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Ilkhanid Sources in the Mamluk Sultanate: The Use of
JuvaynT’s Tarikh-i Jahangusha by al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir

Arabic sources are of great relevance to historians of the Mongols, in particular
texts from the Mamluk Sultanate. The authors of many histories, geographical
works, biographical dictionaries, encyclopedias, and other sources paid ample
attention to the history of the Mongol conquests and developments in the suc-
cessor khanates. This is especially true of the llkhanate—as their neighbor and,
for a long time, primary enemy, the Mamluks had a clear interest in events
there. Consequently, these sources also reveal much about Mamluk-Mongol re-
lations, about how the sultanate positioned itself vis-a-vis the Ilkhanate and
the Golden Horde, and about how Mamluk-era authors actively tried to make
sense of the initial arrival of the Mongols in the Islamic world as well as the later
conflicts with the Ilkhanids. Especially for the first Mongol conquests in Islamic
territory, Mamluk-era authors largely relied on the reports in the earlier Arabic
histories by Ibn al-Athir (d. 630/1233) and al-Nasawi (d. 647/1249-50). For later
periods, however, their source material is varied. In addition to using written
texts, some authors were eyewitnesses of battles and occupations, of embassies
and diplomatic letters, and so on. Other important sources of information for
some authors were traders, envoys, and other travelers.*

Through these routes, material originating in a Mongol cultural context
made its way into some of these works as well, especially from the Ilkhanate.
A well-known example is the anecdote related by al-Nuwayri (677-733/1279-
1333), in which he reports that Chinggis Khan, at the prompting of a Jewish
teacher, spent some time as an ascetic in the mountains. Reuven Amitai, who
analyzed the story, pointed out that Chinggis Khan is portrayed as a sort of
“Mongol hanif” and is given a Muslim patina of sorts. The story probably ar-
rived in the Mamluk Sultanate from the Ilkhanate, where it was likely part of
attempts to integrate older Mongol ideas with the recent Ilkhanid adoption of

!For an extensive overview and discussion of Mamluk and other Arabic sources on the Mongols,
see Reuven Amitai and Michal Biran, “Arabic Sources,” in The Cambridge History of the Mongol
Empire, ed. Michal Biran and Hodong Kim (Cambridge, 2023), 1007-45. See also Peter Jackson,
The Mongols and the Islamic World: From Conquest to Conversion (New Haven, 2017), 14-45. On Mam-
luk-Mongol relations, see for example Reuven Amitai-Preiss, Mongols and Mamluks: The Mamluk-
Ilkhanid War, 1260-1281 (Cambridge, 1995); Anne F. Broadbridge, Kingship and Ideology in the Islamic
and Mongol Worlds (Cambridge, 2008).
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Islam.? Another Mamluk-era author, Ibn al-Dawadari (ca. 686-735/1289-1336),
included two elaborate and connected origin stories of the Turks and Mongols,
respectively, which he claimed to have encountered in a Turkish book owned by
an acquaintance.® While both the book—for which Ibn al-Dawadari gives three
variant titles—and one of its purported narrators—a certain Sulayman ‘Abd al-
Haqq ibn al-Bahlawan al-Adharbayjani—remain shrouded in mystery for now, I
have argued elsewhere that the Mongol origin story contains several echoes of
other narratives dealing with the history of the Mongols, including the Secret
History and Rashid al-Din’s (ca. 645-718/1247-1318) Jami* al-tawarikh.* The Mon-
gol story of the miraculous impregnation of Chinggis Khan’s foremother Alan
Qo’a was also known by at least some Mamluk-era authors, although they tend
to identify the woman in question as Chinggis Khan’s own mother.® It is note-
worthy that in these renditions of the story the claim is always that the preg-
nancy was induced by the sun’s rays, rather than—as the Secret History states—a
mysterious yellow man who left in the shape of a dog. Denise Aigle and Michal
Biran have pointed out that in Rashid al-Din’s rendition of the story the dog
has already disappeared, in a shift to a more monotheistic interpretation of the
myth (although the author himself remained doubtful).¢ Rather, the pregnancy

2Reuven Amitai, “Did Chinggis Khan Have a Jewish Teacher? An Examination of an Early Four-
teenth-Century Arabic Text,” Journal of the American Oriental Society 124, no. 4 (2004): 691-705; al-
Nuwayri, Nihayat al-arab fi funiin al-adab, ed. Najib Mustafd Fawwaz and Hikmat Kashli Fawwaz
(Beirut, 2004), 27:207-8. On the “monotheisation” of Chinggis Khan, see also Michal Biran, Ch-
inggis Khan (Oxford, 2007), 112-21.

*Tbn al-Dawadari, Kanz al-durar wa-jami¢ al-ghurar, ed. Sa‘id ‘Abd al-Fattah ‘Ashiir (Cairo, 1972),
7:217-37; Ibn al-Dawadari, Durar al-tijan wa-ghurar tawarikh al-azman, ed. in Die Epitome der Univer-
salchronik Ibn-ad-Dawadaris im Verhiltnis zur Langfassung: Eine quellenkritische Studie zur Geschichte
der dgyptischen Mamluken, ed. Gunhild Graf (Berlin, 1990), 54-72. For an elaborate discussion of
these stories see the various articles by Ulrich Haarmann, especially “Altun Han und Cingiz
Han bei den dgyptischen Mamluken,” Der Islam 51 (1974): 1-36; “Turkish Legends in the Popular
Historiography of Medieval Egypt,” in Proceedings of the VIth Congress of Arabic and Islamic Studies,
Visby 13-16 August, Stockholm 17-19 August, 1972, ed. Frithiof Rundgren (Stockholm/Leiden, 1975),
97-107; ““GroRRer Vater Mond’ und ‘Schwarzer Léwenjunge’—eine mongolisch-kiptschakische
Ursprungssage in arabischer Uberlieferung,” in Die Mongolen in Asien und Europa, ed. Stephan
Conermann and Jan Kusber (Frankfurt, 1997).

*Josephine van den Bent, “Mongol Origins in Mamluk Texts: An Origo Gentis in Ibn al-Dawadari’s
Durar al-Tijan and Kanz al-Durar,” Mamlik Studies Review 24 (2021): 59-66.

5Al-Safadji, Kitab al-wafi bi-al-wafayat, ed. Ahmad al-Arn@’Gt and Turki Mustafé, (Beirut, 2000),
11:154; Ibn Taymiyah, Majmi‘ al-fatawd, ed. ‘Abd al-Rahman ibn Muhammad ibn Qasim (Riyadh,
1995), 28:521; Ibn Kathir, Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah (Beirut, 1966), 13:117.

*Denise Aigle, The Mongol Empire between Myth and Reality: Studies in Anthropological History
(Leiden, 2015), 127; Biran, Chinggis Khan, 116.

©2024 by Josephine van den Bent.
BY DOI: 10.6082/wwj0-4a29. (https://doi.org/10.6082/wwj0-4a29)
DOI of Vol. XXVII: 10.6082/msr27. See https://doi.org/10.6082/msr2024 to download the full volume or individual

articles. This work is made available under a Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International license (CC-BY). See
http://mamluk.uchicago.edu/msr.html for more information about copyright and open access.



MAMLUK STUDIES REVIEW VoOL. 27, 2024 127

is caused by a more abstract “luminous shape” or light going into her belly.” It
would seem that it was this “light” version of the story that made its way to the
sultanate. Al-“Umari’s (700-49/1301-48/49) version of the narrative is especially
conspicuous in this regard. A number of details in his text (suspicious family
members, Alan Qo’a’s predictions, an etymology) are strongly reminiscent of
Rashid al-Din’s text.? Al-“Umari does not mention Jami¢ al-tawarikh as a source
for his work,® so it may well be that this was narrated to him by one of his in-
formants. What all these examples show is that in the Mamluk Sultanate there
was clearly not only an elaborate interest in the Mongols, but that there was an
active exchange of ideas and information between the sultanate and Mongol
territories, especially the Ilkhanate. Although many of these exchanges ap-
pear to have been through oral informants, it is not always exactly clear how
information reached the sultanate.

