
PPrroocceeeeddiinnggss ooff tthhee 55tthh CCoonnffeerreennccee
ooff tthhee SSoocciieettaass IIrraannoollooggiiccaa EEuurrooppææaa

held in Ravenna, 6-11 October 2003

VVooll.. IIII
CCllaassssiiccaall && CCoonntteemmppoorraarryy IIrraanniiaann SSttuuddiieess

Edited by Antonio PANAINO & Riccardo ZIPOLI

MIMESIS

MILANO 2006

SSOOCCIIEETTAASS IIRRAANNOOLLOOGGIICCAA EEUURROOPPÆÆAA
IISSTTIITTUUTTOO IITTAALLIIAANNOO PPEERR LL’’AAFFRRIICCAA EE LL’’OORRIIEENNTTEE

AALLMMAA MMAATTEERR SSTTUUDDIIOORRUUMM –– UUNNIIVVEERRSSIITTÀÀ DDII BBOOLLOOGGNNAA,, SSEEDDEE DDII RRAAVVEENNNNAA



II

© 2006 by Università di Bologna &

Istituto Italiano per l’Africa e l’Oriente

All Rights Reserved

Institute for

University of Bologna

Supported by:

Societas Iranologica Europæa

Istituto Italiano per l’Africa e l’Oriente

Ministero dell’Istruzione, dell’Università e della Ricerca

Area della Ricerca e delle Relazioni Internazionali, Università di Bologna

Pro-rettore per i Poli della Romagna, Università di Bologna

Facoltà di Conservazione dei Beni Culturali, Università di Bologna

Dipartimento di Storie e Metodi per la Conservazione dei Beni Culturali, Università di Bologna

Polo Scientifico-didattico di Ravenna, Università di Bologna

Fondazione Flaminia, Ravenna

Provincia di Ravenna

Comune di Ravenna

Cassa di Risparmio di Ravenna

Set in Gentium.

Gentium font developed by Victor GAULTNEY (<www.sil.org/~gaultney/gentium>).

This book is entirely set in UNICODE (<www.unicode.org>) except for:

Farsicon and Persicon fonts by Lyrica Persica Project, University of Venice (in D. Meneghini’s contribution).

Cover and title-page by Sara CIRCASSIA.

Electronic paste-up by Gian Pietro BASELLO (text) & Sara CIRCASSIA (plates).

Printed in Italy

by Associazione Culturale Mimesis

Via M. Pichi 3 – 20143 Milano

<www.mimesisedizioni.it>

ISBN 88-8483-464-5



Table of Contents

III

Table of Contents

Antonio C.D. PANAINO  (University of Bologna, branch of Ravenna)
Riccardo ZIPOLI  (‘Ca’ Foscari’ University, Venice)

Preface ........................................................................................................................ ...........................VII
Antonio C.D. PANAINO  (President of the Societas Iranologica Europæa, 2000-2003)

Opening Speech to the Fifth Conference of Iranian Studies. Ravenna, 6 October 2003 ..................... IX
Gherardo GNOLI  (President of the Istituto Italiano per l’Africa e l’Oriente)

Twenty Years On ................................................................................................................ ................. XIII
Romano PRODI  (President of the European Commission)

Message to the Organisers and Participants at the 5th European Conference of Iranian Studies .. XV
Bahram QASSEMI  (Ambassador of the Islamic Republic of Iran)

Address to the Organisers and Participants..................................................................................... XVII

CLASSICAL IRANIAN STUDIES

Bahram ADJERLOO & Seyed Amir MANSOURI  (University of Tehran)
Architecture of Azerbaijan in Ilkhanid Era. The Case Study: A New Archaeological Research on the
Ark of Alishah in Tabriz ....................................................................................................... ................... 3

Asya ASBAGHI  (Berlin)
Sind fotowwat und tasawwof auf einen gemeinsamen Ursprung zurückzuführen? ......................... 15

Alessandro CANCIAN  (Università di Siena)
Il tempio come mesocosmo nel Dabestān e maẕāheb ........................................................................... 23

Simone CRISTOFORETTI  (Università ‘Ca’ Foscari’, Venezia)
Ipotesi sulla kabīsa sistanica di Khalaf b. Aḥmad ............................................................................... 33

Giovanni M. D’ERME  (‘L’Orientale’ University, Naples)
The Sweetheart Figure in Hâfez’ Ġazals and her “Romanic Scent” .................................................... 41

