

1. *Ala’-od-din writes that he is sending his gifts to Rasid via the port
of Basra. This ties in well with his jurisdiction that not only included
Kerman but the “Coastal Provinces.” With the risk of Neguderis and other
marauding bands of Mongols constantly attacking the eastern provinces,
the Persian Gulf route was a more secure way to ship goods to the western
provinces where the II-Khanids exercised a higher degree of control.

2. The variety of goods enumerated in the letter attest to a provenance
from a port with a broad import activity from South and Southeast Asia.

7 QOne should note that Letter 47 is from another administrator, Mo‘in-od-din-e
Parvaneh, who is also qualified as “Malek.”

?  In Letter 19 (written by Rasid), Abarquhi simply refers to its recipient as ‘Ala’-od-
din-e Hendu (Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 65). One must then conclude that said letter
was written prior to ‘Ala’-od-din’s mission to Kerman.

8 Part (A) obviously denotes the original Abarquhi heading and part (B) represents the
opening sentence of Rasid’s letter (they are now amalgamated together in one

heading):
(A)

el Al 5 LYl s &yl nbacd 55 Le¥ ] uie daal g caline sl
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They include, not only goods traditionally associated with India such as
spices and parrots (futi), but also some specifically named as originating
from India: tamr-e hendi (tamarind), zag-e hendi-ye sokhan guy (myna
bird), saj-e hendi (sage-wood).8! They also include goods from the Tibet,
and goods from China, qualified as sini. As a whole, the list confirms once
more ‘Ala’-od-din’s control over the Coastal Provinces and southern trade
routes.

Among the listed Chinese goods, there was the siniyeh (i.e., Chinese
porcelain) that interestingly included the lajevardi type (i.e., blue-and-
white) in the form of trays, bowls, and ewers. The earliest archaeological
evidence for the production of blue-and-white porcelain for the Yuan im-
perial household seems to be dateable to 1328 from the kilns of Zhushan.®
But sub-imperial and commercial grade production must have started ear-
lier. Since I shall argue that this letter was written circa 1315, it provides
the first evidence for blue and white production and export to the Iranian
territories, albeit not of imperial grade. Considering that ‘Ala’-od-din was
in control of Kerman, which supplied the cobalt blue for Chinese blue-
and-white production,® he enjoyed a natural — and perhaps unique —
access to the very traders who were exporting the cobalt blue and had
partially reoriented the production of the Chinese kilns towards the Iranian
markets.®

The list of gifts sent by ‘Ala’-od-din to Rasid-od-din, is an example of
what Kasani qualified as “bribes and gifts (rosvat-o-khedmati) that he
(Rasid) receives day by day from his agents and subordinates.”® It con-
stituted a main source of revenue for Rasid. And perhaps the letter that he
first wrote to ‘Ala’-od-din, to which the latter was responding through
Letter 48, was a reminder that no gifts had been received.

‘Ala’-od-din was appointed to his post at the end of 1313 and Rasid
must have waited a while before sending him a reminder. Because of on-
going feud in between RaSid-od-din and ‘Ali-§ah, ‘Ala’-od-din undoubt-
edly postponed the payment of his tribute pending the outcome of the feud.
His letter was thus most probably written circa 1315, when Kerman was
once again reassigned to Rasid.

In his letter, ‘Ala’-od-din praises Rasid’s efforts in trying to bring
about an understanding between Uljaytu and Soltdn ‘Ala’-od-din of

81 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, pp. 256-257.

8  Valenstein 1994, pp. 71-74, citing kiln-site archaeological evidence reported in
Chinese publications.

8 Medley 1975, pp. 32-34.

8 Soudavar 1998, pp. 125-136.

&  Kagani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13483, p. 197.
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Delhi.® ‘Ala’-od-din-e Hendu’s control of the coastal provinces made him
an indispensable ally, and probably an active agent, for Rasid’s undertak-
ings with India and the channeling of his gifts to the Delhi Court. If he
writes about this subject it means that he was involved with RaSid’s
endeavors in this respect.

Abol-fazi-e ‘Allami provides corroborating evidence that Rasid did in-
deed send gifts to India. In a passage of his A’in-e Akbari where he lists
the visits of dignitaries to India, and under a “Khajeh Rasid” heading, he
writes:

Soltan Uljaytu, sent as a goodwill message (be paygam-gozari) the Jame‘-e rasidi
to Soltan Qotb-od-din, son of Soltan ‘Ala’-od-din, and strengthened the bonds of
friendship.¥’

The entry was misread by Morton, who understood it as referring to a
visit of Rasid himself to the court of Soltan Qotb-od-din, and therefore
excluded.® What was sent, of course, was a partial copy of the ten-volume
Jame ‘-ot-tasanif-e rasidi (The Ra8idi Compendium) that according to
Vassaf was presented by Rasid-od-din to the il-kkan in 1312. In an adden-
dum to the endowment document of the Rab‘-e Rasidi, dated 1313, Rasid-
od-din left precise instructions for his works to be copied each year, and
“sent to all cities of Islam, in Arabic to Arab cities and in Persian to Per-
sian cities, beginning with the most important cities.”® The city of Delhi
was certainly a priority in Rasid’s vision of the Islamic world, especially
after the failure of the joint military operation with the Chagatayids in
1312. The gift of a colossal compendium that represented the height of
erudition of that era, was perhaps the only means left for the I1-Khanid
vizier to buy respect for his patron. It is therefore quite possible that the
gift was sent for Soltan ‘Ala’od-din but actually arrived in Delhi after his
death and was thus given to his son Qotb-od-din Mobarak Sah, who suc-
ceeded his father shortly after his demise in January of 1316.° Alterna-
tively, it could have been sent to Delhi, soon after Qotb-od-din seized
power, and before Uljaytu’s death in mid-December 1316.

Even though Rasid sent his compendium in the name of Uljaytu, and in
pursuit of a smoother relationship between the two kingdoms, he must

8  Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p.254.

8 ‘Allami, A ‘in-e Akbari 1985, vol. 11, p. 206.

8 Morton 1999, p. 169.

8 Vassaf (Tarikh 13385., p. 538) mentions ten books presented by Rasid, but the latter
left instructions in an addendum to his Vagfnameh for only seven to be copied each
year (Rasid-od-din, Vagfnameh-ye rab‘-e rasidi 2536/1977, p. 239). For a change in
the composition of the compendium see Soudavar 1996-a, p. 206, n. 11-12.

