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CHAPTER 12

Diplomatic Entanglements between Tabriz, Cairo,
and Herat: a Reconstructed Qara Qoyunlu Letter
Datable to 818/1415

Frédéric Bauden

1 Introduction!

In 2004, I drew attention to an uncommon and previously unknown reposi-
tory of Mamluk chancery documents. In an unpublished and rather unique
holograph manuscript of al-Magqrizi 1 identified in the holdings of the Univer-
sity of Liege, on several leaves, much to my surprise, I recognized the large
idiosyncratic handwriting usually found on Mamluk chancery documents. I
soon realized that these leaves related to several documents originally in a
scroll form that were later cut into pieces and transformed into quires. In this
way, they were reused, and al-Maqrizi availed himself of this discarded paper.
What stirred my imagination at that time was the question of the reconstruc-
tion of the original documents. I was interested in reconstructing the original
documents—at least in part, and dating them. Thanks to the rules of diplo-
matics as explained by various Mamluk authors, based on the external and
internal characteristics of documents and on their physical features (paper,
handwriting, ink, interlinear space), I was indeed able to classify the fragments
identified in the Liege notebook into five groups, with each group represent-
ing one document. Among these, three in particular seemed to be linked to the
same historical event. Thanks to the appearance of a personal name in two frag-
ments that belonged to two different documents, and of the lagab of a sultan,
I identified the nature of the documents (manshir iqta¥, i.e., land grant) and
dated them precisely to the year 744/1344.2

1 This article owes much to two persons to whom it is a real pleasure for me to express my
deepest gratitude: John Woods and Kazuo Morimoto. Not only did they both read a draft of it
and comment heavily upon it, but they also greatly contributed to a redefinition of my inter-
pretation of the Timurid sources. Obviously, I alone am responsible for any mistake it might
still contain.

2 Bauden, The recovery.
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DIPLOMATIC ENTANGLEMENTS BETWEEN TABRIZ, CAIRO, AND HERAT 411

Since 2004, the project has been extended to all of al-Maqriz1's other holo-
graph manuscripts identified so far; this amounts to twenty-five manuscripts.
Among the slightly more than 5,000 leaves, about 12 percent (616) were rec-
ognizable as scrap paper bearing inscriptions (see table 12.1). It is noteworthy
that the most signicant part of this reused paper is to be found in manuscripts
corresponding to drafts, resumés, and notebooks.® Whenever they are found
in manuscripts representing fair copies, it is always for additions made by al-
Magqrizi at a later date. From this observation, I can infer that al-Maqrizi mainly
reserved this kind of paper for manuscripts that were meant to be used only
temporarily; for him, it was merely scrap paper. Obviously, not all of these frag-
ments are interesting from the historian’s point of view. If the most meaningful
parts of the documents are missing in the manuscripts, clearly they cannot be
identified and dated.

2 Fragments of a Qara Qoyunlu Letter

The document at the core of the present study was identified in two volumes
of al-Magqrizi’s al-Ta’rikh al-kabir al-muqaffa (usually abridged as al-Muqaffa),
a biographical dictionary devoted to the Egyptians or those who lived in or
passed through Egypt, mainly in the Islamic period. Of this uncompleted proj-
ect, which nevertheless reached sixteen of the eighty volumes al-Maqrizi had
planned to write, five holograph volumes have been preserved and are dis-
tributed between the University of Leiden, who took the lion’s share with four
volumes (Mss Or. 13664, 1366¢, 3075, 14533), and the Bibliotheque nationale de
France in Paris (MS Arabe 2144).% The fourteen fragments of the Qara Qoyunlu
letter were evenly distributed in two of the volumes now in Leiden, respectively
Ms Or. 1366¢, fols. 15b, 16a, 25a, 26b, 27b, 2gb, 37b, and Ms Or. 14533, fols. 331b,
332b, 371b, 372b, 373b, 388D, 389a. Given that Ms Or. 1366¢ contains in all nine
fragments of reused documents, the seven fragments belonging to the Qara
Qoyunlu letter thus constitute the majority of these, while in the case of Mms Or.
14533, they represent a smaller part of the whole fragments reused (7 of 25).5

3 Four manuscripts corresponding to that description total 527 fragments, i.e. 85 percent.

4 For a thorough study of the work and its manuscripts, see Bauden, Maqriziana X.

5 But we must account for the fact that the manuscript in question contains twice the number
of leaves in comparison with the other volumes of al-Mugaffa.
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412 BAUDEN

TABLE 12.1 List of al-Maqrizr's holograph manuscripts with indication of reused documents

No. City Library Shelf Title No. of lvs.2
mark
1 Alexandria  Bibliotheca Alexandrina ~ Tarikh Notebook 52 (0)
2125/d
2 Ann Arbor  University of Michi- ISL. 605 al-Mawa‘iz wa-l-i‘tibar (vol. 3) 261 (o)
gan, Special Collections
Library
3 Calcutta Asiatic Society 1774 Mukhtasar Qiyam al-layl wa- 131 (?)

Qiyam Ramadan wa-Kitab
al-Witr lil-Marwazt

Damascus ~ Maktabat al-Asad 4805 Notebook 80 (2)
5 Dushanbe  Kitobhona-i milli-i Todjik- 1790 Mukhtar Durrat al-aslak f 179 (107)
iston dawlat al-Atrak li-Ibn Habib
6 Gotha Forschungs- und Landes-  Ar.1771 Durar al-‘uqud al-farida 185 (3)
bibliothek
7 Gotha Forschungs- und Landes- ~ Ar.1652 Itti‘az al-hunafa’ 58 (0)
bibliothek
8 Istanbul Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi Aya Sofya  al-Khabar ‘an al-bashar (vol.1) 245 (2)
3362
9 Istanbul Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi Fatih 4338  al-Khabar ‘an al-bashar (vol. 3) 254 (0)
10 Istanbul Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi Fatih 4339 al-Khabar ‘an al-bashar (vol. 4) 163 (o)
un Istanbul Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi Fatih 4340 al-Khabar ‘an al-bashar (vol. 5) 265 (15)
12 Istanbul Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi Fatih 4341  al-Khabar ‘an al-bashar (vol. 6) 276 (o)
13 Istanbul Siileymaniye Kiitiphanesi $ehit AliP. Imta“al-asma“ (vol. 1) 211 (2)
1847
14 Istanbul Siileymaniye Kiitiiphanesi Yeni Cami  al-Suluik (vol. 1) 257 (0)
887
15 Istanbul Murat Molla Kiitiiphanesi 575 Mukhtasar al-Kamil li-Ibn Adi 215 (o)
16 Istanbul Topkap Saray1 Miizesi Hazine al-Mawa‘iz wa-l-i‘tibar (vol.1) 179 (158)
Kiitiiphanesi 1472
17 Istanbul Topkap1 Saray1 Miizesi Emanet al-Mawa‘iz wa-l-itibar (vol. 2) 182 (177)
Kiitiiphanesi Hazinesi
1405
19 Leiden Universiteitsbibliotheek ~ Or.1366a  al-Mugaffa 226 (9)
20 Leiden Universiteitsbibliotheek ~ Or.1366b  al-Mugqaffa 287 (5)
21 Leiden Universiteitsbibliotheek ~ Or. 3075 al-Mugaffa 252 (12)
22 Leiden Universiteitsbibliotheek  Or.14533  al-Mugqaffa 550 (25)
23 Leiden Universiteitsbibliotheek  Or. 560 Collection of opuscules 214 (0)
24 Liege Bibliotheque universitaire 2232 Notebook 209 (85)
25 Paris Bibliothéque nationale Arabe al-Mugqaffa 260 (14)
2144
Total 5191 (616)

a The number in parentheses refers to the number of leaves corresponding to reused docu-
ments.
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416 BAUDEN

FIGURE 12.1  The structure of the paper with indication of the chain and laid lines
LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK, MS OR. 14533, FOL. 388B

The fourteen leaves were singled out as being part of the same document on
the basis of several external and internal characteristics that they all share. The
paper, in comparison with the material used by al-Maqrizi for the majority of
the volumes of al-Mugaffa, is thinner with a rather rough surface that indicates
that it was poorly polished, if indeed it was ever polished. Moreover, the struc-
ture of the paper shows that the chain lines are grouped in threes, the distance
between two chain lines being 18 mm and between two groups 52 mm, with
20 laid lines occupying a space of 24 to 26 mm (see fig. 12.1). In this respect,

6 For this structure, see Humbert, Papiers non filigranés, 21-2, 33-8 (table 1v). This type,
which features in 37 percent of Humbert’s corpus, can be regarded as one of the most
widespread types in Oriental manuscripts produced between 1058 and 1448. The latter date
corresponds to the terminus Humbert selected for her analysis and not to the end of the
production of this kind of paper. It is worth mentioning that the figures mentioned for
the space between chain lines and groups for the paper analyzed here do not fit with the
measures provided by Humbert: some papers produced in the first half of the ninth/fif-
teenth century, when our document was issued, do present groups of chain lines occupy-
ing 52mm or more, but the distance between individual lines is much smaller than what
is found here (between 7 and 16 mm). It must be noted that the difference in the color of
the paper of the fragments that can be noted between those from mss Or. 1366¢ and Or.
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FIGURE 12.2  Two dammas (left: Ms Or. 14533,
fol. 388b; right: Ms Or. 1366¢,
fol. 37b)

it completely differs from the kind of paper al-Magqrizi used for most of his
manuscripts of fair copies.” The ink is another feature that all the fragments
of one document have in common: it is dark brown, sometimes turning lighter
where the ink fades away, typically when the galam runs dry. The script may be
characterized as taig, as it is described by al-Qalqashandi (d. 821/1418)8 and al-
Tayyib1 (d. after 9o8/1503).° Most of the alifs and other letters with a shaft (t@’,
lam, etc.) have a head-serif'” to the right, except for the second alif in the alif-
lam-alif group where it is to the left (see fig. 12.6). Some ligatures between non-
joining letters may be observed with, in one case, an ‘ayn muallafa (fig. 12.10:
al-sa‘at) as described by al-Qalqashandi.! The orthoepic signs (damma, fatha,
kasra, sukun, shadda) were quite often added by the scribe and offer another
link between each fragment; this is particularly true of the way the damma is
written, always with an open counter and a rather elongated oblique stroke (see
fig. 12.2). The kasra, on the other hand, takes the shape of a vertical stroke (see
figs. 12.4 and 12.7) or is slightly inclined to the left (see fig. 12.12).