That is also the case in what is perhaps the best known case of incorpora-
tion of Ilkhanid material in Mamluk literature: the use of information from ‘Ata
Malik Juvayni’s (623-81/1226-83) Tarikh-i Jahangusha by al-“Umari in his encyclo-
pedic work Masalik al-absar fi mamalik al-amsar. In the early 1970s, David Ayalon
showed that the Mamluk official based his section on the Mongol Yasa on the
work by the Persian author, who worked in the service of the Mongols. ™ Ayalon’s
study mainly focused on the Yasa, and resolved a number of important issues
in that regard, but a major question he raised in his first article remained unre-
solved: how did al-‘Umari—there is no indication that he knew Persian—obtain

’Rashid al-Din Fadl Allah, Rashiduddin Fazlullah’s Jami‘u’t-Tawarikh: Compendium of Chronicles: A
History of the Mongols, trans. W. M. Thackston (Cambridge, MA, 1998), 1:117; Biran, Chinggis Khan,
116. There is also a connection to light in Rashid al-Din’s explanation of the meaning of Niruun
(the Mongol elite descending from Alan Qo’a); see Jonathan Z. Brack, An Afterlife for the Khan:
Muslims, Buddhists, and Sacred Kingship in Mongol Iran and Eurasia (Oakland, 2023), 160, n. 54.

8 Al-‘Umari, Masalik al-absar fi mamalik al-amsar, ed. Ahmad ‘Abd al-Qadir al-Shadhili (Abu Dhabi,
2003), 3:100-1). For the similarities in content and differences in approach between Rashid al-
Din’s and al-‘UmarT’s texts, see Josephine van den Bent, “Mongols in Mamluk Eyes: Represent-
ing Ethnic Others in the Medieval Middle East” (Ph.D. diss., University of Amsterdam, 2020),
87-89.

°Klaus Lech, Das mongolische Weltreich: Al--Umari’s Darstellung der mongolischen Reiche in seinem
Werk Masalik al-absar fi mamalik al-amsar (Wiesbaden, 1968), 174-75.

0See also Amitai, “Jewish Teacher,” 705.

UDavid Ayalon, “The Great Yasa of Chingiz Khan: A Reexamination (Part A),” Studia Islamica
33 (1971): 97-140; idem, “The Great Yasa of Chingiz Khan: A Reexamination (Part B),” Studia
Islamica 34 (1971): 151-80; idem, “The Great Yasa of Chingiz Khan: A Reexamination (Part C1),
The Position of the Yasa in the Mamluk Sultanate,” Studia Islamica 36 (1972): 113-58; idem, “The
Great Yasa of Chingiz Khan: A Reexamination (Part C2), Al-Maqrizi’s Passage on the Yasa under
the Mamluks,” Studia Islamica 38 (1973): 107-56.
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this information? Interestingly, there is another Mamluk-era author who used
Juvayni’s chapters to make a list of Yasa rules: the famous historian Ibn Kathir
(700-74/1300-73). His discussion of the Yasa appears to have gone largely un-
noticed, but it provides the opportunity to take another look at how Juvayni’s
information ended up in the histories of the Mamluk Sultanate.

THE YASA IN THE MAMLUK SULTANATE: THE
JUVAYNI-AL-‘UMARI-AL-MAQRIZI TRIANGLE

Al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir used Juvayni’s text for a specific part of their discus-
sion of the history of the Mongols: the rise of Chinggis Khan and “his Yasa.” The
question of the “Great Yasa of Chinggis Khan” has long been debated by histo-
rians of the Mongol Empire. What exactly was it and what did it contain? Did it
even exist? Traditionally, historians considered it a sort of written code promul-
gated by Chinggis Khan,'? but no document of this sort has been found. Some
have suggested it might have been for Chinggisid eyes only.'® More recently,
scholars have argued that non-Mongol authors were confused and mistakenly
envisioned recorded edicts (yasas in plural and lowercase) and customs as form-
ing the “Great Yasa.”* At the same time, there are echoes in the sources of some
kind of greater thing that is traced back to Chinggis Khan.> While what pre-
cisely the “Great Yasa” was remains unclear, “there was certainly something,”
to quote David Morgan. ¢

The existence of this “something” did not go unnoticed by the authors of the
Mamluk Sultanate, who observed that this “Yasa” was a matter of quite some

2See D. 0. Morgan, “The ‘Great Yasa of Chingiz Khan’ and Mongol Law in the Tlkhanate,” Bulletin
of the School of Oriental and African Studies 49, no. 1 (1986): 163-66.

E.g., Paul Ratchnevsky, “Die Yasa (Jasaq) Cinggis-khans und ihre Problematik,” in Sprache,
Geschichte und Kultur der Altaischen Vélker: Protokollband der XII: Tagung der Permanent International
Altaistic Conference 1969 in Berlin, ed. Georg Hazai and Peter Zieme (Berlin, 1974), 480-81; idem,
“Die Rechtsverhiltnisse bei den Mongolen im 12.-13. Jahrhundert,” Central Asiatic Journal 31,
nos. 1-2 (1987): 84-85.

“E.g., Morgan, “The ‘Great Yasa of Chingiz Khan’”’; David Morgan, The Mongols (Oxford, 1986),
96-99; Denise Aigle, “Le grand jasaq de Gengis-Khan: Lempire, la culture mongole, et la sharia,”
Journal of the Economic and Social History of the Orient 47, no. 1 (2004): 31-79; idem, The Mongol Em-
pire between Myth and Reality: Studies in Anthropological History (Leiden, 2015), 134-56.

151gor de Rachewiltz, “Some Reflections on Cinggis Qan’s jasay,” East Asian History 6 (1993): 91-
104; David Morgan, “The ‘Great Yasa of Chinggis Khan’ Revisited,” in Mongols, Turks, and Others:
Eurasian Nomads and the Sedentary World, ed. Reuven Amitai and Michal Biran (Leiden, 2005),
303-4.

“Morgan, The Mongols, 98. For other contributors to this debate, see for instance de Rachewiltz,
“Some Reflections”; Morgan, “Revisited.”
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importance to the Mongols. They strongly connect it to the person of Chinggis
Khan, and in general depict it as un-Islamic, and even anti-Islamic."” Mamluk
treatment of the Yasa ranges from brief mentions—such as the one made by the
historian Ibn Wasil (604-97/1208-98) contrasting the Yasa with the shari‘ah*—
to exaggerated stories like those recounted by al-Safadi (696-764/1297-1363)."
Some authors even included lists of rules supposedly found in the Yasa, and it was
in this context that Ayalon first noticed the use of Juvayni’s Tarikh-i Jahangusha
in the Mamluk Sultanate. The best known examples of such lists are those re-
ported by al-‘Umari and al-Maqrizi (766-845/1364-1442), and in the traditional
approach to study of the Yasa, scholars attempted to use these to reconstruct
the “legal code.”? In his seminal series of articles, however, Ayalon showed that
that approach needed to be abandoned. Taking the well-known section on the
Yasa by al-Magqrizi as a point of departure,” he demonstrated that al-Maqrizi
based his text on that of al-“Umari, and also adapted it to better serve his argu-
ment against what he considered the increased use of administrative judgment
by Mamluk chamberlains at the expense of shari‘ah law as applied by the qa-
dis.? More importantly for the matter at hand, Ayalon also demonstrated that
al-‘Umarf’s text was based on Juvayni’s Tarikh-i Jahangusha.

See, e.g., Aigle, The Mongol Empire, 151-56; Robert G. Irwin, “What the Partridge Told the Eagle:
A Neglected Arabic Source on Chinggis Khan and the Early History of the Mongols,” in The Mon-
gol Empire and Its Legacy, ed. Reuven Amitai-Preiss and David O. Morgan (Leiden, 1998), 8-11; van
den Bent, “Mongols in Mamluk Eyes,” 120-52.

81bn Wasil, Mufarrij al-kurub fi akhbar Bani Ayyub, ed. Hasanayn Muhammad Rabi‘ and Sa‘id ‘Abd
al-Fattah ‘Ashir (Cairo, 1972), 4:36.

v Al-Safadsi, Kitab al-waft, 11:153. For a discussion of al-Safadi’s treatment of the Yasa and Ching-
gis Khan, see van den Bent, “Mongols in Mamluk Eyes,” 142-46.

2They would also use Persian authors, European travellers, and the Syriac historian Bar He-
braeus (also known as Ibn al-‘Tbri, [1226-86]). For an example of such an attempt at reconstruc-
tion, see George Vernadsky, “The Scope and Contents of Chingis Khan’s Yasa,” Harvard Journal
of Asiatic Studies 3, nos. 3-4 (1938): 337-60. For a discussion of this approach, see for instance
Morgan, “The ‘Great Yasa of Chingiz Khan.” Another interesting list of “Yasa rules” is given by
Ibn ‘Arabshah, Fakihat al-khulafa@® wa-mufakahat al-zurafa’, ed. in Liber Arabicus seu Fructus impera-
torum et jocatio ingeniosorum, ed. Georg. Guill. Freytag (Bonn, 1832), 233-34. See Irwin, “What the
Partridge Told the Eagle.”