% In the interim, there was a short-lived attempt by the courtiers to elevate an infant
son of ‘Ala’-od-din to the throne.
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have expected a hefty reward for himself as well. Rewarding authors of
intellectual and literary works, even if attached to rival courts, gave sover-
eigns the opportunity to enhance their own intellectual credentials. Thus,
some two centuries later, when the celebrated Sufi poet ‘Abd-or-Rahman-e
Jami was at the Teymurid court of Herat, the Ottoman Bayazid II (r. 1481-
1512), would send him 1000 gold florins, and Soltan Ya‘qub Ag-qoyunlu,
10,000 sahrokhi gold coins in reward for his poems.*

LETTER 30

According to its heading, Letter 30 was addressed from the city of
Multan to Qotb-od-din-e Mas‘ud-e Sirazi (d. 1310),% and gave an account
of Rasid’s mission and journey to India during the reign of Soltan ‘Ala’-
od-din of Dehli. As the text now reads, Rasid embarked on his mission by
order of the I1-Khan Argun (r.1284-91), whose reign ended before that of
‘Ala’-od-din commenced. To avoid this discrepancy A.K. Nizami pro-
posed that Uljaytu’s name should be substituted for Argun’s. In reply,
Morton argues that Rasid’s “presence in Persia is mentioned every year
during the period 703-08, and most other years of the reign, by Qashani.”
In addition, he argues that had Rasid been to India, he would have men-
tioned it in the India section of the Jame ‘-ot-tavarikh and/or in his Asar-o-
ahya’ where he discusses Indian plants and herbs.* Without exploring
other possibilities, he concludes that Rasid was never in India, which in
turn becomes the basis for other ill-founded arguments.”

As in previous cases, the best guide for understanding the letter is its
internal evidence. The name of Argun is followed by the Islamic wish for-
mula: khallad Allahu mulka-hu wa sultana-hu (may God eternalize his
reign and his kingdom) that obviously relates to one of his two Muslim

9 Asnad va mokatebat-e tarikhi-ye Iran 1341%., p. 437. The text describes the gold
coins as florins, i.e., the Florentine ducat used by the Ottomans (Minorsky 1957,
p. 60).

%2 His full name is Qotb-od-din Mahmud b. Mas‘ud-e Sirazi. Thus, the reading of the
letter title should include the Persian ezdfeh, which indicates a father and son rela-
tionship between the two portions of the name.

% Morton 1999, p. 168.

% Ibid., pp. 168-169.

% As Morton himself notes, the present edition of the Asar-o-ahya’ is a fragmentary
document without a preface where general observations such as a previous trip to
India would have been mentioned. Many entries however, show strong familiarities
with the original environment or use of Indian plants. For instance, in the case of the
pepper plant he mentions that “in the same way that people here plant vine in their
yards and gardens, the Indians do the same with the pepper tree there” (Ragid-od-
din, Asar-o-ahya’ 1368s., p. 80), or a certain type of rice that “only the elderly ate”
in India (ibid., p. 147). Although the information contained in the extant text may
have been relayed to him by a knowledgeable source, it offers no contrary evidence
on the possibility of a previous trip to India.
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sons, Gazan or Uljaytu.% Supposing that Morton’s arguments for the
whereabouts of Rasid during the reign of Uljaytu are correct — which is
far from obvious — one must still explore the reign of Gazan. As a matter
of fact, there are two pointers to indicate that RaSid’s expedition was on
behalf of Gazan and not Uljaytu. First, the ruler is referred to as Padsdh-e
‘Adel (the Just Emperor) which, as demonstrated elsewhere, was Gazan’s
distinctive epithet.” Second, in parallel to his ambassadorial mission, Ra-
Sid was ordered to bring back “useful spices and syrups unfound in Iranian
territories,” which given Gazan’s interest in similar topics such as the
medicinal herbs described in the Asdr-o-ahya’, or the animals described in
the Mandafe‘-ol-hayavan of the Pierpont Morgan Library, New York
(m.500), makes him a better candidate than Uljaytu for sending Rasid to
India.*®

That Rasid would not mention his trip to India in the Jame ‘-or-tavarikh
or any other official work is obvious since he had failed in his main mis-
sion to have the Indian ruler accept Gazan’s suzerainty. The II-Khan
would be better served if all allusions to such failure were suppressed.
Moreover, his trip was hurried, uncomfortable and hazardous, and
certainly not conducive to medicinal fieldtrips or information gathering
sessions for a historical work on India. Indeed, early in his letter, Rasid
puts his journey into perspective: he complains that it was God’s will to
take away his “comfort and security” and set him on the course of a most
hazardous journey that brought him in contact with scary people whose
“shirts were made of pitch and the fire covering their faces” (Qoran
14:50), and “turned his garden of fortune into a furnace of pain.”*® He was
able to reach the outskirts of Delhi in a very short time (zaman-e andak),
and after meeting the soltan, he hurried back through the land route, via
Kébol and Khorasan.'®

Morton then compares Rasid’s mission to India with the embassy sent
by Uljaytu in 1310, whose members were trampled to death by ‘Ala’-od-
din’s elephants. If Vassaf reported the latter, why didn’t he or any other
author report the less unsuccessful mission of Rasid? In reply, one should
bear in mind that the very fact that the dramatic 1310 incident was repor-
ted by Vassaf, and omitted by subsequent authors, proves that it was not

%  One may even suppose that the name of the [I-Khan was initially written as Gazin
(or Uljaytu) b. Argun.

9 For the systematic use of this epithet for Gazan see Soudavar 1996-a, pp. 126-127.

% This second mission may have been simply invented by Rasid to de-emphasize the
importance of his dealings with ‘Ala’-od-din, and on his way back from India.

9 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 147

0 Ibid., p. 151.
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reportable in the normal scheme of things. Vassaf’s reporting was, thus, an
anomaly, and most probably purposeful.

The 1310 failed mission was certainly conducted under the aegis of the
Grand Vizier Sa‘d-od-din-e Savaji,’®* who was killed in 1311 by the insti-
gation of Rasid. The tragic end of the emissaries must have provided Rasid
with a decisive argument to do away with his rival. Vassaf, who in 1312
presented his work to Uljaytu through the auspices of Rasid,'® most
probably thought that such an entry would be a reminder of the failure of
the executed vizier, and by comparison, would highlight Rasid’s diplo-
matic skills for not allowing a similarly unfavorable situation to get out of
hand.

Moreover, Morton’s contention that no other source mentioned the
visit is not exactly true, for we have to date, several sources that hint at
Gazan’s interactions with Soltin ‘Ala’-od-din of Delhi. The first is the
Bayaz-e Taj-od-din Ahmad-e vazir, which reproduces the text of two let-
ters: one dated 17th October 1329 and sent by Soltin Mohammad Sih-e
Togloq (r. 1324-51) to the I1-Khan Abu-Sa‘id, and the other, a reply letter
from the latter dated end of October 1330.1% In his reply letter, Abu-Sa‘id
remarks how, despite the constant efforts of his uncle Gazan and father
Uljaytu to combat idolatry and promote Islam, “the doors of openness and
friendship had remained closed between the kings of [our] two coun-
tries.”'® Abu-Sa‘id’s letter clearly puts Uljaytu and Gazan on the same
footing in regards to relationship with the sultans of Delhi, and thus if
Uljaytu had a failed mission to India, Gazan must have had one as well.