Heidi GHOMI  (University of Göteborg)
Behind and Beyond the Veil in Persian Mystical Poetry ..................................................................... 49

Justine LANDAU  (Paris III – Sorbonne Nouvelle)
Naṣīr al-dīn Ṭūsī and Poetic Discourse ................................................................................................. 65

Roxanne D. MARCOTTE  (The University of Queensland, Australia)
Notes lexicographiques sur la Physique de la Qaṣīdah-yi asrār-i al-ḥikmah d’Abū al-‘Abbās al-
Lawkarī (mort après 503/1109)......................................................................................................... ..... 75

Fabio MARTELLI  (Università di Bologna, sede di Ravenna)
La storia persiana nell’opera di Annio da Viterbo e il sapere iniziatico in Italia ............................. 93

Hamed MAZAHERIAN  (School of Oriental and African Studies, London)
Shi‘a Decorative and Architectural Elements in the Safavid Period: The Significance of the
Guldasta as the Place of the Call to Prayer .................................................................................... .... 101

Daniela MENEGHINI  (‘Ca’ Foscari’ University, Venice)
Lirica Persica Hypertext: A Method for Studying Persian ghazal .................................................... 111

Mehdi NAJAFI AFRA  (Islamic Azad University, branch of Center-Tehran)
Suhrawardī and Iranian Philosophy ................................................................................................... 123

Laura E. PARODI  (University of Genoa)
Humayun’s Sojourn at the Safavid Court (A.D. 1543-44) ................................................................... 131

Natalia PRIGARINA  (Russian Academy of Sciences, Moscow)
Ḥāfeż’s bayt as a Happening: Demand for Comprehension, and Traditional sharḥ ........................ 155



Table of Contents

IV

Nosratollah RASTEGAR  (Institut für Iranistik, Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften)
Herrschaftslegitimation aus der Sicht Firdausīs: Machtergreifung iranischer Könige im Šāhnāme.
Prolegomena zu einer historisch-vergleichenden Studie................................................................... 165

Giorgio ROTA  (Institut für Iranistik, Österreichische Akademie der Wissenschaften, Wien)
Safavids and Kalmyks in the 17th Century: A Preliminary Assessment ........................................... 189

Soheila SAREMI  (Institute for Humanities & Cultural Studies, Tehran)
The Visage of Iblis (Satan) in Attar’s Works ................................................................................... ... 205

Ghassan SAYAF  (Università di Bologna)
I Selgiuchidi, dall’Asia centrale verso l’Occidente ............................................................................ . 213

Alessandro SCAFI  (Victoria and Albert Museum, London & University of Bologna, branch of
Ravenna)
The Image of Persia in Western Medieval Cartography..................................................................... 219

Abolala SOUDAVAR  (Houston, Texas)
Achaemenid Bureaucratic Practices and the Safavid Falsification of their Early History ............. 231

Hadi SULTAN-QURRAIE  (Monterey Institute of International Studies)
Intertextuality: Two Pictures of the same Woman in two Persian Classics...................................... 239

Iván SZÁNTÓ  (Centre for Iranian Studies, Eötvös Loránd University of Sciences, Budapest)
The “Wall Hanging” of Shah Ṭahmāsb I: A Re-introduction ............................................................. 251

Mostafa YOUNESIE  (Tarbiat Modares University, Tehran)
Avicenna Method for Translating Greek Philosophical Terms into Persian..................................... 259

Riccardo ZIPOLI  (‘Ca’ Foscari’ University, Venice)
Comparing Typical Vocabularies of Persian Ghazal Authors............................................................ 265

CONTEMPORARY IRANIAN STUDIES

Ferdows AGHAGOLZADEH  (Tarbiat Modarres University, Tehran)
Iranology in Linguistic Perspective............................................................................................ ......... 279

Sabir BADALKHAN  (‘L’Orientale’ University, Naples)
On the Med Fishermen of Coastal Makran ......................................................................................... . 287

Hassan Rezai BAGHBIDI  (Università di Tehrān)
La lingua degli zingari di Shiraz .............................................................................................. ........... 307

Gerardo BARBERA  (‘L’Orientale’ University, Naples)
The Palm in Minâb .............................................................................................................. ................. 317