2 Al-Magqrizi, Al-Mawa‘iz wa-al-i‘tibar bi-dhikr al-khitat wa-al-athar, ed. Muhammad Zaynuhum
and Madihah al-Sharqawi (Cairo, 1998), 3:82-87.

22 Ayalon, “The Great Yasa (Part A),” 99-115; idem, “The Great Yasa (Part C2),” 107-23. Ayalon
also demonstrated that it is highly unlikely that the Yasa was ever used in the Mamluk Sultan-
ate in the manner presented by al-Maqrizi. Other authors have also pointed out problems with
al-Magqrizi’s copying tendencies. Amitai, for instance, has shown that there are problems with
the reliability of al-Maqrizi’s work for the early Mamluk sources. Not only does he not identify
his sources, he is also careless in his summaries, leading to factual inaccuracies. See Reuven
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In his section on the history and the lands of the Mongols, al-“Umari included
his famous list of Yasa rules, information about the rise to power of Chinggis
Khan, and other information about him and the Mongols in general, all based
on Juvayni’s history. Juvayni, who was appointed governor of Baghdad after Hiil-
egil’s conquest of the city in 1258, completed the Tarikh-i Jahangusha in 1260.
The text has been very influential in the study of Mongol history, both in the
present time and among medieval authors.? In the standard edition by Mirza
Muhammad Qazvini (1912-37), as in many of the manuscripts he used in prepar-
ing said edition, the text is divided into three parts.? It is in the first section,
on the rise and exploits of Chinggis Khan and his immediate successors, that
Juvayni included a chapter entitled “Mention of the rules (qawa‘id) that Chinggis
Khan promulgated after his rise, and the yasas that he ordered,” which drew the
interest of near-contemporaries and modern scholars alike.? It is this chapter
and the two following, on Chinggis Khan'’s rise to power and on his sons, that
mostly served as the source for al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir, but they also used ma-
terial from elsewhere in Juvayni’s text.

In his article series, Ayalon noted first that al-“Umari’s passage on the Yasa
is not a translation of Juvayni’s chapter on rules and yasas promulgated by Ch-
inggis Khan, nor a good summary thereof; and second that although Juvayni’s
chapter was his main source, al-“Umari also used other sections of Juvayni’s
text. Here Ayalon noted that al-‘Umari occasionally included details that appear
to be added or changed. This last point is important for the present article, as is
his third remark: al-‘Umari incorporated various rules and customs “which he
ascribes to al-Juwayni, but which are not found in the latter’s chronicle at all.”?
To explain this, Ayalon raised the question of the provenance of al-‘Umarf’s in-
formation, offering three possible explanations: (1) Juvayni’s chronicle has not
survived in its entirety; (2) al-“Umari was misled by his Persian-speaking infor-
mants who helped him make sense of JuvaynT’s original text; and (3) al-“Umari
used additional sources without acknowledging them, yet attributed their in-

Amitai, “Al-Magqrizi as a Historian of the Early Mamluk Sultanate (or: Is al-Maqrizi an Unrecog-
nized Historiographical Villain?),” MSR 7, no. 2 (2003): 99-118.

BCharles Melville, “Persian Sources,” in The Cambridge History of the Mongol Empire, ed. Michal
Biran and Hodong Kim (Cambridge, 2023), 884-85.

“Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, ed. Mirza Muhammad Qazvini (Leiden/London, 1912), Ixi-lxxix;
&~ & Charles Melville, “Jahango$a-Ye Jovayni,” in Encyclopaedia Iranica Online, 2020, https://doi.
org/10.1163/2330-4804_EIRO_COM_3819.

%0n the translation of gawa‘id here, see Morgan, “Revisited,” 295-96. Another author who drew
on Juvayni’s text in his discussion of the Yasa is Bar Hebraeus in his Syriac Chronography (Aya-
lon, “The Great Yasa [Part A],” 127). See Bar Hebraeus, The Chronography of Gregory Abu’l Faraj,
trans. Ernest A. Wallis Budge, (London, 1932, repr. Amsterdam, 1976), 1:354-55.

% Ayalon, “The Great Yasa (Part A),” 116-22, quotation on p. 116.
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formation to Juvayni. Ayalon considered the second option to be the most likely
possibility.#

However, as mentioned above, Ibn Kathir also used Juvayni’s text. In his re-
port on the year 624 (1226-27) in his extensive history Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah,
Ibn Kathir included a biographical notice (tarjamah) of Chinggis Khan, as one of
the notables (al-a‘yan) who died that year. He briefly introduces him as the great
ruler of the Mongols and the ancestor of the Mongol rulers of his own day, and
states that Chinggis Khan was the one to introduce the Yasa? to which they
adhere.” He then gives an account of the rise of Chinggis Khan, offers more in-
formation about the Yasa, and provides a list of Yasa rules and Mongol customs.
This is followed by a number of anecdotes, and he ends with some comments
about the sons of Chinggis Khan.

In what follows, based on a comparison between the accounts by Juvayni, al-
‘Umari, and Ibn Kathir, I will first argue that al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir seem to
have independently used the same source material, and that this source would
appear to have been a written text. Ayalon’s observation that there are signifi-
cant divergences between al-‘UmarT’s text and Juvayni’s original consequently
also applies to Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah, which again raises the question of the
provenance of these differences. This is of course connected to the form in which
Juvayni’s material was available in the sultanate. Ayalon gave a number of pos-
sible explanations for al-‘UmarT’s deviations, but I consider two other possible
explanations to be more likely. The first is that an Arabic translation of (part
of) Juvayni’s work was circulating in the Mamluk Sultanate and used by both
al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir. Alternatively, their accounts may have been based on
a Persian version after all, but one that differed significantly from Juvayni’s text
as we have it today. Future research may offer a more definitive answer to this
question, but for now both options underline that Ilkhanid material made its
way to the sultanate not only in oral form through informants, but also as writ-
ten texts.

“1bid., 122-25.

%1bn Kathir, Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah, 13:117. The 1966 edition reads siyasah, which is not un-
common in Mamluk-era sources, but the 2010 Damascus edition reads “al-yasa” (Ibn Kathir, Al-
Bidayah wa-al-nihdyah, ed. Riyad ‘Abd al-Hamid Marad and Bashshar ‘Awwad Ma‘riif [Damascus,
2010], 15:159), as does an early, fifteenth-century manuscript I consulted (Bibliothéque natio-
nale de France MS Arabe 1516, fol. 23r).

»®The relevant section in Ibn Kathir is Al-Biddyah wa-al-nihayah, 1966, 13:117-21; idem, Al-Biddyah
wa-al-nihayah, 2010, 15:159-65.
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AL-‘UMARI AND IBN KATHIR: INDEPENDENT
DEPENDENCE UPON JUVAYNI

In his biographical notice of Chinggis Khan, Ibn Kathir immediately introduces
Juvayni as the source for his material, writing: “I have seen a volume composed
by the vizier of Baghdad, ‘Ala’ al-Din al-Juvayni, on his biography and in which
he relates his life” (gad ra’aytu mujalladan jama‘ahu al-wazir bi-Baghdad ‘Al&@ al-Din
al-Juwayni fi tarjamatihi fa-dhakara fihi siratahu).* It is important to emphasize
that he speaks of seeing a volume. Whereas al-“Umari was vague about how he
received his knowledge about Juvayni’s text, simply stating he “related” the in-
formation (hakd al-sahib ‘Al@ al-Din al-Juwayni), Ibn Kathir is decisively clear that
he used a written account. It thus appears that some kind of physical copy of
JuvaynT’s text was present in the Mamluk Sultanate, and based on the many par-
allels between this text and that of al-“Umari, it seems likely that the same text
was used by both authors. An overview of the three texts and parallels between
them is presented next, followed by an analysis of their relationship.