The second is the Jame ‘-ot-tavarikh, which mentions the arrival of for-
eign emissaries to Gidzan’s camp near Nahdvand in the year 1302,
“bringing with them the Syrian commanders who had fled (Syria) and
switched allegiance,” followed by the sentence: “the mogaddam-e isan
(the forerunner / most important of them) being ‘Ala’-od-din Pad$ah.”6s
As the text now reads, said ‘Ala’-od-din Padsah is almost presented as a
Syrian commander. But the text is obviously corrupted, for Rasid who
called Gazan “Padsah-e Eslam,” would not bestow the same title to a de-
fecting Syrian commander. Furthermore, in a slightly earlier passage,

01 Savaji who had been appointed as grand vizier in the year 1300 by Gazan, had been
entrusted with the Gold Seal that adorned the most important of I1-Khanid corres-
pondence (Rasid-od-din, Jame ‘-ot-tavarikh 1957, vol.Ill, p. 342.

02 Vagssaf, Tarikh 13385., p. 544.

13 Under the events of the year 728/1328, Fasihi-ye Khafi confirms that the two rulers
did indeed exchange ambassadors. Abu-Sa‘id’s ambassador is named as Sayyed
‘Azod-od-din (Fagsihi-ye Khafi, Mojmal-e Fasihi 13395., p. 39).

% Bayai-e Taj-od-din Ahmad-e vazir 1353%., pp. 408-411.

105 Ragid-od-din, Jame-ot-tavarikh 1957, vol. 11, p. 352. This ‘Ala’-od-din is listed in
the index by its editor ‘Alizadeh as “one of the Syrian commanders” (ibid., p. 643).
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Rasid had already announced the defection of the three Syrian command-
ers and had the mogaddam-e i§an named as ‘Ali-$ir and not ‘Ala’-od-
din.’® The second sentence must have originally announced a string of
foreign emissaries starting with those of ‘Ala’-od-din Pad$ah who hap-
pened to arrive at Gazan’s encampment at the same time as the defecting
Syrian commanders. Indeed RaSid continues his narrative with the account
of emissaries from the “Pad$ah of Istanbul (i.e., Byzantium),”¥ which
also confirms that stylistically, Rasid was using the title Pad$ah only for
heads of state and not mere commanders.

The above reconstruction of text is supported by Mostowfi’s
Zafarnameh, which relates that after the arrival of the emissaries of Tey-
mur Qaan came “the emissaries of the King of Farang (i.e., Byzantium)
and Soltan ‘Ala’-od-din of Sind.”® Furthermore, under the events of the
year 1303, Rasid himself mentions that Gazan decided to ride “the ele-
phants that had been brought to him as presents from India.”® In sum,
‘Ala’-od-din did send emissaries and presents to Gazan in 1302. The ques-
tion then is: did he initiate it on his own or was it in response to a previous
overture from Gazan?

In 1298 ‘Ala’-od-din had wielded a crushing defeat against a joint
Chagatayid-Neguderi expedition that was acclaimed by chroniclers in the
following terms: “This victory raised the fame of the King’s arms, estab-
lished his power at home, and overawed his foreign enemies.”!® Another
Chagatayid-Neguderi invasion was thwarted the following year, circa
1300. Clearly, ‘Ala’-od-din’s fame and power rested on his victory over
the Mongol forces. He had no incentive to dispatch an embassy to a Mon-
gol court on his own initiative, since it would have been perceived — by
both courts — as a sign of submission to Gazan, and would have under-
mined ‘Ala’-od-din’s claim to fame. On the other hand, he had everything
to gain in acknowledging the visit of Rasid as an embassy from Gazan,
and reciprocating it on an equal to equal basis. This, of course, is not what
Gazan had aimed for.

This second scenario also has the merit to fit the chronology at hand.
Since ‘Ala’-od-din’s embassy arrived in 1302, Rasid’s mission must have
taken place a year or two earlier,!!! most probably after the failure of the

16 Ipid., p. 350.

107 The Byzantium Emperor is named “Fasilyus” (Basileus, i.e., Andronicus II Pa-
leologus (r. 1282-1328)).

18 Mostowfi, Zafarnameh 13775., vol. 11, p. 1414,

1 Ragid-od-din, Jame ‘-or-tavarikh 1957, vol. I11, p. 360.

10 Nijjar 1979, p. 49 (quoting the Tarikh-e feresteh); Jackson 1999, p. 221.

Il The time span for instance between the two letters exchanged between Abu-Sa‘id
and Mohammad-e Togloq was one year. Adding the time for the journey from Iran
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second Syrian campaign. Had RaSid gone right after the first successful
Syrian campaign, when Gazan sent envoys and “victory letters to Tabriz
and neighboring countries” subsequent to the surrender of the Homs cita-
del,"2 his mission would have been more assertive. The very hesitant tone
- of his letter indicates that his mission was undertaken at a time when the
military potential of the I1-Khénids was in doubt, i.e., circa 1300, in be-
tween the second and third campaign. Rasid was hoping to achieve
through diplomacy what was not possible militarily. He may have even
tried to woo ‘Ala’-od-din into accepting Gazan’s suzerainty by promising
Il-Khanid support against the Chagatayids, who were constantly harassing
Sind and Punjab territories. The very fact that he came back overland and
through Kabul indicates that he returned after the Chagatayids’ pullback
circa 1300.

Finally, even though he failed in his diplomatic mission, Rasid had
success at a personal level. Traditionally, men of science were richly re-
warded when visiting a foreign court, and Ras$id had a knack for extracting
such rewards. Mamluk sources for instance, accused him of receiving
bribes from the governor of Rahba during the negotiations pertaining to
the surrender of its citadel.'® Whether considered a bribe or an insurance
policy, its purpose was to have an advocate in the opposite camp. For
‘Ala’-od-din, who was about to send an embassy to Gazan, it would have
made sense to buy the goodwill of the man who had the il-khan’s ear. The
type of gifts and endowments that Rasid lists as having received in India
were therefore very much in tune with the practices of the day.!**

LETTER 37

Morton begins to fault this letter for having a heading that claims it to
have been written by RaS§id when he had a “fatal” disease.!® The heading
qualifies RaSid’s illness as halek, which in English can be translated as
both deadly and fatal. The fact that Morton chooses the latter rather than
the former is indicative of his biased reasoning in this matter. The pre-
sumed forger-scribe that Morton describes would have certainly known
Rasid’s fate and would not have made the mistake that Rasid died from
illness. In Persian, as in English, one can very well dramatize an illness by
qualifying it as halek or deadly, without projecting fatal outcome.

to India, the total time span from the Indian perspective amounted to some 15-16
months.