Gabriele CAVALLETTI  (Università di Bologna)
Le caratteristiche formali della poesia postrivoluzionaria in Iran ................................................... 335

Zohreh FANNI  (University of Shahid Beheshti, Tehran)
Cities and Urbanization in Iran after the Islamic Revolution ........................................................... 355

Ela FILIPPONE  (University of the Tuscia, Viterbo)
The Body and the Landscape. Metaphorical Strategies in the Lexicon of the Iranian Languages . 365

Daniele GUIZZO  (‘Ca’ Foscari’ University, Venice)
Two Tâleši Dialects of Tâleš (Haštpar) Zone .................................................................................... .. 391

Homa HAJI ALIMOHAMMADI  (Anthropology Research Center, Cultural Heritage Organization)
Z. Nazari DASHLIBROON  (Academic Staff, Cultural Heritage Organization, Tehran)

Women in an Iranian Unique Village ............................................................................................. ..... 401
Éva M. JEREMIÁS  (Centre for Iranian Studies, Eötvös Loránd University of Sciences,

Budapest)
Hormoz Hormozdân’s Nâme-ye Mizân-e Pârsi (A Grammar written for “Zoroastrians”). I ............ 411

Farideh MADJIDI KHAMENEH  (Cultural Heritage Organization of Iran, Tehran)
Woman’s Role in Solving Tribal Disputes ........................................................................................ ... 429

Nader NASIRI-MOGHADDAM  (Paris III – Sorbonne Nouvelle)
Marché de l’art en Iran au début du XXe siècle à travers la correspondance Vignier .................... 439

Claus V. PEDERSEN  (University of Copenhagen)
Utopia in Modern Persian Prose Literature: Sâdeq Chubak. A Preliminary Study .......................... 445



Table of Contents

V

Angelo Michele PIEMONTESE  (Università ‘La Sapienza’, Roma)
Una sinossi di sillabismo lessicale e verbo persiano .......................................................................... 451

Adriano V. ROSSI  (‘L’Orientale’ University, Naples)
Colours and Lexical Taxonomies: Linguistic and Cultural Categories in Iranian ........................... 459

Maia SAKHOKIA  (G. Tsereteli Institute of Oriental Studies, Georgian Academy of Sciences)
Data for a Historical Morphosyntax of the Persian Language .......................................................... 481

Chiara SEMENZATO  (Chief Librarian, University of Bologna, branch of Ravenna)
The Private Collections of Oriental Studies at the Library of Faculty and Department of Cultural
Heritage. University of Bologna, Branch of Ravenna ........................................................................ 519

Alessandro VANOLI  (University of Bologna, branch of Ravenna)
Dying in the Name of God: Shia Foundations of the Idea of Martyrdom? ........................................ 523

Sanavbar VOHIDOWA  (Academie der Wissenschaften, Tadshikistan)
Die Stellung der iranisch-tadschikische Kultur in der Geschichte der Zentralasien ...................... 535

APPENDIX

Velizar SADOVSKI  (Institute of Iranian Studies, Austrian Academy of Sciences)
On Morphological Structures in the System of Personal Names.
Morphology and Semantics of Names and Epithets in Indo-Iranian, I............................................. 541





The Safavid Falsification of their Early History    SOUDAVAR

231

Abolala SOUDAVAR    Houston, Texas

Achaemenid Bureaucratic Practices

and the Safavid Falsification of their Early History

Introduction

nce nomadic tribes rise to power and establish control over an empire, by necessity,
they have to rely on the bureaucratic practices of their predecessors, as well as their
scribes and functionaries. Thus, despite the multitude of nomadic conquests of Asian

empires and the frequent upheavals in the power structures of these territories, in form
and substance, bureaucratic practices proved to be resilient to change, and provided a
lasting continuity.

A recent hoard of documents from Bactria best exemplifies this continuity. It reveals
how bureaucratic procedures followed by the Achaemenids – who themselves had made use
of Mesopotamian and Elamite scribes and scripts – lingered on in Central Asia up to the
Mongol times. Of particular interest is the procedure to include a verbatim quotation from
petitioners in the edicts issued in response to their petitions. While Persian farmāns do not
display such a feature, a farmān of the Il-Khān Abu-Sa‘id (r. 1317-35) written with Uyghur
characters, follows that practice. As a result, it reveals another Safavid manipulation of the
biography of their ancestor, Shaykh Safi-od-din-e Ardabili (1252-1334): that, contrary to
official Safavid accounts, Safi-od-din did not inherit the mantle of his mentor, Shaykh
Zāhed-e Gilāni (1218-1301), and the person who did inherit it was the latter’s son, Shaykh
Jamāl-od-din ‘Ali.