%Ibn Kathir, Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah, 1966, 13:117-18.
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Table 1. Al-“Umarfi’s and Ibn Kathir’s renditions of their respective sections on the Yasa and Chinggis Khan, with parallels in Juvayni. Themati-
cally (and content-wise) corresponding passages have been marked by color. Italics denote information that is unique to either al-‘Umari or Ibn
Kathir. If the information has a parallel in Juvayni, it is also underlined.*

al-‘Umari

Ibn Kathir

Juvayni

Chinggis Khan (CK) as ancestor of current Mongol
rulers; lawgiver by means of Yasa (99-100)

CK as the great king of the Mongols; ancestor of the
current Mongol rulers; the one who laid down the
Yasa for them. Most of the Yasa contradicts God’s laws
(shar@i¢ Allah ta‘ald). He invented the Yasa himself. (117)

Ancestor of CK, Alan Qo’a, got pregnant from sun’s ray,
was taken to court. Lineage of CK given (100)

CK’s mother claimed to have gotten pregnant from sun’s
rays, his father therefore unknown (117)

Condemnation of story of Alan Qo'a (101)

(Mention of Juvayni as source [102])

(Mention of Juvayni as source [117-18])

His name was Temiijin (Timurji) first, called himself CK
when he became powerful. (118)

His name was Temiijin (Timurjin) first, until he became
powerful and it became Chinggis Khan. (Q26/B35)

CK is close to Ong Khan (Unk Khan), is promoted. Those
around the ruler become jealous and pit him against CK.
Ong (Uzbek) Khan upset with two young mamluks who
flee to CK, who warn him of Ong Khan’s plans against
him. CK leaves with followers, fight with Ong Khan;
youths made tarkhan. CK is generous to those who join
him of Ong Khan’s people. He fights Ong Khan, kills him,
and seizes his kingdom. (102-5)

CK is close to “Uzbek Khan” (Ong Khan), but those

around the ruler become jealous and pit him against CK.

Ong (Uzbek) Khan upset with two young mamluks who
flee to CK, who warn him of Ong (Uzbek) Khan’s plan to
kill him. CK keeps distance, gathers following of Mongol
tribes and many of Ong (Uzbek) Khan'’s followers. He
fights Ong (Uzbek) Khan, kills him, and seizes his
kingdom. (118)

CK is close to Ong Khan, is promoted. Those around the
ruler become jealous and pit him against CK. Ong Khan
plots against CK. Two youths leave Ong Khan and warn
CK of the plans against him. CK leaves with followers;
battle between CK and small army against Ong Khan. CK
wins booty. Youths made tarkhan; others who took part
in the battle rise to high positions. Army reinforced, CK
fights Ong Khan, kills him. (Q26-28/B35-38)

s'Page numbers for al-‘Umari refer to the 2003 edition (the corresponding passage in Lech’s edition is found on pages Y-)£/92-99). Page numbers for Ibn Kathir refer to the
1966 edition (the corresponding passage in the 2010 edition is found on pages 159-65). Page numbers for Juvayni refer to the 1912 edition by Qazvini (indicated with a Q) and
Boyle’s translation (B). I would like to thank Sima Zolfaghari for her advice on the Persian. All remaining errors are, of course, my own.
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al-‘Umari

Ibn Kathir

Juvayni

CK sends to tribes to inform them of his situation and
power. Among the most important and large tribes to
answer his call and submit to him are the Oirat and the
QNQWRAT (Qonggirat). Most famous and largest tribe,
from which he is descended, called Qiyat (104-5)

More people join and surrender to CK. Key tribe was
his own, the “Qayan” (Qiyat). After that, two large
tribes, the “Azan” (Oirat; the BNF MS has “Uyrat”) and
QNQWRaN (Qonggirat) (118)

Most noble and greatest tribe is the Qiyat, tribe of CK.
He was originally called Temiijin (Timurjin), until he
became powerful. [Moves to story of Ong Khan; see
above] (Q25-26/B34-35)

CK sends to tribes. Those who submitted, such as the
Oirat and the QNQWRAT (Qonggirat), were favored.
(Q28/B38)

His name was Temiijin (Timjin) first, called himself CK
when he became powerful (105)

CK would hunt three months of the year, rest for war
and government. Halgah would have three months
between both ends, and then would close in and gather
innumerable kinds of animals within it. (118; 1.5 lines)

Hunt considered good training for war. Hunting ring
formed for one to three months, ring contracted with
animals inside. If any animals break through, those
responsible are punished, perhaps even killed. Khan
goes into ring first, then watches sons, then rests.
After that, old men intercede for the lives of remaining
animals. Large numbers of prey; if it is impossible to
count all kinds of animals, they just count beasts of
prey and onagers. Story that once, animals gathered
turned towards the Qa’an* and let out cry, like asking
for mercy; he released them (Q19-21/B27-29)

War with Khwarazm Shah, “as we mentioned in the
hawadith.” (118)

Juvayni: They believe in unity of God, creation, etc. In

his Jahankushay he said that some of CK’s children were

Christians or Jews, some reject all, some revere idols; no
religious fanaticism. CK had at least some faith in God (105-6)

CK did not adhere to specific religion, but respected
all religions. (Grand)children have chosen Islam,
Christianity, revering idols, old custom of forefathers
(Q18-19/B26)

2This story appears to have been about Ogedei. Juvayni, Genghis Khan: The History of the World Conqueror, trans. J. A. Boyle (Manchester, 1997),

29,n. 9.
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al-‘Umari

Ibn Kathir

Juvayni

CK died in 624. His body was put in an iron casket and hung
between two mountains (118)

His book the Yasa written up in crude writing in two volumes
and carried on camel (118)

All that was written about older rulers CK invented
from his own mind, did not use records (Q16/B23-24)
CK Established rules from own mind. Many ordinances
agree with Shari‘ah (Q17/B25)

Rules recorded in book called The Great Yasa (al-yasa al-

kabirah), must be taught to youngsters and obeyed, put in

treasury and inherited by closest relatives (106)
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Mongol children should learn writing from Uyghurs;
yasas and ordinances to be written on rolls. Those
called Great Yasa (yasanamah-yi buzurg), kept in treasury
and produced upon ascension of khan (Q17-18/B25)

A man would walk naked through desert and mountains
and return, and say that God had said to him: “I have
given all of the face of the earth to Temiirjin and his
children, and given him the name Chinggis Khan and
told him this and this is justice.” This person is then
identified as Teb-Tengri, who was eventually executed.
(Q28-29/B39)
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al-‘Umari

Ibn Kathir

Juvayni

List of rules: adultery; sodomy; lying; sorcery; spying;
meddling in fight; urinating in water; immersing in
standing water; receiving goods and losing them; feeding
prisoners; returning fugitives; animal slaughter;
slaughtering Islamic way; helping fellow soldier;* old yasa:
immersing in water [see Table 2]. (106-7)

“Then al-Juwayni mentioned a little of the Yasa.” List
of rules: adultery; lying; sodomy; sorcery; spying;
meddling in fight; urinating in standing water;
immersing in standing water; feeding prisoners;
returning fugitives; throwing food; eating first from
offered food; sharing food; animal slaughter [see Table
2]. (118-19)

CK put down laws (rusiim), abolished disagreeable
customs such as theft and adultery. (Q28/B39)

Animal slaughter: yasa made in beginning of Mongol
rule that slaughter should not be done in Islamic way
(tasmiyah), but by “splitting the breast according to their
custom.” (Q163/B206)

Chaghatai forbade slaughter in Muslim manner (Q227/
B272)

Contrariness of Yasa to Shari‘ah (119)

CK good for all religious communities, abrogated taxes for

religious officials (107)

They encourage all religions. Most learned of all
religions do not have to pay taxes and may not be
spoken ill off. (Q11/B15-16)

Customs (adabihim): eating first from offered food,;
sharing food; throwing food; no stepping over fireplace
or plate of food; passer-by may join in with eating
people; no putting hands in water; no urinating on ashes; no
stepping on threshold of tent. Unfamiliar with washing
clothes, no differentiation between pure/impure like
Muslims; no fanaticism between madhhabs. Call ruler by his
name; no meddling with money of the deceased (107-8)

Customs (adabihim): extreme obedience to ruler; he
can freely choose among their virgins; call ruler by
his name; passer-by may join in with eating people; no
stepping over fireplace or plate of food; no stepping on
threshold of tent; no washing of clothes until visibly
dirty; no meddling with money of the deceased (119)

Khan receives additional name, other royalty addressed
by birth name. In correspondence referred to by that
name (Q19/B26)

Man may not join another unit. “Moonlike” girls found
in the army are gathered. Men select them and take
them to the khan/princes for them to choose from.
Yams (relay stations) established in territory. Everyone
divided into tens, hundreds, and thousands. No
meddling with money of deceased. (Q24-25/B32-34)
Yasa and Mongol custom say that in summer and spring
no one may sit in water during the day, wash hands in
running stream, draw water in silver/gold vessels, or
lay out washed garments on the plain. (All for fear of
thunder and lightning) (Q161/B204)

Juvayni gives a lot of information on CK’s character; he was an
associator and killed many (119)

3Denise Aigle has pointed out that this might go back to paragraph 190 of the Secret History. Aigle, The Mongol Empire, 149.

©2024 by Josephine van den Bent.

DOI: 10.6082/wwj0-4a29. (https://doi.org/10.6082/wwj0-4a29)

DOI of Vol. XXVII: 10.6082/msr27. See https://doi.org/10.6082/msr2024 to download the full volume or individual articles. This work is made available under a
Creative Commons Attribution 4.0 International license (CC-BY). See http://mamluk.uchicago.edu/msr.html for more information about copyright and open access.