112 Ragid-od-din, Jame “-ot-tavarikh 1957, vol. III, p. 336.

3 Amitai-Preiss 1996, pp. 30-31.

14 Tt also highlights one other source of revenue for the immensely rich vizier, Rasid-
od-din.

15 Morton 1999, p. 181.
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Moreover, in fairness to Ra$id, he himself only used the term makhowf
(scary) within the text of his letter to qualify his illness, and not halek as
Abarquhi did in the heading.!*

Morton next finds it odd that sources would not report a severe illness
of Rasid. But Persian chronicles were written to praise the glory of the
king and not to report the illness of a vizier. If they did report it from time
to time, it was in conjunction with a kingly visit such as Uljaytu’s visit to
Ragid in 1304, or with a political event such as Rasid’s refusal to come to
court during the 1315 vizierate crisis.'”” In both cases Rasid was suppos-
edly suffering from a leg ailment that prevented him to be present at
court,!8 and one suspects that the present letter was also conceived to but-
tress a claim of ill health for not heeding a summon.

As Morton points out, the letter is conceived as a will letter with refer-
ences to prior endowment documents (vagfnameh); it was presumably
written towards the end of Rasid’s life.!® In it, Ra§id reconfirms the terms
of his previous endowments and distributes the remainder of his wealth
among his children. In addition, he emphasizes that one hundred copies of
this letter are to be sent to various dignitaries at the four corners of the em-
pire.”® Had this solely been a testament, a few copies would have sufficed.
If Rasid went through the extra pain of sending one hundred copies out,
chances are that he was feeling threatened and was trying to advertise his
illness through the bias of this letter. All factors thus point to the time that
after the death of Uljaytu, the commander in chief, Amir Chupan, sum-
moned Rasid and the latter refused to comply. He was seventy years old,
felt threatened,'?' and tried to persuade Amir Chupan to appoint some of
his children to the vizierate in his stead.’ To no avail, Amir Chupan insis-
ted on his return and Ra$id finally acquiesced, and suffered its
consequences.

At the end of Letter 37, Rasid lists fourteen sons, and four daughters,
as heirs to his fortune. On the heading above the list however, the number
of the sons is given as thirteen. Morton finds the number of sons to be

16 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 204

U7 Kasani, Tarikh-e Uljayru 13483., pp. 44 and 195.

18 According to Eqbal, he probably suffered from gout (Eqbal 1347%., p. 323). This
theory may further be corroborated by the fact that Rasid himself avows that he had
also chronic pain in his fingers, RaSid-od-din, Lata’ef-ol-haqa’eq 2535/1976, p. 69.

119 Tn the title of Letter 37, Abarquhi states that it was meant to be a vasiyyat (will-let-
ter) for his children, with a list of matrukat (lit. “what is left behind,” i.e., Rasid’s
estate).

20 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 217.

121 Ras8id probably suspected Abu-Sa‘id to hold a grudge against him for not responding
to his urgent fund requests when the young prince was stationed in Khorasan (Eqgbal
13475., p. 322).

12 Mostowfi, Zafarnameh 13775., vol. 11, p. 1451; Hafez-e Abru, Zayl 13508., p. 127.
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erroneous and exaggerated in comparison to the Vagfnameh, even though
he admits that Hafez-e Abru had also mentioned thirteen sons for Rasid.'?

One must note that Hafez-e Abru’s information is inserted within a
section which is a word for word prose-rendering of the corresponding
section in the versified Zafarnameh of Mostowfi. Hafez-e Abru empha-
sizes that the Khajeh had thirteen sons “at the very time” that Amir
Chupan was inviting Rasid to come back and he instead was proposing his
sons to replace him.* This remark is presented as an interjection based on
a source other than the Zafarnameh that Hafez-e Abru was translating into
prose. When dealing with a multitude of sons, historians are generally
reluctant to commit to a number unless they have an authoritative docu-
ment summing up the count. This document cannot be but Letter 37,
which clearly provides the same information in the heading for Rasid’s list
of sons, and was written a few months before his death. The number 13 in
the heading is a mistake that the presumed forger who supposedly
composed these fifty-four letters would have certainly avoided. If one
hundred copies of this letter were sent out, it is obvious that — at most —
only one copy was written by Rasid, and the rest by copyists.'® Either
Rasid inadvertently made a mistake in his count (and that can happen to
fathers with numerous children), or the copyist misread and miswrote
Rasid’s number (13 instead of 14). The copy of Letter 37 that Hafez-e
Abru had, in hand, probably bore the number 13 in its heading, because
it’s almost impossible to find any other explanation for the appearance of
the erroneous number 13 in both Hafez-e Abru’s account and in the Rasidi
Letters.

Morton contends that in Letter 37, the presumed forger treated a son
named Saykhi and a son named Mahmud as two different ones even
though according to the sources they are the same person.'? Unfortuna-
tely, the references provided by the sources are conflicting and one must
resolve their discrepancies before issuing a judgement on the validity of
Letter 37.

Three names appear in the sources: Mahmud, Saykhi and Saykh Mah-
mud. As already mentioned, Fasihi gives a precise date (13th of Jumada I
709/19 October 1309) for the birth of Rasid’s son “Rokn-od-din Saykh

12 Morton 1999, p. 196. The Hafez-e Abru number is then turned around by Morton
who suggests that the presumed forger used the same (ibid.).

1% Hafez Abru, Zayl 13508., p. 126-127; Mostowfi, Zafarndmeh 13775., vol. 11, p.1451.

15 Rasid confirms on several occasions his modus operandi for the writing of his
works: that he would prepare a draft and then hand it out to fast-writing scribes
(zud-nevis) for transferring it onto proper paper and format (bayaz); see for instance
Rasid-od-din, Lata’ef 2535/1976, pp. 61 and 69.