In addition to these concomitant elements, we must stress that the major-
ity of these fragments are side-by-side in the quire in both manuscripts. Given

14533 in the reproductions at the end of this study is attributable to circumstances linked
to the exposition lighting used to digitize the manuscripts, as this was done at different
times.

7 The paper al-Maqrizi used to produce fair copies of his works has chain lines grouped by
twos. See Bauden, al-Magqriz?s collection, chap. 4.
See al-Qalqashandi, Subh al-a‘sha iii, 104—18.
Al-Tayyibi, Jami‘ mahasin, ed. al-Munajjid, plates 43-6; ed. al-Mani', 76 and plates 22a—
23b.

10 For the head-serif, see Gacek, Arabic Manuscripts 122—3.

11 Al-Qalqashandi, Subh al-a‘sha iii, 12; Gacek, Arabic Manuscripts 318, no. 26 (where it is
labeled fakk al-asad, the lion’s jaw).
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418 BAUDEN

that al-Maqrizi took advantage of this kind of reused paper to add material to
a manuscript he had already produced a fair copy of,!? it makes sense that he
exploited fragments that stemmed from the same document. In most cases,
the fragments are only composed of one leaf. However, in one case, where the
addition was substantial, he used a longer fragment folded in two (bifolio) and
he inserted another fragment in its middle, thus creating a small quire. The
bifolio presenting a larger fragment (see fig. 12.6) indicates that the original
document had been cut into fragments large enough to form such bifolios in
order to produce quires. In his notebooks and drafts, al-Maqrizi made use of
those fragments as quires,'® but in other cases, like here for additions to a fair
copy, he adapted them according to his needs, cutting a bifolio into two parts.
This is why most of the fragments belonging to the Qara Qoyunlu letter are
single leaves and not more bifolios. The full bifolio is useful to understand the
measures of the blank spaces (interlinear, marginal, and top and bottom of the
document) the secretary used, as these measures would be in accordance with
his chancery rules. These measures provide a further corroborating element
that helps to prove that they all come from the same document.

The most significant measures to consider are the following (see fig. 12.3): the
height (1) refers to the vertical side of the leaf when the inscription is placed
horizontally, i.e., as it was displayed in the original document, while the width
(w) applies to the horizontal side. The margin (Marg.) corresponds to the blank
space to the right of the inscription. The upper and lower edges are the blank
space situated respectively above and below the inscription. Whenever two
lines of inscriptions are found on a single leaf, the line spacing is measured at
the beginning and the end of the inscriptions. Table 12.2 shows that the height
of the fragments is included between 133 and 165 mm while the width oscil-
lates between 169 and 185 mm. These slight differences can be explained by the
fact that the fragments were problably cut twice: the first time when they were
transformed into bifolia to create quires that were trimmed, the second time
when al-Maqrizi separated the bifolia to create two single leaves. The differ-
ences noted in the size of the right margin (from 32 to 5o0mm) can also be
explained in that way. Nevertheless, in this case, the maximum (50mm) is a
good indication of what that margin was in the document before its reuse. The
measure that most strongly supports the hypothesis that all these fragments
belong to the same document concerns the line spacing, i.e., the interlinear
space left blank between two lines of text. In some cases, two lines of text have

12 For the status of al-Mugaffa from this point of view, see Bauden, Maqriziana X.
13 For this see Bauden, The recovery 75 and note 55.
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FIGURE 12.3  Indication of the significant measures to be considered
LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK, MS 14533, FOL. 332B

been preserved on one fragment; this enables us to measure that space with
precision. The distance is taken from the baseline at the beginning and the end
of the inscription to the baseline of the next inscription. The space above and
below each inscription must also be taken into consideration for the reordering
of the fragments.'* Whenever two inscriptions appear on the same fragment (in

14  See Bauden, The recovery 62. In table 12.2, these measures appear in the columns regard-
ing the upper edge, i.e., the space above the inscription, taken from the baseline to the
top of the leaf at two points (beginning and end of the inscription), and the lower edge
according to the same system, but from the baseline to the bottom of the leaf. In the case
of the end of the inscription, it is well known that the practice was to write the end of the
line at a higher point than the beginning of the line, with the last word sometimes written
above the baseline. Thus the line spacing at the end of two lines is usually narrower than
at the beginning (the scribes did not use a ruler to measure these spaces).
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420 BAUDEN

nine cases), the line spacing at the beginning of the inscriptions is included,
between 73 and 85 mm, with the majority situated between 8o and 85 mm.
The fourteen fragments contain twenty-four lines of an Arabic text, of which
nineteen are fully legible,'® and the contents of several parts of the inscriptions
are congruous. If the date of the document and the name of the ruler in whose
name it was issued are unfortunately missing, two lines are sufficient to replace
this information. In the first inscription (fol. 15b), the issuer indicates that next
spring he will move with his army to the summer pastures (al-rabi*in sha'a llah
ta‘ala nahadna bi-‘asakirina ila masif al-utaq); this very helpful detail indicates
that the issuer practised transhumance. If we consider that the document was
contemporary with al-Magqrizi, this restricts the possibilities to the Timurids,
the Qara Qoyunlu, and the Aq Qoyunlu.!'® The second suggestive line (fol. 16a)
mentions one of Timur’s relatives, a certain Sa‘d-i Vaqqas, who came to the
issuer’s court (Amir Timur wa-huwa Sa‘d Waqqas wa-qad wafada bi-hi ‘alayna
munabbian bi-adhyal). As 1 establish below, Sa‘d-i Vaqqas was one of Timur's
great-grandsons, who defected to the Qara Qoyunlu ruler, Qara Yasuf (r. ca. 792—
823/ca. 1390-1420), in 818/1415, much to the despair of his uncle, Shah Rukh (r.
807-50/1405-47). Thanks to these two pieces of information, we can state with
some certainty that the fragments identified correspond to a letter redacted by
Qara Yusuf’s chancery and that the letter was sent to the Mamluk sultan who
ruled at that time, al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh (r. 815-824/1412—21). We already know
that al-Maqrizi was in Egypt when he reused this document as scrap paper.

3 Qara Qoyunlu Diplomatics and the Nature of the Fragmentary
Document

Before looking further into the context that led to the issue of the document,
it is essential to proceed with its reconstruction, i.e., to attempt to put the few
preserved fragments into order. Dealing with a Qara Qoyunlu chancery docu-
ment, it is thus crucial to consider what the structure of a letter might have
been. Unfortunately, in contrast to what we have for Mamluk chancery prac-
tice, we do not know of a manual similar to al-Qalqashandi’s Subh al-a‘sha
for the Qara Qoyunlu.l” For the study of Qara Qoyunlu diplomatics, we can

15  In four cases, the remaining parts of the line are close to the edge of the leaf where the
cutting took place, leaving only the lower or the upper part of some letters that prevents
any interpretation of the words.

16 On the practice of summer and winter pastures by these groups, see Potts, Nomadism.

17 The only modern source to tackle Qara Qoyunlu diplomatics in some detail is Busse,
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only consider the documents that have survived in other ways, i.e., originals
and copies. As for the originals, only twelve documents in Persian have been
preserved and published. Their dates of issue span some forty years, between
853/1449 for the oldest, and 896/1490-1 for the most recent.’® Of these, only
one can be identified as an official letter in Persian addressed to the Ottoman
sultan Mehmed 11 (1. 848-50/1444-6, 855-86/1451-81).19 Additional letters are
available in copies found in a wide array of Mamluk, Ottoman, and Timurid
sources. For the Mamluk sources, copies of seven letters in Arabic are accessi-
ble in epistolary collections.2? On the Ottoman side, a similar number of copies

Untersuchungen, though his main focus is on the Safavid chancery. Moreover, the data
regarding the Qara Qoyunlu chancery practices are mixed with those of the other dynas-
ties.

18  Thelist is based on the following incomplete sources: Busse, Untersuchungen 250; Aubin,
Un Soyurghal 159, note 1; Mudarrisi-Tabataba’i, Haft farman, 88-91; Digital Persian Ar-
chives (www.asnad.org):

— Jahanshah b. Qara Yasuf (r. 837-72/1434-67): 1) Farman, 21-30 Rabi‘ I 853/14—23 May
1449, Institut drevnikh rukopisei im. Mashtotsa “Matenadaran” (Erevan), Papazian,
Persidskie dokumenty 244-5; 2) Farman, 13 Ramadan 857/17 September 1453, Topkapi
Saray1 Miizesi Arsivi (Istanbul), Busse, Untersuchungen, 149-50; 3) Suyurghal, 3 Rajab
859/19 June 1455, Topkap: Saray1r Miizesi Arsivi (Istanbul), Aubin, Un Soyurghal; 4)
Copy of a manshur, Bigum Khatin, wife of Jahanshah, 10 Dhiai 1-Qa‘da 866/6 August
1462, Institut drevnikh rukopisei im. Mashtotsa “Matenadaran” (Erevan), Papazian,
Persidskie dokumenty 248-9: 5) Farman, 27 Jumada 1 867/17 February 1463, Aubin,
Note, 125-8; Humayun Farrakh, Farmani; 6-7) Copies of two manshurs, 25 Dha 1-
Hijja 870/8 August 1466, present location unknown, Qajar, Tarikh, 83—5; 8) Letter to
the Ottoman sultan Mehmed 11, undated (ca. 872/1467), Topkap: Saray1r Miizesi Arsivi
(Istanbul), Fekete, Einfithrung 117—21; 9) Farman, undated, Institut drevnikh rukopi-
sei im. Mashtotsa “Matenadaran” (Erevan), Papazian, Persidskie dokumenty 246—7; not
accounted for here is an inscription corresponding to a_farman regarding the abolition
of illegitimate taxes found in the Masjid-i jami‘ in Gorgan, 9 Jumada 1 862/25 March
1458, Dhabihi, Da sanad, 313—4;

— Hasan ‘Ali b. Jahanshah (r. 872—3/1467-9): 10) Farman, 4 Ramadan 872/28 March
1468, Institut drevnikh rukopisei im. Mashtotsa “Matenadaran” (Erevan), Papazian,
Persidskie dokumenty 250-1; 1) Farman, 27 Shawwal 873/10 May 1469, Kitabkhana-yi
Markazi-i Danishgah-yi Tihran (Tehran), no. 9189, Mudarrisi-Tabataba’i, Haft farman
96-8;

- Yasuf b. Jahanshah (r. 873—-4/1469): 12) Vaqf-nama, Muharram 869/September 14645,
Mudarrisi-Tabataba’i, Vaqf-nama, 248—-65.