The Hoard

A hoard of Achaemenid bureaucratic instruments and documents that appeared on the
London art market in the 1990’s is now part of the Khalili collections, and about to be
published by Shaul Shaked. The latter made a preliminary presentation of his findings
at the Collège de France. The hoard was from Bactria and datable to the end of the
Achaemenid era, and essentially contained two types of instruments: incised (and in-
scribed) wooden sticks, and draft copies of official correspondence (mostly on leather).

Wooden Sticks

The wooden sticks were used as transaction instruments (fig. 1), say for instance in the
transfer of horses from A to B. The quantities involved in the transactions were incised on
a round wooden stick that was then cut in half, with each half carrying a part of the
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incisions. Additional information was written, in Aramaic, on the flat surface of the stick
halves. They were afterward remitted to the parties representing the two sides of the
transactions. Matching incisions provided a verification instrument for each party to the
transaction.

What is most extraordinary is the fact that in a Chinese account of 1237, the Hei-Ta shih-
lüeh [Sketch of the Affairs of the Black Ta (i.e., Mongols)], the Mongols are described to follow
the same practice, fifteen centuries after the Achaemenids:

“T’ing once investigated it, the Ta (Tatar=Mongol) people originally had no writing. How-
ever, there are three kinds which they now use. As that which circulates in the country
proper of the Ta (Tatar) people, they only use small sticks three or four ts’un long. They
incise them (at) the four corners. Moreover, if they dispatch ten horses, then they incise
ten incisions. In general they only incise their number…”.1

Another text from the same period, relates that the Mongol’s immediate predecessors,
the (white) Khitāns (of the Liao dynasty) and the Jurchens (of the Chin dynasty) also used
the same wooden instruments for their transactions:

“Sometimes they break [pieces of] wood as tallies. On the surface they incise a number of
strokes. Each receives his half. When it happens that they dispatch an army, they use the
coincidence of the wooden tallies as evidence”.2

Edicts

An interesting legalistic feature of some the Bactrian documents studied by Shaked is the
incorporation of a verbatim quotation from a petitioner (or an investigator) into an edict,
explaining the causes of the action. The edict was thus based on a representation, and in
effect, its validity became pegged to the veracity of said representation. If the latter proved
to be wrong, the edict was no longer enforceable. At a time when communications between
a ruler and his subordinates took several days, weeks or even months, this legalistic feature
provided a hedge against the misrepresentations of subordinates, as well as changing situ-
ations.

Unfortunately, this tradition seems to have been lost in Persian farmāns. Perhaps, the
vanity of the Persian scribes left no room for the incorporation of another person’s text
into their ornate writings. However, in Mongol farmāns – which kept a more straight-
forward style – the tradition remained. A point in case is a Uyghur farmān of the Il-Khān
Abu-Sa‘id kept in the Tehran Archeological Museum, and first alluded to by P. Pelliot in
1936, and painstakingly pieced together and translated by F.W. Cleaves in 1953.3 After
quoting the petitioner’s representations, the secretariat of Abu-Sa‘id prefaces the validity
of the actions to be taken with a conditional stipulation “if it be true” (see the appendix).
Clearly, the enforcers of the decree had to first ascertain that the petitioner did not

                                                          
1  F.W. Cleaves, “A Chancery Practice of the Mongols in the Thirteenth and Fourteenth Centuries” in
Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies 14 (Cambridge, 1951), p. 501.
2  Cleaves, “Chancery Practices”, p. 504, quoting the Chien-yen i-lai ch’ao-yeh tsa-chi.
3  Soudavar, “The Mongol Legacy”; F.W. Cleaves, “The Mongol Documents in the Musée de Téhéran”
in Harvard Journal of Asiatic Studies 16 (1953), pp. 27-33; P. Pelliot, “Les documents mongols du Musée
de Téhéran” in Āthār-e Iran 1 (Paris, 1936), pp. 37-44.
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misrepresent the facts before taking any action. As a result, the edict contains two types of
historical information, one pertaining to the petitioner’s complaint and the other, the
general practice of the Mongol secretariat.