126 Morton 1999, p. 185.
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Mahmud,” in a location that Morton judges to be historically correct.’?’
The latter is then construed as Fasihi’s proof of precise knowledge about
the event. Fasihi’s information, though, presents two problems. The first is
that Saykh Mahmud was born two months after the Vagfndameh which is
dated Rabi‘ I 709/August 1309 and which names Mahmud as one of Ras-
id’s sons. The second is that the “Saykh” in Saykh Mahmud’s name was
obviously not an epithet, for neither Rasid nor any of his sons ever reached
a religious status to be regarded a Saykh. It was rather an integral part of
his name and reflecting the complete name of the Sufi Saykh after whom
he was named,'® in the same way that Saykh Abu Eshiqg-e Inju (r. 1344-
56) was named after the celebrated Saykh Abu Eshiq-e Kazeruni (963-
1035), and his name was always mentioned with the epithet “Saykh”
included.’®

Hafez-e Abru, who is generally considered as a reliable source, names
the vizier appointed by the Chupanid Saykh Hasan (d. 1343) in 739/1338
as “Rokn-od-din Saykhi-ye Rasidi” (i.e., son of Rasid), and a few pages
later, uses the name “Rokn-od-din Saykh Mahmud” to describe the abdi-
cation of the same man from the vizierate.® Abd-or-Razzaq-e Samarqandi
also names this Chupanid vizier as “Rokn-od-din Saykhi-ye Ragidi.”!
The same person is next reported by Mahmud-e Kotobi, under the name
“Rokn-od-din Mahmud b. Rasid” to have joined Mobarez-od-din
Mohammad-e Mozaffar in Moharram of the year 744/1343 in an attack on
the citadel of Bam after which he comes back to Kerman.'* Furthermore,
Ahmad b. Hosayn b. ‘Ali-ye Kateb, mentions that “Amir Saykhi” had mar-
ried the daughter of Mobarez-od-din Mohammad-e Mozaffar, and Fasihi
specifies that “Rokn-od-din Saykh Mahmud” died in 744/1343 in
Kerman.

What can be deduced from the preceding information is that we have a
son of Rasid whose activities are only reported for circa 1339 and later

27 Ibid., p. 175.

12 He may have been named after the contemporary sufi Saykh, Saykh Mahmud-e Sha-
bastari (d. 1320), who resided in Tabriz and, even though very young at the time of
birth of Rasid’s son, he had already established a following for himself. Another
contemporary sufi Saykh was Saykh Mahmud-e Kojuji. It is highly unlikely that
Rasid’s son was named after the wily administrator, Saykh Mahmud, whom Ragid
accused to have undeservingly taken the title Saykh-ol-masayekh along with Gay-
khatu’s vizier Sadr-od-din who took the title Sadr-e Jahan (Rasid-od-din, Jame ‘-ot-
tavarikh 1957, vol. I11, p. 448).

12 Same is true for the names of other rulers and dignitaries of that period such as the
Jalayerid Saykh Hasan and the Chupanid Saykh Hasan.

130 Hafez-e Abru, Zayl 13508., pp. 204 and 208

Bl Samarqandi, Matla‘-os-sa‘dayn 13723., p. 170.

B2 Kotobi, Tarikh-e al-e mozaffar 13643., p. 46.

133 Ahmad b. Hosayn b. *Ali-ye Kateb, Tarikh-e jadid-e Yazd 1978, p. 162
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(which concurs with the information that he was born in 1309), was in
Kerman in 1343 and died there, and that, with the exception of Kotobi, all
chroniclers name him as either Saykh Mahmud, or Saykhi which is a well
attested nickname for those who are named after a Sufi §aykh.'* It makes
a lot more sense to treat Kotobi’s reporting of the son of Rasid’s name as
erroneous — an error that may also be imputed to scribal inadvertence or
lack of knowledge — than to try to identify the Saykhi (alias Saykh
Mahmud) of the sources with the Mahmud of the Vagfnameh, whom Rasid
names without the epithet Saykh. 13

Rasid thus had two similarly named sons, one Mahmud and one Saykh
Mahmud. This was not the only instance that he had named his sons simi-
larly, for as we shall see he had named his eldest son Amir-‘Ali, and two
other sons as ‘Ali-$ah and ‘Ali.

We may also note that in the Vagfnameh, Rasid had envisaged the pos-
sibility of sons that would be born later on.'* It therefore seems logical
that the name of Saykhi, who was born two months later than the compila-
tion date of the Vagfnameh, should not appear in the latter document but
instead emerge in Letter 37, which was written at a much later date.

Another mystery name alluded to by Morton is Sa‘d-od-din to whom
two of the Letters are addressed. For the reasons provided below, it seems
that Sa‘d-od-din should be identified with Amir-‘Ali, whom Ras3id
presents as the eldest of his sons in the Vagfnameh:

1. Sa‘d-od-din’s name appears at the top of the list of Rasid’s children
in Letter 37, i.e., the very logical place for the name of the eldest son.’¥

2. Ra3id states in the 1309 Vagfndmeh that in a prior version of it, he
had designated his most valiant son (ar$ad) as the main trustee (fowliat)
and his second most valiant son (arSad-e sani) as the trust controller /
protector (esraf), but had to revoke his decision because they had proved
to be unworthy. Implicitly, he faults his two sons for their lack of piety and
a behavior that had aroused the animosity of the rest of the children and
had put them in conflict with him."*¥ Rasid doesn’t give us the name of the
two rejected sons but provides a clue to the identity of one of them when
he specifies that the children of his eldest child (farzand-e mahin) Amir-

13 Dehkhoda, Logatndameh, vol. IX, p. 12919,

133 In Letter 35, one of the quarters is named Roknieh which must relate to Mahmud’s
lagab. 1t therefore seems likely that Rokn-od-din was first the lagab of Mahmud,
and upon his death was adopted by his namesake Saykh Mahmud alias Saykhi.

136 In listing his sons, Rasid foresees an expansion of the group of sons by giving the
same privileges to new additions ( a2uas Wiy s ); RaSid-od-din, Vagfnameh
2536/1977, p. 119.

37 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 216.

13 Ragid-od-din, Vagfnameh 2536/1977, pp. 118-119.
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‘Ali were eligible to participate in the rotation of trustees but not Amir-
‘Ali himself. Since arSad is commonly understood as the “eldest male”
rather than the most valiant, we must assume that the initial main trustee
that Rasid had appointed was Amir-‘Ali.”® Interestingly, in Letter 11,
Sa‘d-od-din is accused of being immersed in wine and music (i.e., impi-
ety), and bringing ruin and depopulation to the territories assigned to
him. " Sa‘d-od-din must have persisted in his debauchery for Rasid to de-
nounce his behavior in an open letter. His behavior certainly made him
unfit for the trusteeship of a pious foundation such as the Rab“.