19 A copy of this letter can also be found in Feridan Beg’s Mecmii‘a i, 274—5.

20  Ibn Hijja (d. 837/1434), Qahwat al-insha’

— Qara Yusuf (r. ca. 792—-823/ca. 1390-1420): 1) Letter to al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh, mid-Rajab
[819]/8 September 1416, no. 48,198—202; 2) Letter to the same, 27 Rabi* 11 [820] (arrived
in Cairo on 27 Jumada 1 820/12 July 1417), no. 55, 221—4;

— Iskandar b. Qara Yuasuf (r. 823/1420-841/1438): 3) Letter to al-Muzaffar Ahmad 11 b.
Shaykh (1. 824/1421), undated (arrived in Cairo on 14 Rabi‘ 1 825/8 March 1422), no. 97,
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of letters in Persian has been preserved in Feridiin Beg'’s collection.?! Finally,
three copies of letters in Persian addressed by Qara Yasuf to the Timurid Shah
Rukh can be found in a late compendium of mainly Timurid epistolography.22

It is generally assumed that the rules applied by the Qara Qoyunlu chancery,
like that of the Aq Qoyunlu, followed those set by its Timurid counterpart.23

359—62; 4) Letter to Barsbay (r. 825/1422-841/1438), end of Sha‘ban 825/mid-August
1422, no. 109, 391-6;

— Yar ‘Ali b. Iskandar (d. 853/1449), governor of Mardin: 5) Letter to Barsbay, undated
(arrived in Cairo in Sha‘ban 825/July-August 1422), no. 102, 377.

Munsha’a (Paris, BnF, Ms Arabe 4440; see Bauden, Les Relations):

- Pir Budag b. Jahanshah (r. 866-71/1461-6): 6) Letter to Inal (r. 857-65/1453-61), end
of Dha 1-Qa‘da 859/early November 1455, no. 36, fols. 161b—163a; 7) Letter to the same,
undated (reached Cairo on 1 Dha 1-Qa‘da 861/20 September 1457), no. 38, fols. 164b—
167a. The letters, together with the answers from the Mamluk side, found in this col-
lection have since been published. See Dekkiche, The letter.

In his Subh al-a‘sha, al-Qalqashandi does not provide any information regarding the cor-

respondence with the Qara Qoyunlu because, at the date of its redaction (814/1412), Qara

Yasuf was struggling to regain control of his territories from the Timurids; he had just

emerged as the founder of a dynasty with the nomination of his son, Pir Badag, as joint-

ruler holding the title of sultan (810/1407-8); and only in 813/1410 did he end his allegiance
to the Jalayirid Sultan Ahmad b. Shaykh Uways (r. 784—813/1382-1410), who, in his attempt
to reconquer Azerbaijan from Qara Yusuf, was killed in the battle that took place outside

Tabriz. On the other hand, al-Sahmawi (d. 868/1464), whose manual fills the gap between

al-Qalgashandi and the letters contained in MS Arabe 4440, is not more instructive; he

provides only slight details about the format of paper and the formulas to be used for

Qara Yasuf’s son, Iskandar. See al-Sahmawi, al-Taghr al-basim ii, 748.

21 Feridan Beg, Mecmii‘a:

— QaraYusuf: 1) Letter to Mehmed 11, undated (819/1416-7), i, 151-2;

— Iskandar b. Qara Yusuf: 2) Letter to Mehmed 11, undated (819/1416-7), i, 152—3;

— Jahanshah b. Qara Yasuf: 3) Response to Mehmed 11, end of Rajab 848/mid-November
1444, i, 224; 4) Response to Mehmed 11's Fathname, undated (857/1453), i, 248-50; 5)
Response to Mehmed 11, undated (aft. 857/1453), i, 255—7; 6) Response to Mehmed 11,
undated (aft. 857/1453), i, 264; 7) Letter to Mehmed 11, undated, i, 273—4 (copy of the
original letter mentioned above, see footnote 20).

22 MS Sp1825 (Paris, BnF):

— QaraYusuf:1) Letter to Shah Rukh, undated (datable to end 817/beg. 1415), Nava1, Asnad
167-8; 2) Letter to the same, undated, Nava'i, Asnad 169—70; 3) Letter to the same, dated
25 Muharram [818/6 April 1415], Naval, Asnad 171—3 (a copy of this letter is also found
in Yasuf-i Ahl's Far@id-i Ghiyathi ii, 190-3).

23 See Aubin, Un Soyurghal 162 (“Fondée sur I'examen d’un nombre de piéces tres insuff-
isant, notre connaissance des usages des chancelleries turkmeénes est encore fragile. La
diplomatique turkmene emprunte ses régles a la diplomatique chagatay et il et fallu,
en bonne méthode, étudier d’abord celle-ci pour mieux suivre I’ évolution de celle-13, en
palliant, comme il est possible de le faire partiellement, la perte des originaux d’époque
mongole ou timouride par un recours soigneux aux copies anciennes”). Since Aubin, our
knowledge of the Timurid chancery and its rules has greatly improved. See, in particular,
Mitchell, The practice; Mitchell, Safavid imperial Tarassul.
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Persian was the language that was most widely used by the Qara Qoyunlu
chancery, as is confirmed by the correspondence with the Timurids and the
Ottomans, as well as the other official documents related to the internal admin-
istration ( farman, suyurghal) that have been preserved. Arabic was neverthe-
less used for communication with rulers of regions outside the Persophone
world, like the Mamluks. The seven letters addressed to the Mamluk sultans
that have been preserved as copies in Ibn Hijja’s Qahwat al-insha’ and the
anonymous collection of the Paris Ms Arabe 4440 are further proof that the
Qara Qoyunlu preferred Arabic whenever they wanted to convey their message
to their Egyptian addressees.?* As one may assume, these copies of letters offer
aunique opportunity to compare, in the frame of diplomatics, the fragments of
the original letter that is at the core of this study, in order to permit an attempt
at its reconstruction. In what follows, we focus on the three main diplomatic
parts of the documents (iftitah/protocol, matn/text, and khawatim/eschato-
col). To accurately reconstruct the fragments, it is necessary to understand
where each part belongs. Another key issue to consider in this respect regards
the nature of the letter: Was it an inceptive letter (kitab ibtida’), i.e., a letter
that initiated a correspondence, or a reply ( jawab). This distinction played a
role in the way the letter was redacted, i.e., in rhetorical terms, and also on its
content.?5 In analyzing their structure, we must bear in mind that the letters are
available as copies only, which means that the authors who transmitted them
may have overlooked parts that were less worthy of interest from their point of
view, particularly parts of the protocol and the eschatocol. Consequently, we
should not be surprised to notice some discrepancies in these parts.

Among the seven copies of Qara Qoyunlu letters sent to their Mamluk coun-
terparts, three can be regarded as inceptive, while the remaining three con-
sisted of replies (see table 12.3).26 Of the inceptive letters, one was sent by Qara

24  The Mamluk chronicles only report one case in which a Qara Qoyunlu Persian letter sent
by Jahanshah b. Qara Yasuf was delivered in Cairo (Muharram 855/February 1451) and
needed to be translated. See Ibn Taghri Birdi, Hawadith al-duhur 261: wa-kana kitab Jahan-
shah bi-l-‘ajami fa-‘urriba. See also about this embassy Dekkiche, The letter 587-8.

25  As Gully puts it, “letters of response were more demanding and more challenging intel-
lectually than the original letters,” because “the initiator of the communication (Ar. al-
mubtady’) is the arbitrer in his letter,” while “the respondent is not free to use displacement,
rather he is merely the one who follows the [communicative] objective of the initiator,
building on his foundation.” Gully, The culture 155. For the replies in the Mamluk chancery
practice, see al-Qalqashandi, Subh al-a‘sha vii, 103 ff.

26  See note 21, respectively nos. 1, 5-7 and 2—4. No. 5 will not be taken into account here as it
was sent by the Qara Qoyunlu governor of Mardin, which means it came from a person of
alower status in comparison to the Mamluk sultan. The structure of his letter thus follows
a different pattern.
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TABLE 12.3 Structure of six Qara Qoyunlu letters sent to the Mamluk sultans?7

Inceptive letters

1. Qara Yusuf (819/1416)

6. Pir Bidaq (859/1455)

7. Pir Budaq (861/1467)
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27  The numbers placed before the name of the issuer refer to the number of the document

in note 21.
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Letters of response

2. Qara Yusuf (820/1417)

3. Iskandar (825/1422)

4. Iskandar (825/1422)
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Yasuf and two by Pir Budagq. It is particularly noteworthy that Qara Yasuf’s let-
ter starts with the formula ila [-hadra al-sharifa followed by the inscriptio, i.e.,
along series of titles (algab), and the blessing (du‘@’). It corresponds exactly to
the formula attested in Timurid chancery practice (bi-hazrat).28 On the con-
trary, Pir Budag’s letters begin with the salutatio, in which the addressee’s titles
are mentioned together with the usual blessing. Moreover, while Pir Budaqg’s
first letter ends with the date as in the Mamluk chancery tradition, Qara Yasuf’s
letter and Pir Budaq's second letter are indeed dated, but this does not appear
in the protocol, rather it appears in the text, at the beginning of the narratio.?