The Abu-Sa‘id Edict

Cleaves certainly achieved a major tour de force in providing a meaningful translation for a
dilapidated document which transcribed many Persian names and bureaucratic expres-
sions, pronounced in a Turkic way, and written in the imprecise Uyghur script. Yet, as
Minorsky – who first commented on Cleaves’ work – surmised: “more precision is to be
expected from a repeated examination of the original, and, still more, from a careful study
of the Muslim background, that lay beyond Professor Cleaves’s immediate task”.4 Thus, in
light of the historical information available for that period, I have tried to correct certain
parts of Cleaves’ translation, and have offered a full new version in the appendix (here
below).

The most important character mentioned in the decree is one read by Cleaves as “šiγ
šaγid Ibrayim”, which he interpreted as Shaykh Shahid Ebrāhim. But Minorsky not only
correctly identified said Ebrāhim as Shaykh Zāhed Ebrāhim, but also explained that two
other names mentioned therein, i.e., Jamāl-od-din ‘Ali and Shams-od-din Muhammad, per-
tained to his two sons. He then concluded that the document seemed “to underline and
complete the picture of the struggles” for Shaykh Zāhed’s succession and that the rise of
Shaykh Safi-od-din was “a complicated affair and provoked the opposition and intervention
of the Mongol rulers”.5 He failed however, to expand his conclusion to full extent, and to
acknowledge the fact that the document undermined the much publicized Safavid claim:
that the eponym of their dynasty had inherited the mantle of Shaykh Zāhed. To better
understand this, a brief historical background is necessary.

The Shaykh Zāhed Succession Myth

The early history of the Safavids is based on the c.1350  Safvat-os-safā written by one
Tavakkoli b. Esmā‘il-e Bazzāz. Since later on, the Safavids became Shi‘ites and claimed to
be the descendants of the Seventh Imam Al-Musā al-Kāzem, the Safvat had to be revised
accordingly. Thus, by order of Shāh Tahmāsb (r. 1524-76) all sections contradicting these
claims were modified, and Safi-od-din’s genealogy was extended to the Sevent Imam.6

But not all falsifications occurred in Tahmāsb’s time. Because the Safvat was written
half a century after the death of Shaykh Zāhed, and was composed as an ode to the glory of

                                                          
4  V. Minorsky, “A Mongol Decree of 720/1321 to the Family of Shaykh Zahid” in Bulletin of the School
of Oriental and African Studies 16/3 (London, 1954), pp. 515-27.
5  Minorsky, “Mongol Decree”, p. 521. Strangely, Minorsky commented that the epithet shahid
(martyr) for Shaykh Zāhed was unwarranted and perhaps meant “the late”, but did not suggest that
throughout the document, šaγid was in fact a corrupted transcription of Zāhed.
6  A. Kasravi, Maghālāt-e Kasravi (Newport Beach, CA, n.d.), pp. 218-53; M. Mazzaoui, The Origins of the
Safavids (Wiesbaden, 1972), pp. 46-51.
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Safi-od-din, it already contained several myths at inception, the most interesting of which
is the story of Shaykh Zāhed’s succession.

The young Safi-od-din seeking enlightenment joins the congregation of the celebrated
Shakh Zāhed in Gilān, and soon becomes a trusted disciple, to the extent that the Shaykh
gives him his daughter in marriage. The favoritism displayed by the Shaykh toward the
young disciple alarms many followers who fear that he might appoint Safi instead of his
eldest son Jamāl-od-din ‘Ali as successor. In order to calm the unrests, the Shaykh proceeds
with a demonstrative experiment. He asks his followers where Safi is. They answer: he is
praying in his khalvat (his abode of peace) by the sea, some six kilometers away. He then
asks where is Jamāl-od-din. They answer: he is praying in his own khalvat next door. He
then calls them both by their names. Soon after, Safi rushes in and the Shaykh asks him
why he had come. He answers: I heard your summon O Shaykh. Meanwhile, there was no
response from Jamāl-od-din. The Shaykh then turns to his followers and tells them: such is
the closeness of Safi to us that he can hear us miles away and such is the aloofness of my
son that he cannot even hear us next door; it is god’s will that Safi acts in unison with us
and I cannot disobey it. At this point, the Shaykh’s disciples exclaim their agreement for
the succession to go to Safi. The latter is then appointed as successor, but moves to Ardabil
where Shaykh Zāhed reportedly visits him on one occasion.7 The Safvat’s account is sub-
sequently repeated with minor modifications in the Habib-os-siyar, written during the reign
of Shāh Esmā‘il I (r. 1501-24).8