3. In the Vagfnameh, which is supposed to be a testimony of the do-
nor’s piety, the names of eight of Rasid’s sons are reduced to a bare mini-
mum, devoid of titles and epithets. Since Rasid refers therein to his eldest
son as Amir-‘Ali, we must accept the word “Amir” to be an integral part of
his name (like “Soltan” in Soltan-‘Ali or “Sah” in ‘Ali-§ah). Thus, Amir-
‘Ali is distinct from ‘Ali, and this ties in well with the mention of ‘Ali’s
name in Letter 37, after that of Ahmad (i.e., in a subordinate position) as
inheritor of a palm-plantation near Hella.! If ‘Ali was the same as the
eldest son, no matter how much he had slid into disfavor, his name, if
mentioned, would be written prior to any of his brothers. ‘Ali (without
Amir) is also mentioned in seventh place in the announcement that Rasid
made through Letter 24 for the marriage of his sons.#

In comparing the list of names in the Vagfhameh with the one in Letter
37, Morton makes the implicit assumption that the former presented a
complete list of all the surviving sons at that time. To the contrary, a will
letter such as Letter 37 may include all sons because according to Islamic
laws, the sons of concubines inherit at par with those from regular wives,
whereas vagf documents, generally name only the most important or the
most trustworthy of the sons, or those the donor favored. By his own
avow, Rasid eliminated two of his sons from trusteeship. One of them was
Amir-‘Ali, but the second is unnamed in the Vagfnameh. Because of the
Letters, one can argue that the second removed son is Pir-Soltan.

Indeed, as a son of Rasid, Pir-Soltan’s identity is attested by Hafez-e
Abru and most other historians writing about the defeat of Arpa Kaun
(r. 1335-36) and the subsequent murder of the vizier Khajeh Giyas-od-din
Mohammad. Six days later, the latter’s brother Pir-Soltdn was also

139 Rasid used the literal meaning of arfad to extricate himself from the first appoint-
ment by arguing that it is truly difficult to find out who the most valiant is and one
can make mistakes (Rasid-od-din, Vagfnameh 2536/1977, p. 118).

0 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 33

¥l Ibid., p. 211.

92 Jpid., p. 120.
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killed.® The sources provide no more information on him. But according
to Letter 45, he was the hakem of Georgia during the reign of Gazan,
and in Letter 39, one of the walled districts on the shores of a canal that
Rasid had ordered to be dug near Mosul, was named after him." Thus,
with the additional information provided by the Letters, one can readily
see that the only senior son of Rasid not to be named in the Vagfhameh, is
Pir-Soltan. He is probably the arSad-e sani that Rasid removed from
trusteeship.

As for the three other names in Letter 37 that are not included in the
Vagfnameh, i.e., Homam, ‘Ali, and ‘Ali-§ah, like Saykhi they may have
been born after the compilation of this document, or alternatively, they
were considered by Rasid as unfit (perhaps due to lineage problems) to
hold a trustee position. The fact that their names appears in Letter 24 in
which Rasid announces the simultaneous marriage of nine of his sons,
does not necessarily vouch for maturity and advanced age. In 1304, Uljay-
tu married two of his sons, Bastam and Bayazid (aged seven and four res-
pectively), on the same day. ¥ That Il-Khanid double-wedding must have
inspired Rasid to organize a multiple wedding for his sons as well.$

As for the other sons mentioned in Letter 37, their names, responsibili-
ties and rank certainly agree with what is known from other sources. Jalal-
od-din, for instance, who is named in the Vagfnameh as the new main trus-
tee, who was important enough to be attacked independently by the vizier
Taj-od-din ‘Ali-$ah in his quest to secure the vizierate for himself, who
was appointed administrator of Rum along with Teymurtas son of Amir
Chupan, and stands out as the most prestigious son of Rasid in all of the
sources, is also portrayed by the Letters as the most powerful of Rasid’s
sons.

3 Hafez-e Abru, Zayl 13508., p. 196

14 The expression “Padsah-e sa‘id” was exclusively used by Rasid in reference to
Gazan, and same is true of Abarquhi who uses it in the heading of this letter
(Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 240). The allotment of Georgia to Pir-Soltan continued
until the very last days of Rasid, for according to Letter 37, the revenues from that
province were to be obtained through the deputies (rovvab) of Pir-Soltan (Savaneh-
ol-afkar 1979, p. 209).

S Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, pp. 222-223.

46 That may be the case of ‘Ali who is named as governor of Bagdad in two of the
letters.

47 Kasani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13483., p. 42

48 Especially since the same subject offered a link to a Saknameh episode for the Abu-
Sa‘idnameh project (Soudavar 1996-a, pp. 135-136.)
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LETTER 35

Whereas the Jame ‘-ot-tavarikh was written after the fact, and with an
eye on posterity, Letter 35 gives us a glimpse of the propaganda that Rasid
was generating in the heath of interactions with different neighbors.

In this letter, Rasid mentions that Gazan had the intention to winter on
the coasts of the Mediterranean Sea (Darya-ye Rum) but decided to go to
Qarabag instead. He gives four sets of reasons for Gazin’s change of
plans, the first three of which are simply preludes to the fourth one. First,
he mentions that the rulers of Cyprus and other principalities of Rum (i.e.,
former Byzantium principalities) and warlords of Syria and Egypt came to
pay their respects. Second, they were followed by all the dignitaries and
nobles of the European islands and coastal cities (jazayer-e afranj) such as
Istanbul, who undertook paying the Islamic poll-tax for non-Muslims
(jezya), and a tribute similar to what was paid to the ‘Abbasid Caliphs,
Harun-ar-Rasid, Ma‘mun, etc. Third, with ambassadors arriving every day,
came envoys from Sistan and Kabol who claimed that the warlords of Sind
were ready to submit to Gazan. As a result, Gazan is said to have planned
to winter in Qarabag, go to NeySabur the next summer, and attack India
the following winter.

Because of an emphasis on the multitude of foreign visitors, especially
from Istanbul and Syria, the time frame of the letter must be circa 1302,
the year in which — as we saw — the Jame ‘-ot-tavarikh and the Zafar-
nameh had reported the arrival of numerous foreign emissaries. But
whereas both of these sources underlined the arrival of ambassadors
(ilchi), in Letter 35 Ras$id switched the focus of attention to the accompa-
nying nobles and dignitaries, and presented their gifts as a payment of the
jezya. It was a clever ploy to portray Gazan — in his capacity of receiver
of the jezya — as the real Pad$ah-e Eslam, and successor to the most fa-
mous of the ‘Abbasid Caliphs, in opposition to the puppet ‘Abbasid Caliph
that the Mamluks had established in Cairo.

One can also read in between the lines that the proclaimed decision not
to winter near the Mediterranean Sea was made to dissimulate Gazan’s
retreat from the west (perhaps because of the deteriorating position of the
[I-Khanid troops in the Syrian campaign) under the pretense of prepara-
tions for a forthcoming Indian campaign. Since Gazan died the following
year and such a campaign never took place, it is hard to ascertain whether
he had really harbored the thought of an Indian invasion. Chances are that
he did not. For if he did, he would have certainly avoided publicizing it
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fifteen months in advance.® At the same time, since he was not going to
stay in the west, it was good propaganda to claim that Géazan had
originally set plans to winter in Donguzlu on the Aegean Sea, in order to
boast how far his dominion extended.