As for the letters of response, we must stress that these three share a com-
mon feature, i.e., the acknowledgment of receipt, but they do so in a slightly
different manner. Qara Yasuf’s response commences with the word jawab, fol-
lowed by the titles of the Mamluk sultan and the blessing with, finally, the
acknowledgment of receipt ( fa-talaggahu [-mukhlis). By contrast, Iskandar’s
first letter opens with wa-ba‘d and a Quranic verse evoking the arrival of a mes-
sage (“See, a letter honourable has been cast unto me”; 27:29) together with an
evocation of the recipient with titles used as superlatives and, finally, the bless-
ing. In his second letter, the text immediately opens with the notification of the
receipt (warada ma an‘ama bi-isdarihi ...), then the title of the issuer, followed
by the blessing and the way the letter was welcomed. Once again, Qara Yasuf’s
letter diverges from those issued by his son in the position of the date, i.e., it
is in the text rather that in the eschatocol as for Iskandar,3° but we have seen
that, forty yearslater, Pir Budaq’s second letter featured the same characteristic,
indicating that this was a chancery practice that was maintained and applied
from time to time.3! The text (matn) can be divided into two sections (narratio,
dispositio), the first one devoted to confirming that the contents of the message

28  Mitchell, Safavid imperial Tarassul 184. The Mamluk chancery reserved the title al-hadra
al-sharifa for the Ilkhanids. See al-Qalqashandi, Subh al-a‘sha vi, 129 and vii, 257-9.

29  Contrary to Mamluk practice, the signature (‘alama) of the Qara Qoyunlu ruler was
applied at the end of the document, in the right margin. For letter no. 6, it is indicated
that it was found in front of the penultimate line; for letter no. 7 no precise indication of
its position at the end is mentioned. The only original Qara Qoyunlu letter preserved (see
note 19, no. 8) confirms this practice. See Fekete, Einfithrung pl. 29 (in front of the fourth
line before the end).

30  The date in Iskandar’s first letter is missing in the source but, in comparison with his
second letter, it was certainly placed at the end, because that’s the only other option. Its
omission must be attributed to Ibn Hijja.

31 In a Persian letter addressed to Shah Rukh by Qara Yasuf, the date also appears at the
beginning of the text (matn). See below, note 83. Moreover, in other examples from the
Qara Qoyunlu chancery the year is dropped whenever the date is provided in the text
(matn).
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TABLE 12.4 Similar expressions to characterize how the Mamluk letter was received by the
Qara Qoyunlu ruler

fols. 332 and 27 Sl e & o€ L;-Lt.,e oI Y B G (\f\(\} J sl oldls
des B Y B G U, ey ol 101
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abinshd 222,11 g~10) V—é"")ﬁ;@-"} ESTREN RO J\!p\d\abl

no. 3 (ibid. 360, 1.13-14)  pI5 Wy ey b 0 ey SL S 31y St 511 GBI e J 15
LV plindl

no. 4 (ibid. 392, 1l. 12-3) Lode %y) (ﬁ\, Sl oo 535 05959 @;\} By o ﬁlmdl;?il:s
45 SEUH G 05

received (written and orally transmitted by the envoy) were fully understood,
that the gifts, if any, were appreciated, and second, providing information on
the current state of affairs in the issuer’s territories. The second part, in all three
cases clearly identified by the marker fa-l-mutawaqqa‘ (it is expected that),
expresses the issuer’s goodwill toward the addressee, his eagerness to see rela-
tions of friendship and unity with the recipient developed or maintained and
the exchange of envoys and messages strengthened.

Thanks to these elements, it is easier to approach some fragments from the
document under scrutiny. Two fragments (fols. 332 and 27) prove to be most
significant for the identification of the category (inceptive letter or response)
to which the letter belongs. The inscription on fol. 332b reads talaqqaynahu bi-
l-qubul / wa-l-ikram atant kitab la arahu mushabihan bi-ghayr kitab Allah min
sair al-kutub (“we received it wholeheartedly and reverentially. A message, only
comparable to God’s message, reached me”). Fol. 27b quotes Sirat al-Nam! (27),
the same verse (29) featured in letter no. 3 and in letter no. 4 of the same year
and by the same Iskandar.32 Its appearance in these two letters of response
indicates that this verse seems to have been particularly valued by the Qara
Qoyunlu chancery in these circumstances. Moreover, the words used to express
how the letter was received echo those found in the three letters of response as
table 12.4 shows.

32 SeeIbn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 359, line 13, and 392, line 13.
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The convergence noticed in the use of the same verse (al-Naml, 27:29) in
two other Qara Qoyunlu letters and in the similar expressions for the way the
Mamluk letter was received in three of their letters leaves no doubt that the
fragments belonged to a letter of response. The reconstruction can now be car-
ried out with much more confidence on the basis of the structure of the Qara
Qoyunlu letters of response to Mamluk letters analyzed above, and considering
the measures (upper and lower edges) that help to calculate the size of the line
space (see table 12.5).

Lines 1-2 were clearly part of the inscriptio. In the case of Qara Yusuf’s letter
(no. 2), it was placed at the very beginning and consisted of composite titles (al-
qab murakkaba), like mudammir al-fajara wa-l-mushrikin. Here, the inscriptio
included simple titles (alqgab mufrada), i.e. al-mujahidr al-zahirt. Such titles do
not feature in any of the three Qara Qoyunlu letters of response, but the sample
is far too small to dismiss the fact that the recipient was the Mamluk sultan, as it
will be confirmed with other elements to be studied below.33 Some composite
titles do not present any similarity with other examples of documents. Adud
al-milla is not attested among the titles used by the Mamluk chancery,3* but it
features in a letter addressed by Bayazid 11 (r. 886—918/1481-1512) to Qansawh
al-Ghawri (r. 906—22/1501-16).35 The same is valid for zahir al-umma36 and kahf
al-ghuzat wa-mujahidin.3" The last title, gami‘ al-kafara wa-l-mutamarridin,
once again, is not evidenced in any of the three Qara Qoyunlu responses,38

33 The practice of addressing the Mamluk sultan with simple and composite titles is not un-
usual. See, for instance, Mehmed 1's contemporary letter (819/1416) in Ibn Hijja, Qahwat
al-insha’ 179, where the titles al-mujahidi and al-zahiri appear as well as composite titles
quite similar to those found in our fragments (qahir al-tugat wa-l-mutamarridin, ‘awn al-
umma al-bahira, kahf al-milla al-zahira).

34  Itis attested in epigraphy only twice, in inscriptions to be attributed to a Burid Atabeg in
the early sixth/twelfth c. See Kalus, Thesaurus, nos. 7745 and 7759. In Mamluk chancery
manuals, the following forms were in use: Adud amir al-mwminin/al-dawla/al-din/al-
mulitk wa-l-salatin. See al-Baqli, Faharis, s.v. ‘adud.

35  Feridiin Beg, Mecmiia i, 356.

36  Notattested in epigraphy. The following pairs were used by the Mamluk chancery: zahir al-
imam/al-imama/amir al-mwminin/al-hilafa/al-mulitk wa-l-salatin. See al-Baqli, Faharis,
s.v. zahir. In letter no. 4, the answer sent by Iskandar, the composite title zahr al-islam
wa-l-muslimin is given to the Mamluk sultan.

37  Notattested in epigraphy. In Mamluk chancery practice, it appears as follows: kahf al-islam
wa-l-muslimin/al-umma/al-kuttab/al-milla. See al-Baqli, Faharis, s.v. kahf. In Bayazid 11's
letter mentioned above, the Mamluk sultan is addressed with the composite title of kahf
al-umma.

38 On the contrary, it characterizes three Mamluk sultans in several inscriptions: Kalus, The-
saurus, nos. 3868 (al-Nasir Muhammad), 11430 (Qaytbay), 12164 (Qansawh). The oldest
attestation of the title in a slightly different form is from the end of the sixth/twelfth c.
for an Artuqid ruler: gami‘ al-mulhidin wa-l-mutamarridin (ibid., no. 8078).
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436 BAUDEN

but a similar composite title echoes it: gahir al-kafara wa-l-mutamarridin.*3
After 1. 1—2, other composite titles followed until the name of the recipient,
the Mamluk sultan, was finally mentioned. At its end came the blessing (du‘@’),
1l. 3—4, on the second line of which only the last word can be read and tal-
lies with comparable formulas.** The two following lines (Il. 5-6) seem to be
directly connected with the previous one, thus providing the end of the bless-
ing: the last word of 1. 4 (nusratahu), certainly preceded by an optative verb with
God assubject(asinl. 3), evenly connects with the beginning of 1. 5 (‘ala ‘udatihi
...), because not only does it make sense but the line space fits well too.4> The
next five lines (Il. 7-11) form another block of fragments clearly connected one
with each other. The fact that fols. 25—7 constitute a large fragment of three
lines that was not further cut in two by al-Maqrizi, like most of the remainder
of the fragments, is particularly helpful. It has already been shown that they
agree with the section where acknowledgement of the receipt of the letter is
expressed and that they offer an almost perfect match with similar passages in
the three Qara Qoyunlu letters of response (see table 12.4). The exact position
of the next fragment (1l 12—13) is purely tentative and is placed there because
its contents are apparently linked to the previous. The last one for the protocol
(L. 14), a further blessing, may have closed that section of the document, exactly
as in the case of letter no. 2.46

As regards the text (matn), for which only 10 lines (1. 15-24) have been pre-
served, it is composed of six fragments all disconnected. Among these, two can
be placed with some confidence in the correct order. The first fragment con-
tains 1. 15-16, where the issuer speaks of the good news that his recipient’s
message contained. It must have been part of the beginning of the narratio
where the issuer reiterates his receipt of the letter and the effect it made on him.
Qara Yusuf’s answer (letter no. 2) provides an interesting comparative exam-
ple.*” The second one was more than probably near the end of the narratio
because the issuer evokes his future move to another place once the Spring
will be there, meaning that it belonged to the part of the message where he was

43  Letter no. 4 sent by Iskandar. Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 391, 1. 15.

44  The verb jaddada was used in such a context in letter no. 1 sent by Qara Yasuf: khallada
Allah mulkahu wa-jaddada. Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 222, 1. 3.