MAMLUK STUDIES REVIEW VOL. 26, 2023 137

al-‘Umari

Ibn Kathir

Juvayni

On cause for conflict with Khwarazm Shah (119)

Never an army like that of the Mongols in size, power,

patience, obedience; never so many soldiers with a ruler, great

obedience. After battle, pay taxes without complaint. When

they prepare for war, commanders check their equipment

to the smallest detail; punishment if things are not in order.

Stranger is that their women take up their men’s tasks for the

ruler when the latter are away. Every pretty girl gathered

at the start of each year and brought before the ruler,

who picks freely for himself and his sons. System of
thousands, hundreds, tens. (108-9)

Never an army like that of the Mongols, in patience,
gratefulness, obedience. After battle, pay taxes without
complaint. When they prepare for war, commanders
check their equipment to the smallest detail;
punishment if something is missing. Service men have
to do devolves onto their wives and others who remain
behind when they are away fighting. Everyone divided
into tens, hundreds, thousands, ten thousands. (On the
girls, see above.) (Q21-23/B29-31)

Some more Yasa: khan can punish over great distance;
amirs may not visit/change position; postal system
(109-10)

Khan can punish over great distance (Q23/B31)
See above.

CK (and offspring) had great love for hunting whenever
he was free from battle. Would cover a three-month
distance, halgah would then close in. He also considered
hunt good practice for war. If any prey break through,
those responsible are punished, perhaps even killed.
Khan, his sons, and his entourage go into the ring first;
Khan then watches sons’ horsemanship and archery
from high place. After that, youngsters (!) intercede for
the lives of remaining animals. Story that once, animals
gathered turned towards him and let out cry, like
asking for mercy; he released them. (110-11; 16 lines)

See above.
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al-‘Umari

Ibn Kathir

Juvayni

A selection of stories that Juvayni narrated about Ogedei, but
which Ibn Kathir relates as being about CK (119-21):
+ Farmer comes to CK with watermelons, is given CK’s wife’s

valuable earrings
* Buying jujube in market

» CK giving money for glass from Aleppo (second part of the

story as related by Juvayni is missing)

* Man lies about existence of treasure in order to see the khan

* Breaking of pomegranate, handing out money like seeds

+ Unbeliever sees CK in dream, ordering the murder of Muslims

« Three men to be executed, saved by statement of their wife/

mother/sister

* Wrestler abstaining from intercourse

Stories about Ogedei, nos. xi, xxv, xxxiii, xxxiv, xxxix,
x1, xliv, xlv (as numbered in Boyle’s translation; the
stories appear in order). (Q168-69, 174, 177-78, 181,
183-84/B211, 217-18, 221-23, 225, 227-28.)

CK had many children. Most important wife was Ubiljin
Biki; importance of children depends on mother. With
her he had four sons. The oldest was “Jochi (Tiish)
father (walid) of Orda (Q-rdu), Batu (Batuh), Berke, and
Berkecher (Tarakjar).” Responsibilities: Jochi (hunt),
Chaghatai (execution of rules: al-yasat wa-al-arghii’**),
Ogedei (reason and government and army) [no mention
of Tolui]. (111)

CK urged sons to harmony and against division, by
means of arrow parable (121)

CK had many children. Most important wife was
Yestinjin Beki;* importance of children depends

on mother. With her he had four sons, each had a
responsibility: Jochi (hunt), Chaghatai (execution
of rules: “yasa va siyasat”); Ogetei (reason and
administration of kingdom); Tolui (army). (Q29/B40)

34The yarghi was a Mongol court. Aigle, The Mongol Empire, 4, 150-51.

Chinggis Khan’s chief wife was called Bérte. Boyle suggests that Juvayni may be confusing her with Hiilegii’s wife Yesiinjin (Juvayni,
Genghis Khan, 40, n. 1), and Anne Broadbridge suggests that he might have confused her with Yisui, another wife of Chinggis Khan, of the
Alchi Tatars (Anne F. Broadbridge, Women and the Making of the Mongol Empire (Cambridge, 2018), 58, n. 59, 83-89).
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al-‘Umari

Ibn Kathir

Juvayni

CK urged sons to harmony, against division, by means of
arrow parable (112)

CK had many children; four sons most important: Yusi
wa-HRYWL [BNF MS: HRTWL, fol. 25r] wa-Batii wa-Barkah
wa-Tarakjar. They all have their own position (121)

CK urged sons to harmony and against division, by
means of arrow parable (Q30/B41)

Death of CK. From the Kipchak steppe come “the sons
of Taishi, Orda and Batu and Shibaqan (Sibagan) and
Tankit and Berke and Berkecher and Togha-temiir.”
(Q144-45/B183-84)

Division of territory. More than ten thousand descendants.
(112-13)

Division of territory. More than ten thousand
descendants. (Q31-32/B42-43)

“This is what al-sahib ‘Al@ al-Din [Juvayni] related.” (113)

Juvayni continues about the rule of his offspring until Hiilegii,
who he calls padshah-i zadah, and what happens in his day
(121).
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There are many striking similarities between al-“Umari’s account in his
Masalik al-absar and Ibn Kathir’s version in Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihdyah, and both, as
noted, claimed that Juvayni was their source. The first question that comes to
mind is whether it is possible that one is the source of the other: did Ibn Kathir
use al-‘Umari as an intermediary to Juvayni’s work, or vice versa? This seems un-
likely. Al-“Umarf’s section on Chinggis Khan’s dealings with Ong Khan is signifi-
cantly more elaborate and about four times longer than Ibn Kathir’s. Al-“Umari
included details he obtained from Juvayni that are lacking from Ibn Kathir’s
version. For example, he related that Chinggis Khan raised the two youths who
informed him of Ong Khan’s plot to the status of tarkhan.** On the other hand,
Ibn Kathir, unlike al-“Umari, included JuvaynT’s story about the divine voice on
a mountain that proclaimed Chinggis Khan “king on the face of the earth.”*
Ibn Kathir also included a selection from a large number of stories that Juvayni
related about Ogedei;* yet he mistakenly interpreted them as being about Ch-
inggis Khan. These stories relate various occurrences in his dealings with his
subjects, and are absent from Masalik al-absar. In Juvayni, these stories are found
in the same chapter (“On the deeds and actions of the Qa’an”) in which the infor-
mation on the Mongol yasat and/or customs regarding open water and slaughter
are related (see below).*® Both authors, then, incorporated information that can
be traced back to Juvayni but is absent in the other’s work. It therefore seems
more plausible that they both relied independently on Juvayni.There are some
conspicuous differences between the Arabic and Persian texts, both in content
and in structure. It should be noted that there is a large number of surviving
manuscripts of the popular Tarikh-i Jahangusha,* and only some of these were

% Al-Umari, Masalik al-absar, 3:104-5; Lech, Das mongolische Weltreich, ¢—°; Juvayni, Tarikh-i
Jahangusha, 27; idem, Genghis Khan, 37-38. The status of tarkhan exempted the person from taxes
and allowed them the freedom to travel. It was used by the Chinggisids as a reward for loyal
support. See for instance Marie Favereau, “Tarkhan: A Nomad Institution in an Islamic Con-
text,” Revue des Mondes Musulmans et de la Méditerranée 143 (2018), http://journals.openedition.
org/remmm/10955.

¥Ibn Kathir, Al-Biddyah wa-al-nihayah, 13:118; Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, 28; idem, Genghis
Khan, 39.

*Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangushd, 158-91; idem, Genghis Khan, 201-36. Al-‘Umari gives a significant-
ly different version of one of those stories, no. xxxiii in Boyle’s translation, but names Méngke
Khan as the benefactor, and gives his source as al-Fadil Nizam al-Din Abu al-Fada‘il Yahy4 ibn
al-Hakim al-Tayyari (al-‘Umari, Masalik al-absar, 3:124-25 [ed. Lech, Das mongolische Weltreich,
YY=Y¢/106-7]). He ends his short selection of stories by saying that this shows the extent of
generosity in Méngke Khan. On al-Tayyari, a former employee of the diwan of Abi Sa‘id, see
Lech, 36-37.

»*Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, 158-91; idem, Genghis Khan, 201-36.

*Melville, “Jahangosa-Ye Jovayni.”
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used in preparing the Qazvini edition. It is possible, especially for some of the
smaller differences, that one or more of these manuscripts do contain (some of)
the information currently unique to the Mamluk sources.* Nevertheless, the
shared differences are significant and telling. For one, it suggests that al-“Umari
and Ibn Kathir used the same or a very similar source text. Second, as they did
for Ayalon, these divergences raise a number of questions about the transmis-
sion of this and other Ilkhanid texts to the sultanate.