A good thing about Persian historiographers is that whenever they falsify an account,
they leave enough clues for a keen observer to read between the lines and guess what
really happened. The case of Shaykh Zāhed’s succession is no exception. Indeed, there are
at least four pointers to that effect:

1.  The text clearly states that there were strong objections to Safi-od-din’s appointment
and that a majority of Saykh Zāhed’s followers favored his son.

2.  The very epithet Jamāl-od-din (the splendor of the religion) of the Shaykh’s son indic-
ates that he was well respected in the religious hierarchy. In addition, the Safvat mentions
that he was of mature age (sefid-rish, lit. white beard), and the Habib ads the epithet
“Shaykh” before his name. Clearly, a mature son of a shaykh, who is himself called a
shaykh, has a better chance to become the successor of his father than a new comer.

3.  Such was the authority of Shaykh Zāhed that if he really wanted Safi to be his suc-
cessor, he did not have to justify it before his disciples. One statement to that effect would
have sufficed. The elaborate, and implausible, scheme that the Safvat has invented is in
itself a sign of truth alteration.

4.  Most importantly, if Safi was really appointed as successor, he would have remained in
Gilān with the Shaykh. His departure to Ardabil is indicative of the fact that he was driven
out of Gilān and had to set up shop elsewhere.

While the above strongly suggests that the succession account of Shaykh Zāhed is wrong,
it is only the decree of Abu-Sa‘id that gives a clear indication as to whom really succeeded
him.

                                                          
7  Tavakkoli b. Esmā‘il-e Bazzāz, Safvat-os-safā, ms. 53 of the Art and History Trust collection, dated
1623.
8  Ghiyās-od-din b. Homām (known as) Khāndamir, Habib-os-siyar, ed. M. Dabir-Siyāqi, (Tehran, 1353),
vol. IV, p.416.
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Inheriting the “Throne” of Shaykh Zāhed

The edict contains a verbatim complaint from a certain Shaykh Badr-od-din Abu-Moham-
mad Mahmud who represents that: as per a (previous) edict, he was supposed to sit in lieu
of his father, Shaykh Jamāl-od-din, on the sajjāda of Shaykh Zāhed Ebrāhim, but was pre-
vented by Shams-od-din (see below). Two important points need to be emphasized in this
respect.

The first is the significance of the term sajjāda (prayer rug). It pertains to the more
militant dervish orders, with a hierarchical structure inherited from Mithraic societies.
The head of these societies sat on a throne covered with the skin of the sacrificial bull, and
early post-Islamic orders such as the Khorramdiniyeh followed the same practice.9 Even
today, the skin that some dervishes carry is called pust-takht (lit. skin-throne). Moreover, a
treatise from the Khāksāriyeh order clearly equates the sajjāda with a throne (takht).10 The
sajjāda is thus the Islamic version of the throne of a Mithraic/dervish congregation, and
therefore, Cleaves was right in assuming that: “in a Dervish order [it] has the function
which a throne has in a kingdom”.11

The second point is that Badr-od-din’s petition unequivocally states that the “throne” of
Shaykh Zāhed was first inherited by Jamāl-od-din ‘Ali (who is qualified as a shaykh), and
that a succession problem only arose after his demise. There is no mention that the latter
needed a Mongol decree to succeed his father. Given the high esteem in which Ghāzān (r.
1295-1304) kept Shaykh Zāhed, the Il-Khān would have certainly backed his elder son over
any other pretender, at the time of his death in 1301. Twenty years later, Ghāzān was no
longer alive, and the Safavid splinter-group had probably become more powerful than the
Zāhediyyeh itself. One can see that Badr-od-din’s petition, as well as the text of the decree,
is more concerned with the endowments than the actual leadership of a Sufi order. Since
Shams-od-din was from a second marriage, and full brother of Safi-od-din’s wife, Bibi
Fātema, he was probably acting with the backing of his brother-in-law (who was also his
father-in-law), to wrestle the succession – and the riches that came with it – from the
hands of his own nephew, Badr-od-din. Because this edict and others that stipulated tax
exemptions for the properties of various Sufi orders ended up at the Ardabil shrine, one
can surmise that the Safavids eventually succeeded in absorbing all rival orders’ prop-
erties.12

Finally, if this decree, which clearly undermines the claimed prominence of Safi-od-din
in the Zāhediyyeh hierarchy, has survived it is only due to the fact that it was written in
Uyghur and that later Safavid propagandists could not read nor understand it.