The stated purpose of Letter 35 was to present Rasid’s son Majd-od-
din, with the list of imperial requirements for the coming winter. As these
requests were to be copied and dealt with in different stations of the II-
Khanid administration, Ra§id saw in them a vehicle for spreading official
propaganda throughout the empire. He would cleverly find excuses for I1-
Khanid retreats and setbacks, and subtly twist reality in order to project an
image of power and success, and tuck them in a routine letter addressed to
one of his sons or subordinates. Letter 35 is a sample of the sophisticated
and artful political propaganda that Rasid was able to generate.

PROBLEMS OF METHODOLOGY

In Letter 20 Rasid provides a list of fifty one learned men to his son
‘Ali who, according to its heading, is the “governor” of Bagdad, with
detailed instructions on goods to be sent to each of them. Morton picks one
name out of this list, that of “the peerless Indian Mathematician Sams-od-
din-e Hendi, resident at Delhi,” claiming that his existence is otherwise
unconfirmed and construes that as part of the presumed forger’s scheme to
sprinkle the Letters with various references to India which “seem to tally
with those in others” but when “the Letters come under serious suspicion
the opposite is true.”150

That of course is one way to look at the record. A less biased approach
(with less “suspicion”) would be to notice that Sams-od-din-e Hendi is not
the only hitherto unknown name of the list. As a matter of fact, the late
Danespazuh with his encyclopedic knowledge of names could only cross-
reference twenty five of the names with other sources, two with names that
appear elsewhere in the Letters, and one whom he surmised to belong to a
prominent family of learned men.”! What’s interesting though, is that
none were found to be unreal or anachronistic, and for many that were
cross-referenced, Dane$pazuh provided life dates that overlapped with
Rasid’s.

Four judges (gazis) were included in the list (those of Kerman, Fam,
Amol and Tabriz), the identity of the latter two can be ascertained, since

19 On the other hand, in a pattern that may recall Uljaytu’s dealings with the Negude-
ris, it is possible that some contacts were initiated with them, and it is the Neguderis
that Rasid is referring to when talking about the envoys from Sistan and Kabol.

150 Morton 1999, p. 170.

Bl Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, introd. pp. 12-27.
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they had written letters in praise of Rasid.!® The information about gazis,
though, was not of a type readily available in the Teymurid era. And, yet,
we see that the names of half of the listed gazis are corroborated through
independent means, and the other half are not contradicted by any other
source. Thus whether looked upon as a whole or at group levels, the list
has the same consistency throughout, and the case of Sams-od-din-e Hendi
is no different than half of the other persons mentioned in this letter.

Unlike prominent theologians like Hasan b. Motahhar-e Helli and
‘Azod-od-din-e Iji, the men in the list may have been famous in their own
time, but the fame of many never reached the following century. It was not
an easy task for a Teymurid researcher to dig through the names of the
learned men of the past in order to come up with such a wide-ranging list
of scholars that included mathematicians, astronomers, theologians,
judges, and hadis experts.

Besides Sams-od-din-e Hendi, there was at least one other prominent
figure from India, namely Zakarya of Multan. In addition, Sayf-od-din of
Egypt who lived in Antioch, Jamal-od-din Eslim of Tarmaz and Sekar-lab
of Sayram,!3 came from regions outside I1-Khanid domains, and Hojjat-
od-din Musa of Mardin, Kahf-od-din of Tarsus and Fazel of Hasankeyf
from the fringes or contested areas.’® Overall, the list was to show the ex-
tent of Ragid’s prestige in the community of scholars and scientists whose
members came from a domain even wider than the one defined by “from
the Oxus to the Nile” slogan. At the same time, it gives us a clue of how
Rasid built up — or actually bought — support for himself: by being mag-
nanimous towards important communities such as that of the scholars and
the learned. To have lived as long as he did, with the power and wealth
that he enjoyed, in a hostile environment where every associate or subor-
dinate was ready to stab him in the back, he certainly needed solid support
from all those who counted, that is, from the pillars of the state and the
supports of the realm.

STYLISTIC COMPARISON

The arguments presented so far show how the contents of the Letters
concur with the sources, follow the normal progress of events in that pe-
riod, and give complementary information that make sense. These can still
be regarded by the sceptics as circumstantial evidence and not proof of
authenticity. The one undeniable proof, however, of early compilation of
these letters (i.e., about the time that Abarquhi claims to have presented his

152 Ibid., introd. pp. 14, 17.
153 Sayram is situated to the north of Tashkent and 12 km. from Chimkent, on the right

bank of the Syr-darya river, in today’s Kazakhstan.
4 Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, p. 72-73.
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work to Khajeh Giyas-od-din Mohammad) is provided by the comparison
of the text of the aforementioned al-Mo ‘jam of Fazlollah Monsi-ye Qazvi-
ni with the Rasidi Letters. For what we have in the al-Mo ‘jam is not a case
of discreet plagiarism from the Rasidi Letters, but wholesale plagiarism of
almost unparalleled magnitude. Because of the importance of the argu-
ment, I thought it best to reproduce in the Appendix the corresponding
passages of the two works as first noticed by Mohaddes-e Ormavi, especi-
ally in view of his erroneous conclusion regarding the question: who
copied whom? ‘

A simple comparison of the two texts clearly shows that sections of
Ragid’s letter that were part of a lengthy discourse addressed to his son
Sa‘d-od-din, have been selectively chosen to be used in various parts of a
work in praise of Atabak Nosrat-od-din Ahmad (r. 1295-1334) of the Lor-
¢ Bozorg principality. A series of advices listed for Sa‘d-od-din as the ad-
ministrator in charge of a province, have been turned into a list of merits
for the Atdbak Ahmad, which at times does not make sense. For instance,
the subject of the return of the lands unjustly confiscated for the benefit of
the Divan (the central administration) — i.e., essentially for the benefit of
the II-Khian — was not a decision for a local ruler to make; it was the
responsibility of the administrator representing the II-Khan in that prov-
ince. Thus Rasid could advise Sa‘d-od-din to be just and return these lands
to their rightful owners, but Qazvini shouldn’t have listed such returns
among the accomplishments of the Atabak.

It also seems rather obvious that the plagiarist is the one who takes
apart an almost continuous text and uses its different parts in various sec-
tions of his work rather than the other way around, since it is much more
difficult to reassemble a disparate text into a congruent flow. Furthermore,
if Rasid’s modus operandi was to search provincial chronicles as copy
models for his writings, one wonders where he would have found the time
to produce such an important body of work and why further cases of his
plagiarism have not been detected.’ In a provincial milieu, where compe-
tition was scarce, Qazvini could get away with massive plagiarism but at
the II-Khanid court where RaSid had many enemies, each trying to expose
his slightest mistakes, the vizier could not.