As discussed above, Ayalon mentioned not only al-“Umarfi’s addition of rules
that were not listed in Juvayni’s account (see below), but further remarked that
al-‘Umarf’s text contained details that are absent from Juvayni. One example
he gave is al-‘Umarf’s list of Muslim religious functionaries who are exempted
from paying taxes, which Juvayni did not mention;** another one is al-“Umarf’s
remark about the religious convictions of the (grand)children of Chinggis Khan.
Some of them, according to al-‘Umari, adopted Christianity and Judaism, while
others rejected all religions or revered idols. Ayalon pointed out that not only
did al-‘Umari add Judaism, he also left out Islam.** While this bit of information
is absent from Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihdyah, Ibn Kathir’s text also contains details
not found in Juvayni. For example, when he related the story about someone
worshiping on a mountain (identified as Teb Tengri in Juvayni), he added that
“al-Juwayni says that high-ranking Mongols (mashayikh al-Mughiil) believed this
and became Muslim.”* This might echo the information on the religious convic-
tions of the Chinggisid offspring as related by Juvayni and al-‘Umari, but that
seems unlikely to be the origin given the direct connection to the story of Teb
Tengri, as indicated by Ibn Kathir, and the fact that this information appears in
an entirely different section in Juvayni’s text.

These details are unique to each of the respective works, but the two Arabic
texts share elements that are not found in the Qazvini edition of the Tarikh-i
Jahangusha. For instance, al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir both reported that Ong Khan
was upset with the two youths, and that was why they fled to Chinggis Khan.
Juvayni simply reported that they fled to Chinggis Khan and warned him due to
the latter’s good fortune. There is no mention of Ong Khan’s anger.* In the same
narrative, the Mamluk-era authors reported that Chinggis Khan showed gener-
osity toward those who fled from Ong Khan and allowed them to join his troops.

17 look forward to the publication of Jan Jelinowski’s dissertation, which will shed more light
on the manuscript tradition of the Tarikh-i Jahangushd, and 1 thank him for his insightful re-
sponses to my questions.

%2 Ayalon, “The Great Yasa (Part A),” 121.

#1bid., 116-17. See also Amitai, “Jewish Teacher,” 698.

“Tbn Kathir, Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah, 13:118.

Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, 27; idem, Genghis Khan, 36-37.
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While there is indeed ample information on the generosity he showed to the
two youths, as well as troops present at the battle, Juvayni did not mention the
latter coming from Ong Khan’s entourage. * The narrative continues to describe
how many tribes join Chinggis Khan, and both Arabic texts emphasize the large
size of the Oirat and Qonggirat tribes, unlike Juvayni.*” Yet another example is
found in a different passage: when discussing Mongol slaughtering practices,
the Mamluk-era authors described that the animal’s chest is split (which is in-
dicated by Juvayni), and that the butcher then reaches in to either take out the
heart (both Mamluk-era authors) or crush it within the chest cavity (al-‘Umari).
Again, this does not appear in the Persian text.*

That both Mamluk-era authors present similar information that is absent
from Juvayni’s account is also evident from the “Yasa rules” that al-‘Umari and
Ibn Kathir relate, as Ayalon already pointed out. As Table 1 shows, although
there are slight differences in content and in the order of paragraphs, the two
Arabic texts offer similar material. Not only do both Arabic texts contain actual
lists of rules in a way they are not present in the Persian text, but many of the
rules they include are not found there at all. These include elements such as
the bans on sorcery; on feeding, dressing, or offering drinks to prisoners with-
out permission; on sodomy; and on meddling in other peoples’ fights; as well
as many others I have not been able to trace back to the Tarikh-i Jahangusha.
For those that I have found, it is striking that they are gathered from all over
the book (see Table 1): information found on pages 19 and 24-25 of the Qazvini
edition is inserted among information that is derived from page 161. Addition-
ally, the “Yasa” regulations were rephrased in a much more “rule-like” manner.
Juvayni wrote simply that Chinggis Khan established new rules and abolished
“reprehensible customs” like adultery and stealing.* The two Mamluk-era au-
thors, on the other hand, commented that “he who commits adultery, married
or unmarried, is killed.”* The two texts are very similar in this example (see
also Table 2 below), while this section is among the farthest removed from the
Persian text. These examples all suggest that al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir had the
same source material before them.

Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, 27-28; idem, Genghis Khan, 37-38. These details also do not appear
in Bar Hebraeus’s discussion of this episode, also based on Juvayni. Bar Hebraeus, Chronography,
1:352-53; Ibn al-‘Ibri, Tarikh mukhtasar al-duwal, ed. Anttin Salihani (Beirut, 1890), 394-95 (the
Arabic version does not mention rewards to others than the two youths).

7Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, 28; idem, Genghis Khan, 38-39.

®Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, 163; idem, Genghis Khan, 206. On the discrepancies in the slaugh-
ter rule between al-‘Umari and Juvayni, see also Ayalon, “The Great Yasa (Part A),” 118-20.
“Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, 28; idem, Genghis Khan, 39.

% Al-Umari, Masalik al-absar, 3:106; Ibn Kathir, Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah, 1966, 13:118.
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This is further indicated by the similar structure of the Arabic texts. Both
open with the introduction of Chinggis Khan as the ancestor of the current Mon-
gol rulers, followed by mention of Chinggis Khan’s ancestress claiming to have
been impregnated by the sun’s rays.' They both then identify Juvayni as their
source for the following account. In what follows, their narratives sometimes
diverge (see Table 1), but generally maintain a shared sequence. Whereas the
order of the main topics in Juvaynt’s history is “Yasa—Ong Khan—offspring of
Chinggis Khan,” the Arabic versions follow the sequence “Ong Khan—Yasa—off-
spring of Chinggis Khan.” This rearrangement could, of course, be coincidental.
There are also differences: Ibn Kathir’s discussion of the hunt appears earlier
in the text than in al-‘UmarT’s version, and the mention of Temiijin as Chinggis
Khan'’s original name occurs at opposing ends of the section on Ong Khan (with
Ibn Kathir adhering to Juvayni’s order). Overall, however, there is a strong sug-
gestion of a shared sequence. Moreover, this is supported by two key examples
of smaller yet shared divergences from Juvayni’s structure.

The first occurs in the narrative about different tribes joining Chinggis Khan.
In addition to the added information about the size of the tribes, both al-“Umari
and Ibn Kathir include a mention of the Qiyat tribe. At the very beginning of
his description of Chinggis Khan’s rise to power, before relating his conflict
with Ong Khan, Juvayni noted the Qiyat tribe as superior over numerous other
Mongol tribes, and as the tribe from which Chinggis Khan descended, with his
forefathers as its chiefs.” The two Syrian authors, however, included Chinggis
Khan’s descent and the Qiyat tribe in their sections on how Chinggis Khan was
joined by many tribes. So, information from a different part of Juvayni’s text ap-
pears in the same place in the two Arabic accounts.

In this instance, the information can still be traced back to the same chapter
in Juvayni’s history, but that is not always the case. When the three authors turn
to Chinggis Khan’s offspring, Juvayni and al-‘Umari first discuss his sons and
then his speech urging them to combine forces in harmony via the arrows’ par-
able. Ibn Kathir reverses that order. In the discussion of Chinggis Khan’s sons,
however, an interesting similarity appears again in the texts by al-“Umari and
Ibn Kathir. Like Juvayni, al-“Umari points out that among the Mongols the po-
sition of the mother determines the position of the children. Like Juvayni, he
then mentions Chinggis Khan’s most important sons and their responsibilities,
although he leaves out Tolui (his army-related responsibilities are connected to
Ogedei instead). After mentioning Jochi as the eldest, however, he adds that Jo-
chi was “the father of Orda (Qurdu), Batu (Batuh), Berke (Barka), and Berkecher

S'Al-“Umari’s account is more elaborate and correctly identifies her as Alan Qo’a (while Tbn
Kathir relates that it was Chinggis Khan’s own mother).