                                                          
9  H. Pirouzdjou, Mithraïsme et émancipation, anthropologie sociale et culturelle des mouvements populaires
en Iran: au VIIIe, IXe et du XIVe au début du XVIe siècle (Paris, 1997), p. 221.
10  Fotovvat-nāmeh-hā va rasāel-e khāksāriyeh, ed. M. Afshari, (Tehran, 1382), p. 179.
11  Cleaves, “Documents Mongols”, 67.
12  See for instance A. Soudavar, Art of the Persian Courts, (New York, 1992), pp. 34-35.
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The Reference to Amir Chupān

Among the usual string of protective clauses against tax collectors and rapacious Mongol
officials, there appears in this decree a word-combination read as aban choban by Cleaves,
about which Minorsky suggested that it referred “to some restraints on the activity of
shepherds”.13 In this context however, the word choban does not mean “shepherd” but
refers to the powerful commander in chief and regent, Amir Chobān (d. 1327), and the Nāz
Khātuni fiasco that he had unleashed.

Amir Chupān had claimed to be heir to all properties of Nāz Khātun, the daughter of the
ruler of Kordestān captured by Chupān’s father. In dispute with their landlords, wicked
farmers would claim that their land had once belonged to Nāz Khātun; other profiteers
produced forged titles in her name, and Amir Chupān was more than eager to appropriate
the contested properties for himself. According to the Habib-os-siyar, the vizier Rashid-od-
din Fazlollāh first tried to dissuade Amir Chupān from land-grabbing but could not prevail.
The fiasco reached such a proportion that most farmers stopped cultivating their lands.
Finally, upon the intervention of Rashid-od-din’s successor, Tāj-od-din ‘Ali-shāh (d. 1324),14

Chupān was given some crown-lands so that he would forgo his unbounded inheritance
claims.15

The sentence mentioning his name therefore (underlined in the appendix), was meant to
protect the Zāhediyyeh endowments from Amir Chupān’s inheritance claim. As the set-
tlement of his claims must have occurred soon after the demise of Rashid-od-din (d. 1319),
it makes sense that this decree which is dated 720AH/1320, would also provide protection
against false Nāz Khātuni claims.

I am indebted to Shaul Shaked for his handouts at his lectures of the 14th and 21st May 2003 at the
Collège de France, and to Nasser D. Khalili for providing me an image of his Bactrian wooden sticks.

APPENDIX: TEXT OF THE UYGHUR FARMĀN OF ABU-SA‘ID

WORD OF US (ÜGE MANU), BUSA‘ID BAHĀDOR KHĀN
To the centurions [of] Gilān, Dashtāvand, Goshtāsfi, Arrān, Mughān, and all of our other
appointees therewith, the maleks,16 the nāyebs, the motesarrefs, and the scribes,
to the qāzis, the shaykhs, and …, 
to the elders, the raïss, the kiyās (?),17

to the numerous people of the land (ra‘iyat):

                                                          
13  Minorsky, “Mongol Decree”, 517.
14  Tāj-od-din ‘Ali-shāh is one of the signatories on the back of the present decree (see below).
15  Khāndamir, Habib-os-siyar, vol. III, pp. 207-208; also Soudavar, A., “Forgeries; Introduction” in En-
cyclopædia Iranica X, pp. 90-91.
16  Mongol military commanders were referred to as malek; see A. Soudavar, “In Defense of Rashid-
od-din and his Letters” in Studia Iranica 32 (2003), pp. 96-97.
17  Cleaves, “Mongol Documents”, p. 28: keyenüves; it may refer to the kiyās who were hereditary
rulers of certain regions of Gilān.
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This Shaykh Badr-od-din Abu-Mohammad Mahmud,18 having given prayers, when
coming, has submitted a complaint to Us, saying:

“Although by Edict (yarliq), in the place of my father, the Shaykh Jamāl-od-din, I [was
meant to] sit on the sajjāda of Shaykh Zāhed Ebrāhim and supervise the [implementation]
of the vaqf documents (kāqhaz-e vaqf-ud), my elder [clansman],19 Shams-od-din Mohammad,
not letting me approach, took our Edicts and Writs, and caused the ruin of the endow-
ments (vaqf-ud)”.