Moreover, the accomplishments that Qazvini lists for the Atabak
Ahmad project the image of a ruler with many years of rule behind him,
which, in all probability, places the work past the death of Rasid.

155 Ragid’s style, like that of many other writers, is clearly affected by classical Persian
works such as the Qabusnameh (see Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, introd. p. 51, where
Danespazuh quotes Falina), or the Golestan of Sa‘di (compare for instance p. 75,
with the preface of the Golestan).
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Finally, as Ormavi reluctantly concedes, Qazvini not only copied a
hefty part of his introduction (where he praises the Atabak Ahmad) from
another work, the al-Mo ‘jam fi ma‘ayir-e as‘ar-el-‘ajam of Sams-e Qays-e
Razi (see Appendix), but also formulated the title of his own work after
it.1s6 Interestingly, where his plagiarized text differs from the Rasidi origi-
nal, it is due to a “cut and paste” from the Sams-e Qays-e Razi text.!s’

If Qazvini used the Letters for wholesale plagiarism, other contempo-
raries did it more subtly. Kasani for instance used them in several passages
of his Tarikh-e Uljaytu which were added within the context of the Abu-
Sa‘idnameh project in order to create new links between episodes of the
Sahnameh and events of Mongol history.!®® As in the case of Qazvini,
Kasani’s integration of Rasid’s compositions into his own was not always
successful. Whereas, Rasid’s vast Qoranic knowledge allowed him to
incorporate verses into his prose in a fluent and congruent manner, Kasa-
ni’s adoption of the same was incongruent and ill-advised. For example,
Rasid used the verse “like scattered locusts” (Qoran 54:8) to describe en-
emy troops,'® while Kasani used the same to describe I1-Khanid troops.®

The above examples provide a confirmation that in the latter years of
Abu-Sa‘id’s reign, the Letters were used indeed as a copying source by
scribes, just as Abarquhi wanted it to be.

CONCLUSION

After the death of the vizier and his sons, KaSani accused him of
stealing the fruit of his labor.¢! It cast a cloud on the statesman’s writings
and set the stage for further accusations so much so that Mohaddes even
accused him of copying the arch-plagiarist Qazvini. And today, Morton is
obstinately trying to discredit his Letters.

There is a popular saying that if a bird walks like a duck, quacks like a
duck and looks like a duck, it must be a duck! In looking at the Rasidi
Letters as a whole, one cannot escape the conclusion that if its author:

- had a detailed fiscal administrative knowledge of various province as
Rasid did,

1% See Sams-e Qays Razi, al-Mo ‘jam fi ma‘ayir-e as‘ar-el-‘ajam 1981, p. xxv. This
work was composed for the Solgorid Atabak Abu-Bakr b. Sa‘d (1. 1231-60); see
also footnotes of ‘Aqili, Asar-ol-vozara 1958, pp. 321-322.

157 See for instance Qazvini’s first paragraph in the Appendix in which he has inserted
the following sentence from Sams-e Qays:

a5 el gl ) eadlian Glae 5 Las 5 craled Galaas

18 Soudavar 1996-a, pp. 173-176.

19 mnve ol s agn€ 5 KaSani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13485., p. 131.

1600 Kagani, Tarikh-e Uljaytu 13483., p. 63.

6l See for instance Soudavar 1996-a, pp. 174-175, 207.
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- had medicinal knowledge about various ingredients to be ordered for
the Tabriz hospital and described a program of “intern” training that only a
physician with Ra§id’s experience can devise,

- had a command of Qoranic verses that only a commentator of the
Qoran such as RaSid would have,

-was able to quickly respond to intricate philosophical and religious
questions asked by prominent theologians, as Rasid had done on numerous
occasions, 162

- had a vast knowledge about geography that only a much traveled of-
ficial such as Rasid would have,

- was in contact with so many scholars and learned men as Rasid
was, 163

- had detailed information about agriculture and agricultural products
that only an important landowner such as Rasid would have,

- and finally, possessed literary skills comparable to Rasid,

then he must be Rasid himself. For it is a tribute to the genius of Rasid
that no other statesman of that period, or perhaps even in the entire history
of Tran, ever accumulated so much power, knowledge and wealth in order
to be able to write such a varied set of letters.

The existing editions of the Rasidi Letters certainly suffer — as many
texts from that period do — from inaccuracies that may be attributed to
traditional factors such as scribal inadvertence, author’s exaggerations or
intentional alterations of truth, that may render the text partly incompre-
hensible or suspect at first glance. But as the few examples presented
above demonstrate, in most cases, it’s possible to reconstruct the events
and obtain, through the information provided by the Letters, a more de-
tailed picture than traditional sources permit. Because of the unusual type
of information that they offer and the variety of topics that they cover, the
Letters must be considered as one of the most important sources of Iranian
studies in general, and Mongol studies in particular. The condemnation of
such a valuable source of information cannot be taken lightly. Rather than
pursue a futile exercise in condemning the Rasidi Letters, it is perhaps
time to fully explore the vast potential that they offer for all spheres of
Persian studies.

162 See for instance ibid., pp. 116-119; also, one of the volumes of the Jame ‘-ot-tasa-
nif-e Rasidi, is entirely devoted to such questions and answers and is thus entitled
Asvela va ajveba (Questions and Answers), and another, the Lata’ef-ol-haga’eq,
contains a fair amount of them.

16 Dane§paZuh provides a proof of the independent circulation of Letter 38 also ad-
dressed to Sadr-od-din Mohammad Torkeh, by invoking its inclusion, albeit in a
modified version, in Hafez Hosayn Karbala’i’s Rowzat-ol-janan va jannat-ol-janan
written in 975/1596 (Savaneh-ol-afkar 1979, introd. p. 37).
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APPENDIX

Excerpts from Letter 37

Excerpts from Mo jam fi-tarikh-
after "Aqili 1958, editor’s notes pp. 287-322

5 0D g6 5 8 e s K8 sl e
T RO PN JPET S JEUIN JEE: PN
5SS bl Osr 5 ol Jlazel Jlowy Jile!
G Al el a3 Aoy s o6 il
B g s e LB S Ly gl sl
Csler 9 .;,b,? g man b 5 liledann
S oam ¢H 5 e Jim 0 a5 Glysens
= rg}.\l:;'} laie b s Wl s
Gy o Sl 5 culgd b 4 Y]
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2 ed ey Glama padgn Glaa 5 a3
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8 s W Sl S Wb Ul
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