S2Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahdngusha, 25-26; idem, Genghis Khan, 34-35.
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(Tarakjar).”** This information does not appear in that chapter in Juvayni, but
rather appears to originate from a significantly later section concerning the
death of Chinggis Khan.* That this information was clearly presented together
in the source used by the Mamluk-era authors is evident from Ibn Kathir’s ren-
dition. He wrote that Chinggis Khan had many children, among whom four sons
were the most important, and continues: “the oldest of them is Jochi and HRY-
WL and Batu and Berke and Berkecher (Tarakjar) (wa-akbaruhum Yiisi [Jochi]*
wa-HRYWL wa-Batu wa-Barkah wa-Tarakjar). Each of them was assigned his own
duties.”* It is clear that some confusion arose here. The text lists five names
rather than the aforementioned four sons, and Ordu’s name has become rather
mangled. Moreover, Orda, Batu, Berke, and Berkecher appear as Chinggis Khan’s
sons rather than Jochi’s. At the current point in this research, it is impossible
to determine where this went wrong: was the source text correct and did Ibn
Kathir (or his interpreter) get confused, or was the source text already corrupt-
ed and had al-‘Umari—who was generally well-informed about the Mongols*—
(or his interpreter) corrected it? Regardless, the incorporation of this bit of in-
formation in this specific section of both al-“Umarfi’s and Ibn Kathir’s texts, in a
very different location than in the Persian original, suggests again that they had
a shared source: al-“Umari did not, after all, arrange his information arbitrarily,
as Ayalon thought.*

AN ARABIC TRANSLATION?

Based on the analysis presented above, it would seem that al-‘Umari and Ibn
Kathir, independently from one another, used the same primary source materi-
al. Consequently, I think we can definitively rule out Ayalon’s third option to ex-
plain the differences between Juvayni’s text and al-‘UmarT’s version, i.e., that al-
‘Umari used additional sources and presented the information as being derived

%3 Al-‘Umari, Masalik al-absar, 3:111; Lech, Das mongolische Weltreich, YY/99.

SJuvayni, Tarikh-i Jahdngusha, 144-45; idem, Genghis Khan, 183-84. Alternatively, it might be de-
rived from yet another section, on the death of Jochi (idem, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, 221-22; idem,
Genghis Khan, 266). Given the general focus on Chinggis Khan, the former appears more likely,
perhaps supported by the phrasing, which is closer to the Arabic on page 144-45 (...pisaran-i
Tiishi [Jochi] Hordii va Batit va Shibagan va Tankit va Berke va Berkechar va Tughatimiir) than on
221-22 (...va pisaran-i it BMHL [“Boghal,” Boyle 266, n. 2] va Hordii va Batii va Shibagan va Tankiit va
Berke va Berkechar...).

sThe 2010 edition has “Tali” (164), based on two manuscripts; the BNF manuscript similarly
reads “Tuli wa-HRTWL wa-Baqu wa-Barkah wa-Tarakjar,” fol. 25r.

5Jbn Kathir, Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah, 13:121.

5’Lech, Das mongolische Weltreich, 18-21, 29-41.

%8 Ayalon, “The Great Yasa (Part A),” 131.
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from JuvaynT’s text. That is not to say that both authors may not have used addi-
tional sources. For one, I have been unable to trace the burial story in Ibn Kathir
and I feel like it would have been too good for al-“Umari to pass up. However, the
similarities in their information and repeated references to Juvayni suggest that
both authors genuinely believed that the text they used was Juvayni’s history
of Chinggis Khan. An interesting detail that can be considered as supporting
evidence is Ibn Kathir’s remark that Juvayni relates that high-ranking Mongols
converted to Islam because they were convinced by the voice heard by the wor-
shiper on the mountain. This correlation between events does not appear in
the Tarikh-i Jahangusha, although—as mentioned above—Juvayni does mention
Mongol adoption of Islam earlier in his text. As I have argued elsewhere, Ibn
Kathir’s depiction of the Mongols, Chinggis Khan, and the Yasa is overall very
negative, so it would seem unlikely that he would add this redeeming snippet of
information on his own initiative. It does not tie in with his general program of
depicting the Mongols, Chinggis Khan, and the Yasa as un-Islamic as possible.*
It is much more likely that this came from the text that Ibn Kathir described as
being written by Juvayni, “the vizier of Baghdad.”

Some form of the Tarikh-i Jahangusha was clearly used by these two Mamluk-
era authors, but what form was that? It would seem that the exchange of infor-
mation between the Ilkhanate and the Mamluk Sultanate in this case consti-
tuted actual written material making its way to the latter. After all, Ibn Kathir
explicitly mentions that he “saw a volume.” ®® Whether al-‘Umari had in front of
him the exact same text or a closely related one in the same tradition is impos-
sible to determine at this point. There is some reason to doubt that they used
the exact same material, specifically based on the section on the origin of the
rules of the Yasa. While thematically the two texts share clear parallels here—
the rules come from Chinggis Khan’s own mind, they are written down—the
respective elaborations are surprisingly divergent. The sudden appearance of a
camel instead of a treasury is especially noteworthy. This may have originated
from a slightly different copy in the same tradition, but there are other poten-
tial explanations as well. Perhaps it comes from the same source as the story
about the burial; perhaps Ibn Kathir added it, together with the “crude writing,”
to defame the Mongols and their Yasa; or perhaps an interpreter somewhat mis-

*See van den Bent, “Mongols in Mamluk Eyes,” 137-42.

%°Tbn Kathir, Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah, 13:117-18. Ibn Kathir’s text also confuses the name Ong
Khan with the better known name Uzbak, or Oz-beg, Khan. (The Golden Horde was ruled by
Oz-beg Khan 712-42/1313-41). In the fifteenth-century BNF manuscript, the spelling “Ortak”
dominates. It is likely that this was a copyist’s mistake, but if it was Ibn Kathir’s mix-up, this
also suggests a written text rather than oral information. I thank Reuven Amitai for pointing
out that this mistake is worth commenting on.
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understood the text. Overall, however, the existence of Ibn Kathir’s text makes
Ayalon’s second suggestion, that al-“Umari was misled by interpreters who dis-
torted the Tarikh-i Jahangusha as we know it today and thereby caused the diver-
gences from Juvayni’s text, considerably less likely. If both authors were present
at the same “translation session” it remains a possibility, but that raises the
same questions regarding the aforementioned divergences.

It appears more likely, therefore, that Ibn Kathir and al-‘Umari both had ac-
cess to a volume that contained a version of Juvayni’s history that was somewhat
different from the text we know now as the Tarikh-i Jahangusha. The question
then is: was this a Persian text, accessed via interpreters, or was this an Ara-
bic translation of (part of) the Tarikh-i Jahangusha? Overall, the two texts are
not particularly similar in phrasing, which may suggest they were not using an
Arabic text as their source—if that were the case, one might expect more tex-
tual similarities caused by copying. However, we can certainly not rule it out,
especially in light of the first passage on Yasa rules. Table 2 shows how many of
these regulations are almost identically worded. There is only one significant
difference in this passage between the two: the rule found in al-“Umari about re-
ceiving goods and losing them three times® is absent in Ibn Kathir, who instead
relates that “whoever immerses in [water] is killed”(both underlined). This rule
is mentioned by al-‘Umari a little further down.

9 This might reflect a thoroughly distorted interpretation of one of Juvayni’s stories on Ogedei
(Juvayni, Tarikh-i Jahangusha, 167; idem, Genghis Khan, 209-10).
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Table 2. A comparison of the wording of the first section on the rules of the Yasa by al-‘Umari (p. 106 in the 2003 edition or p. A/96 in the Lech
edition) and Ibn Kathir (pp. 118-19 in the 1966 edition), followed by a combined translation in which text unique to either author is placed in
parentheses and attributed to its author with his initial in brackets.

al-‘Umari

Ibn Kathir

Combined translation

fa-min dhalika anna

(thumma dhakara al-Juwayni nutafan min al-yasa) min
dhalika annahu

(then Juvayni mentions some details from the Yasa [K])
among which are that

man zand sawa’un an kana muhsanan aw ghayr muhsan
qutil,

man zand qutil, muhsanan kana aw ghayr muhsan,

he who commits adultery is killed, whether he is
married or unmarried,

wa-man lata qutil,

wa-kadhalika man lata qutil,

and (similarly [K]) he who commits sodomy is killed,

wa-man ta‘ammada al-kidhb qutil,

wa-man ta‘ammada al-kidhb qutil,

and he who lies on purpose is killed,

wa-man sahara qutil,

wa-man sahara qutil,

and he who performs witchcraft is killed,

wa-man yatajassasa ‘ald gawm qutil,

wa-man tajassasa qutil,

and he who spies (on people [U]) is killed,

wa-man dakhila bayna ithnayn yakhtasimana fa-a‘ana
ahadahuma qutil,

wa-man dakhala bayna ithnayn yakhtasimana fa-a‘ana
ahadahuma qutil,

and he who comes between two quarrelling people and
supports one of them is killed,

wa-man bala min al-ma qutil,

wa-man bala fi al-ma’ al-wagqif qutil,

and he who urinates in (standing [K]) water will be

killed,

wa-man u‘tiya bida‘ah wa-khasira thumma u‘tiya thaniyatan
wa-khasira ild al-thalithah qutil,

wa-man inghamasa fihi qutil,

(and he who receives goods and loses them and then is

given goods again and loses them until the third time is
killed [U])/(and he who immerses in [water] is killed [K]),

wa-man at‘ama asir gawm aw kasahu aw saqahu® bi-ghayri
idhnihim qutil,

wa-man at‘ama asiran aw saqahu aw kasahu bi-ghayri idhn
ahlihi qutil,

and he who feeds a prisoner (of people [U]) or clothes
him or gives him to drink without their permission is

killed,

wa-man wajada hariban aw asiran aw ‘abdan wa-la

yarudduhu qutil

wa-man wajada hariban wa-lam yarudduhu qutil

and he who encounters an escapee (or a prisoner or a
slave [U]) and does not return him is killed