45  The space below L. 4 is equal to omm because the inscription was almost completely cut
while it corresponds to 85 mm at the beginning of I. 5 and 63mm at its end. We saw that
the line space for the document was between 8o and 85 mm large.

46  Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insh@’ 222, 1l. 19—20: fa-1a zalat umiar dawlatikum wa-jumhir mam-
lakatikum najihat al-maqasid wa-l-amal wa-l-amani innahu sam1° mujib.

47  Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 223, 11. 1—2: wa-yu‘arrid ba‘d al-ikhlas anna l-altaf wa-l-tafaqqu-
dat al-warida fi mithalikum al-sharif ja‘alat ra’sana ‘aliyan wa-qadrana samiyan ...
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offering detailed information on the state of his affairs. In between, four frag-
ments, not necessarily in the good order, are related to the narration of events
that occurred during the past few months, i.e. from the section of the narratio
that was exactly placed amid the declaration of receipt that opened it and its
end.

So far for the internal analysis. The external elements with which diplomat-
ics is concerned are the size of the document (width, length), the layout of the
text (right margin, line space), and the handwriting. Most of these elements are
challenging to address considering the fragmentary state of our document. The
issue of the original size of the document is the more problematic as only a few
fragments were retrieved from al-Magqrizi’s known holographs. It can fairly be
stated that all these fragments, put one below the other, would make a scroll
2.1m long and that it was much longer than that as only some parts of it have
been retrieved in al-Maqrizi’s holographs. A good way to figure out how long it
could originally have been is to compare the number of the words found in the
fragments (154 words for 19 full lines preserved, with an average of 8.1 words per
line) with those included in the copy of Qara Yusuf’s letter of response (no. 2;
628 words). Divided by the average number of words per line for our document,
it gives a result of 77.5 lines for letter no. 2. The letter must thus have measured
a little more than 6.5 m.#8 This result is helpful to realize how much of our let-
ter has been lost.*9 The size of the right margin (50 mm) is commensurate with

48  This result is obtained by multiplying the number of lines (77.5) by the line space in our
fragments (between 80—85mm), which gives between 6.2—6.5m. It must be kept in mind
that at the beginning of the document some space was problably left blank, like in Mam-
luk chancery practice, meaning that its total length must have been closer to 7m. This is
much longer than any other Qara Qoyunlu document preserved. See Busse, Untersuchun-
gen 27.

49  Another question that it would be worth to tackle regards the width of the document
and its relation with the status recognized to the Mamluk sultan by the Qara Qoyunlu
chancery, at least at the time of Qara Yasuf, as its usages were similar in this respect with
Mamluk chancery rules (Busse, Untersuchungen 27). Unfortunately, our knowledge of this
aspect of diplomatics is certainly the poorest, whatever the tradition considered (Mamluk,
Timurid, Qara Qoyunlu, Ottoman, ...). Most of the scholars rarely indicate the measures of
the documents they publish, not least those of each sheet (was/) that composes a scroll.
In the case of the Qara Qoyunlu original letter sent by Jahanshah to Mehmed 11 (Fekete,
Einfiihrung 17—21), not only do we ignore its width, the size of each sheet, but even its
total length. The only thing that can be ascertained, thanks to the reproduction, is that it
is composed of six sheets (was!). In the case of our document, it is clear that its width (see
table 12.2) was between 169-185 mm, with a margin of roughly 50 mm. But our knowledge
of paper produced in Qara Qoyunlu territories is scanty. On the basis of manuscripts pro-
duced inIraq between the seventh/thirtheenth and the beginning of the ninth/fifteenth c.,
Ben Azzouna, La Question 138 identified three formats, the largest being 680—820 x 488—
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the rule observed in other Persian documents from the same period: between
Y5 and % of the width (here 185 mm).50 With respect to the handwriting, it
has been seen that it was identified as taig according to rules stipulated and
the samples supplied by a Mamluk chancery secretary (al-Qalqashandi) and
a calligraphist (al-Tayyibi) while it is usually assumed, on the basis of the few
original documents still available, that chancery documents of the Turkmen
dynasties (Qara Qoyunlu and Aq Qoyunlu) were copied in diwani.>! Most of
these documents belonging to the second half of the ninth/fifteenth c., it might
indicate that this change in the calligraphic style took place in the period that
separate them from our document. It could also be conjectured that the use of
talig was reserved for documents issued in Arabic while diwani was reserved
for Persian.

4 Dating the Letter

At this stage of the analysis, the date of the document is the next element that
needs to be tackled. The two letters addressed by Qara Yasuf to the Mamluk sul-
tan had the date indicated at some point in the narratio (see table 12.3, nos.1-2)
and not in the eschatocol. If this practice was generally applied in his letters, at
least in Arabic, the date in our document would have been found in the narra-
tio too. In any case, it is not present among the fragments. Fortunately, not only
do several lines of the text prove to be helpful to answer the riddle, but the cor-
relation of the events at which these lines hint with the data that contemporary
sources offer permit to date the document with accuracy.

The period considered is opportunely one of the most documented in terms
of chronicles, biographical dictionaries, chancery manuals, and anthologies of
documents. Of the latter category, the Qahwat al-insha’ of Ibn Hijja (d. 837/1434)
is an excellent representative that has recently been made available to a large
audience thanks to the excellent critical edition published in 2005 by Rudolf
Vesely.>2 With Nasir al-Din Ibn al-Barizi (d. 823/1420), Ibn Hijja had frequented

577 mm. Thanks to the chain lines (parallel to the inscriptions), it could be conjectured
that the sheets (wasl, pl. awsal) of our document were cut from a full sheet of paper of that
format (3 wasls of 185 mm = 555 mm). The only measures we know of for a Qara Qoyunlu
document (a soyurghal, see note 19, no. 2) are 470 x160 mm (Busse, Untersuchungen 149).

50  Busse, Untersuchungen 28.

51 Ibid. It is worth mentioning that Mehmed I's letter addressed to al-Mwayyad Shaykh in
819/1416 was written in taliq style too. Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’178, 1. 13.

52 Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’.
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Shaykh, the future Mamluk sultan, during the latter’s governorship in Damas-
cus and Aleppo. When Shaykh seized power in 815/1412, both were rewarded
for their loyalty: Ibn al-Barizi was nominated head of the chancery, a posi-
tion he was to hold until his death, while Ibn Hijja was invited to work for
him as a secretary whose role was to compose a wide gamut of documents
(munshi’ or muwaqqi‘al-dast).>® Between 815/1413 and 827/1424, i.e. mostly dur-
ing al-Mwayyad Shaykh’s reign (815—24/1412—21), Ibn Hijja produced deeds of
appointment, letters of investiture, letters of glad tidings, as well as diplomatic
correspondence. Parts of his production were collected by him as samples of his
ornate prose shortly after he was dismissed, the result of which is the chrono-
logically organized collection he entitled QaAwat al-insha’. There one finds,
among other pieces, forty letters received in Cairo from foreign rulers and the
answers redacted by Ibn Hijja and vice versa.

Inside what appears to be one of the most remarkable miscellanies of diplo-
matic correspondence for the Mamluk period, one letter in particular, received
in Cairo from the Qara Qoyunlu sultan, Qara Yusuf, and the answer penned by
Ibn Hijja, are preserved.>* Like several other documents the Qahwat al-insha’
gathers, both letters are not precisely dated or not dated at all.>> However, given
that Ibn Hijja organized the contents of his anthology in chronological order,
it is not a difficult task to surmise when the Qara Qoyunlu letter arrived in
Cairo and when the answer was composed. The document that immediately
precedes Qara Yusuf’s letter is dated by Ibn Hijja to 20 Dhii I-Hijja 819/8 Febru-
ary 1417 (i.e. at the very end of the Islamic year), while the document that
immediately follows Ibn Hijja's answer to Qara Yasuf’s letter bears the date of
1 Muharram 820/18 February 1417. It may thus be concluded that Qara Yusuf’s
letter must have reached Cairo at the end of the year 819/beginning of 1417 and,
thanks to the mention in its body of the period when it was composed (mid-
Rajab [819]), that it was written in early September 1416. The Mamluk chroni-
cles do confirm this by stating that Qara Yusuf’s envoy arrived in the Egyptian
capital on 6 Shawwal 819/27 November 1416.56 He left the city, with the sultan
and his army who were headed for Syria, on 4 Safar of the next year/23 March
1417.57 Finally, once the sultan had gone back to Elbistan, in Southern Anato-

53  OnlIbn Hijja, see Stewart, Ibn Hijjah, as well as al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘ugid al-farida i, 153—4
(no. 89).

54  Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’198—202 (no. 48), 202—7 (no. 49). From the latter, Ibn Hijja also
quoted some passages in his Thamarat al-awraq 417—20.

55  The Qara Qoyunlu letter has a date indicated in the body of the text (mid-Rajab), but the
year is not mentioned. Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 199, 1. 14.