(It is our) Saying:
If it be true, that, he (Shams-od-din) acted on his own and thus illegally,20 now, he must

appropriately return and give back whatever Edicts and Writs he took, and that which he
misappropriated from the Terms of the Endowments (shart-e vaqf), whatever it may have
been. Let the Shaykh Badr-od-din Abu-Mohammad Mahmud, as before, sit on the sajjāda,
and after he shall have put in order the endowments, let him spend the revenues according
to the Terms of the Endowment.

Whosoever it may be, let him not interfere in between by his deeds, let him not attack
and quarrel. Let the Followers (morids), the shaykhs, and the people who are there, act ac-
cording to his word and not violate his word. Let them not misappropriate, without his
permission, even one man (mengü)21 or one bushel (paymāneh) of grain.

Let the Mongolian troops, the envoys, the bands of those who hunt with falcons, and of
those who hunt with cheetahs, and others who pass through, whosoever they may be, not
use violence. Let them not obtain their needs by robbing and expropriating. Let them
(only) be allowed to eat grains and cereals, inasmuch as it is stipulated for the sofreh (free
meals) in the [vaqf] document to be given in a befitting manner. Let them not request in
great quantity provisions, loans, relay animals, contributions, service, and the usage of
plaques. Let them not, by invoking Amir Chupān, take anything whatsoever.

If the people of these lands (ra‘iyyat), who within the last thirty years, have not yet
entered into a register that enumerates them as people of another area, let them return
and repossess. If any have illegally misappropriated their properties, let them, adjudic-
ating them in a befitting manner, return and give [them back] according to the shari‘at,
including its revenues. If anyone have constructed living quarters in the properties by
force, let them make a decision according to the shari‘at. Let them leave in the same state
as they are now, the villages of Kenleche, Sedel, and Aradi, which the Malek Ahmad gave to
him. Let Sātilmish, Shams-od-din, Mir Hosayn, Isen-buqā (?),22 ‘Amid-od-din, Mohammad,

                                                          
18  Cleaves, “Mongol Documents”, p. 28: Abul Maqmad Maqmud. Because of his konyeh (Abu-
Mohammad), Badr-od-din may have had a son named Mohammad.
19  The original term is written as āqā inu that Cleaves translated as “elder brother”. Minorsky how-
ever, surmised that since a son of Shaykh Zāhed was already named Shams-od-din Mohammad, it
would have been odd to have a nephew and uncle both bear the same name and epithet (laqab), and
perhaps the scribed miswrote abāqā (paternal uncle) as āqā; Minorsky, “Mongol Decree”, p. 520.
However, even though, the original meaning of āqā is elder brother (similar to ini which meant
younger brother), it was also used as a general term referring to an elder clansman, best exemplified
in the expression of āqā va ini used in Persian literature, meaning simply the “young and old” of the
clan.
20  Cleaves, “Mongol Documents”, p. 30: “on his own volition, has he thus acted illegally”.
21  The man is a measure of weight that varied according to time and place. Today the man of Tabriz is
approximately equivalent to 3 kilos.
22  Cleaves, “Mongol Documents”, p. 32: Ishbau-a.
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and Rostam, without letting violence be done to him by anyone, causing his affairs,
whatever they may be, to succeed in a befitting manner, protect him excellently.

We have sent Mohammad Anukain (?), to say: “After having been thus warned by Us, the
people who shall violate this Edict, let them be held punishable; let them die”,

We have been pleased to grant to him a golden plaque and an Edict with a vermilion seal
which he may keep in his possession.

Our Writ. Was written on the eighth kaghuchid of the middle moon of autumn, the
monkey year, in the year seven hundred and twenty, at the station of Soltāniyya.

Recto

It’s correct (üjig). Ükechin, Dowlat-shāh, Dameshq-khājeh, Tāj-od-din ‘Ali-shāh.
An Edict in which it is said: “Let his son administer the Endowment Document (kāghaz) of

Shaykh Zāhed”. Piruz has written this.

PLATES

Fig. 1.  Bactrian incised wooden sticks from c. 330 BC.