2The 2003 Abu Dhabi edition has shakahu, but Lech (Das mongolische Weltreich, A) has sagahu.
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The strong similarities between these paragraphs make the existence of an
Arabic summary or translation of (at least part of) Juvayni’s Tarikh-i Jahangusha
a serious option (although a similar list of rules in Persian translated literally by
an interpreter could have yielded a comparable result). If there was indeed an
Arabic text, various questions remain. Who would the translator have been, and
where was it produced? Ayalon has pointed out that there was no real tradition
in the Mamluk Sultanate of producing Arabic translations of Persian texts.®
Such a translation was more likely produced in Baghdad or elsewhere in the
Ilkhanate. Given the multilingual environment of the Ilkhanate, this was not
uncommon: in addition to some authors writing in both Persian and Arabic,
translations between the two languages were made frequently.®* Rashid al-Din
famously stipulated in his endowment deed that his works, including those
on the Mongols, were to be copied in both their original Persian and in Arabic
translations, allowing them to reach a larger audience.® The production of an
Arabic version of Juvayni’s text, which may well have been more like a digest
than a complete translation, could account for the differences, both in content
and in structure, between the Mamluk texts on the one hand and the Tarikh-i
Jahangusha on the other. A translator-cum-summarizer could have introduced
additional information and details and could also have rearranged the order in
which some of the material appears (the appearance of Jochi’s sons in the sec-
tion on Chinggis Khan’s offspring, for instance).

Alternatively, al-“Umari and Ibn Kathir may have used a Persian text, but one
that was somewhat different from the Tarikh-i Jahangusha as we know it today.
In a sense, this echoes Ayalon’s “option 1,” that we do not have a complete ver-
sion of Juvayni’s chronicle. Ayalon himself argued that this seemed unlikely, at
least to the extent necessary to explain all of the differences. Moreover, there
is much more material in Juvayni’s history that al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir do not
use than the other way around, so, based on the evidence presented here, Aya-
lon’s first option is not the most compelling conclusion. It is, however, possible
that the two Mamluk-era authors had access to a different Persian text, such
as a digest or summary of Juvayni’s work. They could also have used another
Persian source, the author of which relied heavily on the Tarikh-i Jahangusha or
even incorporated significant sections of it with minimal alterations. If that is
the case, however, both Mamluk-era authors were clearly aware that the origi-
nal source of information was Juvayni, given their many explicit references to

% Ayalon, “The Great Yasa (Part A),” 124.
® Amitai and Biran, “Arabic Sources,” 1030-31.

s5Stefan Kamola, Making Mongol History: Rashid al-Din and the Jami’ al-Tawarikh (Edinburgh, 2019),
112-15.

% Ayalon, “The Great Yasa (Part A),” 122-23.
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him. If they indeed used a text by another author, it would seem that at least Ibn
Kathir did not recognize that it was written by someone using Juvayni rather
than by Juvayni himself, given his statement that he “saw a volume composed
by the vizier of Baghdad.” Perhaps, however, such a text served as an interme-
diary for the transmission of part of Juvayni’s material to the sultanate, where
it was presented or interpreted as Juvayni’s own history. Whatever the form of
this theoretical Persian text—a Persian summary, a transmission via another
Persian text using Juvayni, or even (part of) a manuscript version of the Tarikh-i
Jahangusha that looked somewhat different from the text as we have it today—al-
‘Umari and Ibn Kathir would have required the help of interpreters. The input
of those interpreters could be another possible source for some of the diverging
information between al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir, such as Ibn Kathir’s mention of
Chinggis Khan’s burial and their differing portrayals of the Yasa in book form.
Their presence could also explain Ibn Kathir’s confused interpretation of some
of the information, especially his interpretation of the stories about Ogedei as
being about Chinggis Khan.

CONCLUDING REMARKS

Two Mamluk-era historians appear to have independently used the same (or
very similar) version(s) of Juvayni’s Tarikh-i Jahangusha, which contained some
conspicuous differences in both content and structure compared to the Persian
text as we have it today. From a Mamlukist’s point of view, this is relevant first
because it allows for a thorough comparison of al-‘Umari’s and Ibn Kathir’s re-
spective utilizations of the text. Such a comparison reveals their differing in-
tentions in their representation of the Yasa—that vague “something” that was
clearly important to the Mongols and in which many Mamluk-era authors took
an interest. Al-“Umari, with his fairly impartial approach to the text, and Ibn
Kathir, with his recurring censure and rebuke, exhibited diverging interpreta-
tions of the Yasa’s contents, made different choices in their respective selections,
and had different messages they wanted their audiences to take away from it,
which I have explored elsewhere in more detail.* Their shared use of this text

Ibn Kathir’s identification of Chinggis Khan as the protagonist of these stories actually causes
an issue in one of them as it becomes illogical. Ibn Kathir relates: “An unbeliever came to him
[Chinggis Khan] and said: ‘While sleeping, I saw Chinggis Khan. He said: “Say to my son [li-ibni,
2010 edition, 164]/father [li-abi, 1966 edition, 120] to kill the Muslims.”” He [Chinggis Khan] said
to him: ‘This is a lie.” And he ordered him to be killed.” The confusion is reflected in the dif-
ferences between the editions, and some manuscripts have a slightly different text, along the
lines of “he said to me once (gala li marrah) to kill the Muslims” (BNF Arabe 1516, fol. 25r). See
also Ibn Kathir, Al-Bidayah wa-al-nihayah, 2010, 15:164, n. 1.

%Van den Bent, “Mongols in Mamluk Eyes,” 137-42.
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thus sheds light on the way in which different Mamluk-era historians thought
and wrote about the Mongols and their history, what messages they wanted to
convey, and why.

Moreover, the use of this source by al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir also demon-
strates that historical material originating in a Mongol cultural context not
only entered the sultanate via oral transmission—such as through al-‘Umari’s
and al-NuwayrT’s many informants®—but also in written form. Although most
“Mongol material” appears to have entered the sultanate through oral reports,
this text can be added to Ibn al-DawadarT’s still somewhat mysterious “Turkish
book.” It should be noted that neither of these texts appear to have seen wide-
spread use: I have not been able to identify the use of Juvayni’s text in the work
of another Mamluk-era author, nor have I found any traces of Ibn al-Dawadari’s
Mongol story elsewhere. Nevertheless, these written sources were present in
the sultanate and they were used, and readers there could satiate their curios-
ity about Mongol history and culture through the works of these Mamluk-era
authors. Both al-‘Umari and Ibn Kathir clearly felt that their Arabic-speaking
audiences would be interested in what Juvayni had to say on the Mongols in
general and on the Yasa in particular. Together with other Mamluk-era authors
writing on the topic, they set the stage for a significant Nachleben of the Yasa in
the Mamluk Sultanate, perhaps best illustrated by al-Maqrizi’s cunning use of it
in voicing his own political grievances.

A number of questions about the exact form(s) in which Juvayni’s text cir-
culated in the sultanate remain. Why did this version include information not
found in today’s Tarikh-i Jahangusha and why does it have some significant struc-
tural differences from the Persian text? Future research will need to consider
how these variations speak to the channels of transmission into the sultanate.
One option was that they used an Arabic translation, summarized and with some
changes and additions, that circulated in the sultanate. Alternatively, it could
have been a Persian text mediated by interpreters that these Syrian authors
used—perhaps a Persian summary, another Persian text using Juvayni, or even
(part of) a divergent manuscript version of the Tarikh-i Jahangushd. Until more
research is done (or, ideally, the Persian or Arabic volume used by these authors
emerges), a definitive answer to these questions remains elusive. More research
on both the Ilkhanid and Mamluk historiographical traditions and especially
on their interrelationship is bound to shed new and revealing light on the ex-
changes of ideas and information between the sultanate and Mongol territories.

% Amitai, “Jewish Teacher.”
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