56 Al-Maqnizi, al-Sulitk iv, 368; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 100.

57  Al-Maqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 384—5.
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lia, shortly after 6 Jumada 1 820/21 June 1417, he was authorized to return to his
master with a gift and an answer, which had consequently been penned by Ibn
Hijja at the very beginning of 820/1417, as confirmed by its position in Qahwat

al-

58

insha’.58

The contents of Qara Yusuf’s letter may be summarized as follows:

Qara Yusuf recalls the strong ties that unite him and the Mamluks since
Barquq's reign (r. 784—91/1382—9; 792—801/1390—9), who supported him even
though, at that time, Qara Yasuf’s rule was in its early stages (ma‘a annahu
kana ft aw@’il dawlatt) and that his army was still limited in number (wa-ma
kana ma illa khamsa sittat alaf). These ties did not dwindle with Shaykh
as the latter already backed him when he was governor of Damascus. The
sultan al-Nasir Faraj (r. 801-15/1399-1412) had ordered that Qara Yasuf, who
had fled Timar with the Jalayirid Sultan Ahmad b. Shaykh Uways (r. 784—
813/1382-1410) and taken refuge in the Mamluk territories, be killed. Shaykh
decided to disobey because Qara Yasuf would better serve his ambition to
seize power in Cairo, which he did. Later, Qara Yasuf went back to his territo-
ries and, since then, has remained a faithful ally of the Mamluk sultan (kana
hadha l-da'if ka-l-tawd al-shamikh ma‘a tilka [-hadra rasikh al-gawlwa-thabit
al-qadam).

Qara Yusuf then brings forth that he successfully fought against his enemies,
like Timar’s offspring and the Jalayirid Sultan Ahmad.

Consequently, his expectation was that unity and friendship (al-ittihad wa-
l-musadaga) would carry on between the two rulers, with the continuous
exchange of envoys and couriers (baridiyya), so much so that the two realms
and the two houses would become one (takin al-mamlakatan wa-l-baytan
wahid). Unfortunately, nothing of this sort took place, something that Qara
Yusuf found unpleasant (al-haqq sa‘uba ‘alayya hadha).

Furthermore, rumor has it that the sultan pays attention to and feels concern
for (yultafat ilayhi wa-yu‘tana bi-hi) the Aq Qoyunlu Qara ‘Uthman (Qara
Yiiliiq; r. 805-39/1403-35), something Qara Yuasuf considered unfair with
regard to him as he purged the territories on his side, from the Euphrates
up to Isfahan, of all the enemies and the highway robbers in such a way that
the routes are now safer for the benefit of merchants and caravans.

Al-Magqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 409; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 130; al-‘Ayni, Iqd al-juman 291.
The name of Qara Yusuf’s envoy seems to be corrupted in two of these three sources: for al-
Magqrizi, it was Dankiz, for al-‘Ayni Dhikr Allah, and for Ibn Hajar Dak.z. Dankiz is attested
as a variant of Tankiz and thus appears to be the correct form of his name. See al-Ghazz1,
Lutf al-samar ii, 663 (Mustafa b. Tankiz wa-yuqal Dankiz).

For use by the Author only | © 2019 Koninklijke Brill NV



DIPLOMATIC ENTANGLEMENTS BETWEEN TABRIZ, CAIRO, AND HERAT 441

— Theletter then proceeds with information regarding the recent political and
military developments on his side, that is to say:

a)

the preceding year, Amirza Sa‘d-i Vaqqas came to Qara Yasuf’s court
and the conquest of his realm, Persian Iraq (Trag-i Ajam) and Sul-
taniyya, was made possible. Following this, a truce (sulh) was con-
cluded with Shah Rukh according to which the limits of their respec-
tive territories were defined as follows: from Isfahan and Persian Iraq
(Trag-i Ajam) under Qara Yusuf’s rule, and from Isfahan eastward
under Shah Rukh’s rule. As a consequence, no one interferes into each
other’s territory (la yatasarraf kull wahid minna fi ghayr hududihi),
there is peace between the two rulers (la yakan baynana illa [-
mahabba wa-l-ittihad), and this area is no longer problematic for Qara
Yasuf (hasula lana l-itmi'nan min tilka l-jiha wa-irtafa‘a [-tashwish).
last Spring, Qara Yusuf moved to Ala Dag (al-Udagh) for the summer
pastures. There he heard of Qara ‘Uthman’s disorders in the area of Erz-
incan. With the approval of Pir ‘Umar, the governor of Erzincan,® Qara
Yusuf dispatched an army of 20,000 horsemen under the command of
the emir Pir Qara. Qara ‘Uthman was driven away and chased back to
his territories.6°

later on, with an army of 50,000 horsemen, Qara Yiasuf headed for
Georgia (Kurjistan), where he conquered almost 3,000 villages and 200
fortresses, killing some 10,000 fighters and enslaving about 30,000 per-
sons.6!

— The letter concludes with Qara Yusuf reiterating his expectations of seeing

59

60

61

the future evolve in a different way from the past, hoping for a continuous

exchange of envoys and couriers to overtly express affection and unity on

both sides (yakun ‘ala l-tawatur wa-l-tasalsul wa-l-tawalt irsal al-rusul wa-

Pir ‘Umar was one of Qara Yasuf’s generals. He was invested with the governorship of Erz-
incan by his master after the city was taken by the Qara Qoyunlu to the Mutahhartan at
the end of 812/beginning of 1410. See Woods, The Aqquyunlu 46.

The event is confirmed by al-Maqrizi, al-Suliik iv, 364, who places it in Rajab 819/end of
August-September 1416 (wa-fihi nazala Qara Yuluk ‘ala Arzinjan wa-afsada biladaha fa-
kataba na’ibuha Bir ‘Umar ila Qara Yasuf fa-amaddahu bi-bnihi Iskandar fa-farra minhu
Qara Yuluk). See also Woods, The Aqquyunlu, ibid.

The Armenian sources corroborate Qara Yasuf’s incursion into Georgian territory, its
death toll and its savagery. See Mecobec'i, Patmutiwn 77-8 = trans. 64—5 (“Taking the
entire land captive, women and children, they filled up the entire world with Armenian
slaves”); Sanjian, Colophons138—40 (138: “the lawless tyrant named Xara Usuf [Kara Yasuf],
inflamed by evil, invaded Georgia [Tunn Vrac']; [...] and he massacred all the men, and
carried off the women and children into captivity”).
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l-baridiyya min al-janibayn). He closes the letter with a scantily concealed

threat reminding al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh that if God favored the Mamluk sultan

and his realms with resolution and huge financial means (bi-migdar him-

matihi [-sharifa wa-bi-l-amwal al-jazila), He gratified Qara Yasuf’s territories

with countless troops (bi-l-‘asakir ghayr ma‘dida wa-ghayr mahsura).
Al-Muw’ayyad Shaykh'’s answer is a perfect example of duplicity, the sultan deny-
ing any collusion with Qara ‘Uthman and confirming the necessity for main-
taining enduring and strong ties of friendship between the two rulers. Al-
Mu’ayyad Shaykh did not lose an occasion, either, to remind Qara Yusuf of the
seditions he had to face after his access to the throne and of the successful out-
come on his side,52 a crystal clear response to the equally unambiguous threat
Qara Yusuf posed at the end of his letter.

Thanks to the copy of Qara Yasuf’s 819/1416 letter memorialized by Ibn Hijja,
the fragments of the reconstructed letter dovetail with the events reported
here. The first most obvious reference is related to Sa‘d-i Vaqqas'’s defection
to Qara Yusuf (see table 12.5, 1. 18), referred to as having taken place the pre-
ceding year in the 819/1416 letter. Second, ll. 19—20 in the fragments, where the
names of Isfahan and Khurasan, followed by a Qur’anic verse evoking the vic-
tory of the issuer’s army,53 echo the demarcation of the borders Qara Yasuf and
his Timurid counterpart agreed upon and to which he alludes in his 819/1416
letter. Third, it has been established that the structure of the reconstructed
letter corresponds to the pattern of a letter of response, meaning that Qara
Yasuf received a letter from al-Mu‘ayyad Shaykh that prompted him to answer.
Lines 15-6 can now be fathomed accordingly: “of joyous news announcing
that he had driven away those [who] disobey him and reconquered the lands
detailed in his letter”. The “joyous news” refer to the letter where al-Mu’ayyad
Shaykh announced that he managed to overcome his contenders and to restore
his power (istil@’ihi thaniyan in Arabic, i.e. for the second time) over the lost
lands. These lines can only be interpreted as an allusion to al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh’s
campaign in Syria against Nawriiz in 817/1414, an event that led to the issue,
by Ibn Hijja, of a letter of glad tidings (bishara) upon the sultan’s victorious
return to Cairo at the beginning of Ramadan 817/mid-November 1414.* Four,
QaraYusuf’s insistence on an interrupted exchange of information, by means of
envoys and couriers, in his 819/1416 letter, resonates with 1. 21 (“to send envoys

62  The seditions in question were led by, respectively, Nawrtuz in 817/1414 and Qanibay in
818/1415, forcing al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh to lead two military campaigns in Syria.

63  “And Our host—they are the victors” (Arberry’s trans.), host being an English synonym of
army.

64  Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 79-81 (no. 26).
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following his path”). Ultimately, and perhaps more cogently, the evocation of
the summer of 819/1416 spent in a place called Ala Dag®5 can now be unscram-
bled in the light of 1. 23—4, where the issuer stressed that next Spring®® he
planned to head for the summer pastures (masif ) of AlaDag. All these elements
help to date the reconstructed letter to the autumn of 818/1415. Thanks to al-
Magqrizi, we even know that it was penned before Sha‘ban of that year/October
1415,%7 because this is the date when Qara Yusuf’s envoy arrived in Cairo.58

5 Diplomatic Maneuvering

Now that the reconstructed letter can be dated quite precisely, we can heed
the question of its significance for the events it reported to the Mamluk sul-
tan. Furthermore, Qara Yuasuf’s 818/1415 and 819/1416 letters allude to various
events that require contextualization in order to better understand the general
situation in the region at the period under consideration.®

65  The name is spelled (35Y! in the fragment. It is the Arabic rendering of Ala Dag ( E;\:Y\),
two names of Turkish origin, meaning “colorful mountain’, a name for a number of moun-
tains in Iran, Turkey, Central Asia and Siberia. See Ehlers, Ala Dag. The word appears
under various forms in Persian sources, e.g. in Juvaynt's Tarikh-i Jahangusha i, 69 (note 2:
Sl (B! ct\:‘}ﬂ c@ll c't\; 41). In the Arabic sources too, mainly from the Mamluk
period (see Dozy, Supplément ii, 827: 83'}\ ¢l 3Lyl ¢ (3Us ), the word came to be used
with the meaning of tent, camp, army kit, or garrison. Here it refers to a massif located in
Azerbaijan where the Qara Qoyunlu used to summer pastures, while they spent the winter
in Qarah Bagh (see al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘uqud al-farida iii, 579, specifically for Qara Yasuf:
fa-nazala Qara Yusuf ‘ala Qarabagh li-yushattiya bi-ha). The place is also mentioned in sev-
eral letters in Ibn Hijja’s Qahwat al-insha@’, either for the Qara Qoyunluy, or for the Timurids
once they got rid of Qara Yasuf and retook control of Azerbaijan. See Ibn Hijja, Qahwat
al-insha’ 317 (letter from Shah Rukh, 823/1420), 1. 12: thumma arsalna ... al-walad al-akram
Bay Sunqur Bahadur ila janibay Tabriz wa-l-Utaq; and 1. 15: wa-inna fi hadhihi l-mamalik
laysa makan muttasi yatahammal mithl hadhihi l-“asakir fi l-shita’ ghayr Qarabagh wa-
tawajjahna ilayha wa-minha fi awan al-rabi‘ [ila] al-Utaq in sha’a Allah; 361 (letter from
Iskandar b. Qara Yasuf, 825/1422), 1. 17-8: fimawdi‘yugalu lahu [-Utag; 377 (letter from Yar
‘Ali b. Iskandar b. Qara Yusuf, 825/1422), 1. 19: wa-‘ada bi-l-khayr wa-l-salama ila [-Udagh.
See also what Qara Yusuf is reported to have said: “I am from the Turkman people, my
summer residence is Alataq and my winter residence is Diyar Bakr and the banks of the
Euphrates” (from Mirkhwand, quoted by Wing, The Jalayirids 171).

66  The future is clearly intended by the use of in sha'a Allah that follows.

67  If it took two months between its issue and its arrival in Cairo, like in the case of the
819/1416 letter, its redaction can be placed around Jumada 11 818/August 1415.

68 al-Maqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 329.

69 For the detail of the embassies exchanged between Qara Yusuf, Shah Rukh, and al-
Mu’ayyad Shaykh and mentioned in this section, see table 12.6.
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In his 819/1416 letter to al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh, Qara Yasuf was right in remind-
ing him the links that they had forged in the past. During Barquq’s sultanate,
Qara Yusuf had dispatched to the sultan one of Timur’s officers, not least
his milk brother, Atlamish (governor of Avniq), he had made prisoner.”® In
806/1403, running away from Timuar, who considered him as the most promis-
ing and dangerous enemy for his generals and his offspring, he took refuge in
Damascus, then governed by the future sultan Shaykh. Jailed and condemned
to death by al-Nasir Faraj, he only survived thanks to Shaykh'’s refusal to obey
the sultan’s order. Shaykh’s intention was to take advantage of Qara Yiisuf’s sol-
diers to seize power in Cairo, a scheme he eventually realized only a few years
later. Qara Yasuf’s help was however instrumental for Shaykh’s first attempt and
Shaykh let him go back to his possessions in Anatolia in 808/1405. In the follow-
ing years, Qara Yusuf managed to impose himself as a great fighter and leader
and was able to seize Azerbaijan in 809/1406 at the expense of the Timurids
Miranshah b. Timur (d. 810/1408), whom he killed on the battleground, and his
son Aba Bakr (d. 811/1409), whom he defeated at least twice.” In 813/1410, he
also took possession of Arab Iraq (Traq-i Arab) after he defeated and killed its
ruler, the Jalayirid Sultan Ahmad b. Shaykh Uways, his former ally.”

5.1 Qara Qoyunlu-Timurid Diplomatic Exchanges

On the Timurid side, Shah Rukh was still engaged in the succession struggle
that broke out after his father’s death. Though he succeeded in progressively
securing his power over the other Timurid princes in the eastern areas of his
father’s dominion, he regarded Qara Yusuf as his greatest threat for the future
which became even more real when the latter began to encroach on Persian
Iraq (‘Trag-i Ajam), aregion under Timurid control. The cities of Sultaniyya and
of Qazwin, both gateways to Gilan and major commercial centers, lay on the
border of the spheres of influence of Shah Rukh and Qara Yuasuf.”® The latter
succeeded in imposing his authority on a local ruler, Bistam-i Chakir, who, in
the preceding years, had switched from the Jalayirids to the Timurids, and, in
809/1406, opted for the rising ruler that Qara Yasuf was becoming. Emboldened

70  Broadbridge, Kingship and ideology 187.

71 Mangz, The rise 143. Qara Yusuf triumphed over Aba Bakr for the first time at the Battle of
the Aras (Jumada 1809/Octobre 1406; see Hafiz-i Abrua, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/1,169—71), and
for the second time at the Battle of Sardrad (24 Dhi 1-Qa‘da 811/21 April 1408; see Hafiz-i
Abri, ibid., 227-9).

72 Onthese events, see Savory, The struggle 36-8; Wing, The Jalayirids 159—75; and the latter’s
article in this volume.

73 Manz, Power 34.
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by his pledge to the latter, Bistam set out for Sultaniyya which he conquered in
811/1408. Qara Yusuf approved the move by appointing Bistam governor of the
Persian Iraq, an undisguised challenge to Shah Rukh’s power in the region. It
did not take long before Bistam withdrew his allegiance to the Qara Qoyunlu
leader (813/1410), because he had noticed that Shah Rukh was winning over his
other pretenders.’ As a consequence, Qara Yusuf unsuccessfully tried to regain
Sultaniyya and Qazwin, laying waste to the population of the Persian Iraq dur-
ing two campaigns, in 815/1412 and 816/1413.7°

Aware that if he did not take action against Qara Yusuf’s incursions, he would
be overcome in the future, Shah Rukh decided to marshal his army in 817/1414
toward the West. En route, the rebellion of his nephew, Iskandar b. ‘Umar
Shaykh in Isfahan,”® compelled Shah Rukh to first address this internal prob-
lem before facing the issue at the borders of his domain. The rebellion crushed,
Shah Rukh had no other choice than heading back for his capital Herat. In an
attempt to deal the cards again and to consolidate his power as Timur’s suc-
cessor, Shah Rukh distributed among princes the leadership of several regions
in Fars. Among these was his great-nephew, Sa‘d-i Vaqqas, to whom he gave
the city of Qum.” After Shah Rukh’s triumphant return to Herat (22 Rajab
817/7 October 1414), various ruling figures, among whom Bistam, travelled to
the Timurid capital to pay homage to its victorious ruler.”® Bistam’s relation
with Qara Yasuf had soured for a couple of years and his visit to Shah Rukh
meant nothing else than a change of alliance, a move that Qara Yasuf could
barely allow given his pretensions to Persian Iraq. Qara Yusuf’s reaction, at first,
was to send an envoy bearing a letter addressed to Shah Rukh that conveyed,
according to the Timurid sources, flattering words and congratulations as well

74 Ibid. 131

75  Hafiz-i Abrt, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/1, 483—7 (year 815) and 506—7 (year 816). See also Fasih
Khwafi, Mujmal-i Fasthi iii, 1062 (year 815) and 1064 (year 816); Samarqandi, Matla“i
sa'dayn ii, 172 (year 815) and 181 (year 816); Album, A hoard 137.

76 According to Khwandamir, Habib al-siyar iii, 588 = trans. Thackston 326, Iskandar thought
that Shah Rukh’s plan was in fact to attack him, using Qara Yusuf as a pretext, a miscalcula-
tion that lead him to openly rebel against his uncle. The letter Shah Rukh sent to Iskandar
on that occasion can been found in Hafiz-i Abra, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 494—6.

77  Hafiz-i Abra, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 557-8; Hafiz-i Abra, Jughrafiya ii, 361. See also Fasih
Khwafl, Mujmal-i Fasihi iii, 1070; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 203; Khwandamir, Habib
al-siyar iii, 501 = trans. Thackston 328.

78  He must have arrived shortly after Shah Rukh’s return, i.e. end of Rajab—early Shaban
817/mid- or end of October 1414. Hafiz-i Abra, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 564. See also Fasih
Khwafl, Mujmal-i Fasihi iii, 1070; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 204-5; Khwandamir,
Habib al-siyar iii, 501 = trans. Thackston 328.
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as expressions of friendship and affection.” Given what followed, some expres-
sion of goodwill and a more precise request must also have been imparted
orally by the envoy to the Timurid ruler because, at the end of the same year
(817/beginning 1415), he replied with another embassy led by an accomplished
diplomat, not least one of his division commanders (qushun), whose name
was Hasanka. In the meantime, Bistam was allowed to depart and to go back
to his territories. On 10 Muharram 818/22 March 1415, Hasanka was back in
Badghis (Afghanistan), where Shah Rukh was encamping after going for hunt-
ing, with intelligence on the current situation in Qara Yasuf’s domains.8° There
is a sign that a negotiation took place on the occasion of this embassy: at the
end of the same month, another envoy from Qara Yasuf arrived in Herat. This
time, the Qara Qoyunlu ruler picked out a person from his entourage, Mardan-
shah, who was renowned for his eloquence and indeed seems to have made a
great impression on the court. According to the Timurid historians, Qara Yasuf
specifically asked Shah Rukh to grant him Sultaniyya against the payment of a
tribute.8!

Fortunately, Qara Yusuf’s letter has been preserved and enlightens us on the
context of these embassies.82 In it, Qara Yasuf addresses the issue of a covenant

79  Hafiz-i Abra, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 564. See also Fasih Khwafi, Mujmal-i Fasiht iii, 1070;
Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 205. Qara Yusuf’s undated letter to Shah Rukh found in
MS sP 1815 (Paris, BnF) and published by Nava'i, Asnad 167-8 (see note 23) seems to cor-
respond with the contents evoked by the Persian sources. If the identification is correct,
it can be dated accordingly to the end of 817/beginning of 1415. In this letter, Qara Yasuf
addressed Shah Rukh as if he was his subordinate, opting for words that recognized the
high rank of Shah Rukh.

80  Hafiz-i Abra, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 577. See also Fasth Khwafl, Mujmal-i Fasihi iii, 1072;
Samarqandi, Matla“i sadayn ii, 211.

81 Hafiz-i Abr, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 585—6. See also Fasth Khwafi, Mujmal-i Fasihi iii, 1072;
Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 215; Siimer, Kara Koyunlular 94-5; Aka, Iran'da Tiirkmen
12.

82  The letter is found in Ms sp 1815 (Paris, BnF), published by Naval, Asnad 167-8. It seems
that the copy in the manuscript is defective and that Nava’i emended the lacunae on the
basis of another source, though he does not say so. The same letter is in fact to be found
in a epistolary collection (munsha’a) contemporary with the events reported here as it
was compiled (or completed) in 834/1430-1 (see Storey, Persian Literature, 251-2): Yasuf-
i Ahl's Far@’id-i Ghiyathi i, 190—3. The letter is dated, as it seems to have been a common
practice in Qara Qoyunlu chancery rules, at the beginning of the text, after the protocol,
with indication of the day and the month only (25 Muharram). The year can be found eas-
ily because the letter, which is a letter of response, mentions Shah Rukh’s envoy, Hasanka
(Hasanak in Yasuf-i Ahl's Faraid-i Ghiyatht i, 191; in Nava'l, Asnad 172, erroneously read
Chinggiz Bahadur). Thanks to the letter we also learn that Hasanka was accompanied by
another envoy whose name was Hajji Kachuk.

For use by the Author only | © 2019 Koninklijke Brill NV



DIPLOMATIC ENTANGLEMENTS BETWEEN TABRIZ, CAIRO, AND HERAT 447

(‘ahd) and contract (mithdq), expressing his wishes that it will not be bro-
ken under any circumstances.83 He then proceeds with his request which is to
see the territories that were previously under the Jalayirid Shaykh Uways’ rule
granted to him. He further strengthens that he will regularly send envoys and
gifts from Egypt and Syria to Shah Rukh because his authority encompasses
Syria and its environs. He concludes the letter by stating that other details will
be directly discussed by his envoy, Mardanshah. Qara Yusuf clearly wanted to
see his authority on the territories that he had conquered acknowledged by
Shah Rukh and was ready, to achieve this goal, to recognize the Timurid ruler
as his overlord. If Sultaniyya is not mentioned in the letter, the granting of the
city must have been evoked by Mardanshah. Sultaniyya had belonged to the
Jalayirids before beinglost to Bistam and could thus be regarded as being part of
the domain of the former rulers of Baghdad, a territory that Qara Yasuf claimed
for himself. Qara Yasuf’s offer to play the role of an intermediary between Shah
Rukh and the Mamluks is also significant in the way he considered his position
between the two major states of the region. How did Shah Rukh react to this
discourse? According to the Timurid sources, he was poised to strike a deal with
Qara Yusuf provided that the latter would send his own son in order to show
his determination.3+

Qara Yusuf does not appear to have appreciated his conditions as his imme-
diate reaction was to marshal his army and to head for Sultaniyya with the
obvious intent to conquer the city.8> Its ruler, Bistam, feared for his life and
left the fortress in the hands of his son, fleeing to Qum to seek help from Sa‘d-
i Vaqqas. Against all odds, the latter had Bistam arrested and chained. Then he
dispatched a letter to Shah Rukh asking for further instructions.®6 Shah Rukh’s

83  Yuasuf-i Ahl, Far@id-i Ghiyatht i, 191. The letter quotes a variation of two Qur’anic verses
in this respect: law bussat al-jibal “if the mountains should crumble” (al-Wagqi‘a, 56:5) and
aw inshaqqat al-sama’ “or heaven should be split” (al-Hagqa, 69:16). Unfortunately, it is
impossible, on the basis of the sole indication given by this letter, to determine who asked
for the truce to be negotiated. If we consider that Qara Yasuf’s letter that reached Shah
Rukh at the end of 817/beginning of 1415 corresponded to the opening of the negotiation,
then Qara Yasuf can be regarded as the one who requested the conclusion of a truce.

84  Hafiz-i Abru, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/1, 585 (b1 tafakkur va-taraddud bih istizhar-i tamam
pisar-i khiid-ra pish-i ma firistad).

85  InRabi‘11818/beginning of June—July 1415, one month after Qara Yasuf seized Sultaniyya,
Qara Yasuf’s son, Shah-Muhammad, who was in charge of Baghdad, also lead a military
campaign in Persian Iraq against the fortress of Shushtar. The city, like Wasit and Bassora,
was ruled by Jalayirid princes who had recognized Shah Rukh as their overlord. The attack
proved to be unsuccesful. See al-Maqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 317; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 73.

86 The letter reached Shah Rukh on 10 Rabi‘ 1 818/20 May 1415, which helps to date Qara
Yasuf’s action against Sultaniyya shortly before. Hafiz-i Abra, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/1, 588.
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answer was full of anger against his great-nephew who, by his ill-considered
backlash, was ruining his efforts to conceil the goodwill of one of Qara Yasuf’s
former allies who had just honoured him by paying his respects to him in Herat.
He ordered Sa‘d-i Vaqqas to immediately release Bistam and provide him with
troops and financial means to help him regain Sultaniyya, which, in the mean-
time, had fallen in Qara Yusuf’s hands. Once again, Sa‘d-i Vaqqas behaved unex-
pectedly. Badly advised by his entourage, who appears to have driven him to act
so unwisely, he took Bistam with him and he defected to Qara Yusuf.87

For the contemporary historians, Sa‘d-i Vaqqas's behavior remains impen-
etrable and they fail to provide any explanation. Manz has argued that he
probably feared that Qum would be Qara Yasuf’s next military goal.88 Other
elements need to be taken into consideration here. Sa‘d-i Vaqqas belonged to
the lineage of Timur’s son, Jahangir, who was, with his brother Jahanshah, the
only sons born to Timar from a free wife.8? Timar designated Sa‘d-i Vaqqas’s
father, Muhammad-Sultan, as his heir apparent, before 801/1398, passing over
his eldest sons, Miranshah and Shah Rukh, and thus showing his preference
for the descendants of his son Jahangir.%° Sa‘d-i Vaqqas was also among the
children that Timir requested to be brought to Erzurum, at the end of his
Anatolian conquest (Spring 805/1403), to attend the funeral cortege of their
father, Muhammad-Sultan, an event described as particularly wrenching for
those children.®! Born in ca. 801/1398—9, Sa‘d-i Vaqqas was only about four years
old at that time.%2 In the light of these elements, Sa‘d-i Vaqqas’s decision to join
Qara Yusuf could be seen as an attempt to contest his uncle’s rule. Whatever
the case may be, his defection was seen by other local rulers and Timurid gov-
ernors in Fars as a sign of Qara Yusuf’s rise in power and they created several
disruptions in the region that called for Shah Rukh’s second campaign in Fars
a year later.%3

87  Hafiz-i Abra, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 588-9; Hafiz-i Abru, Jughrafiya ii, 366. See also Fasih
Khwafi, Mujmal-i Fasthi iii, 1072—3; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 216; Khwandamir,
Habib al-siyar iii, 593 = trans. Thackston 329; Siimer, Kara Koyunlular 94—5.

88  She also sees another reason of his erratic reaction in Bistam’s attitude in the past (he
switched his allegiance from the Jalayirids to Qara Yasuf, then to the Timurids, first Iskan-
dar, followed by Shah Rukh). Manz, Power 132—3.

89  Woods, Timur's genealogy 112.

90  Woods, Timur’s genealogy 133; Soucek, Ibrahim Sultan 28. After Muhammad-Sultan’s
death (805/1403), Timar appears to have chosen Pir Muhammad, another son of Jahangir,
as heir apparent.

91 Soucek, Ibrahim Sultan 26.

92 According to Yazdi, Zafarnama ii, 1340, he was six years old at Timur’s death (d. 807/1405).
See also Khwandamir, Habib al-siyar iii, 541 = trans. Thackston 299.

93 Manz, Power 132 and 163.
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As for Qara Yusuf, he warmly welcomed the Timurid offspring with his pris-
oner. Rather than chastising Bistam for his defection, he released him in a wise
political maneuver: Bistam was certainly more useful to his plans alive than
dead. He also charged Bistam’s son, Akhi Faraj, to ride, with some Turkmens,
to Qum in order to fetch Sa‘d-i Vaqqas’s family.%* The latter’s wife, Rajab-Sultan
(also called Aga Bigi), was the daughter of Miranshah who had been killed by
QaraYusuf. She valiently refused to join his husband in Tabriz, and ordered that
her husband’s reckless advisers be killed. She also wrote a letter to Shah Rukh to
inform him of her actions and for which the Timurid ruler praised her.%5 Sa‘d-
i Vaqqas thus remained alone in Qara Yasuf’s hands until his death, news of
which reached Shah Rukh at the beginning of Rabi‘ 1 821/mid-April 1418.96

94  Hafiz-i Abrq, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 589—91; Hafiz-i Abru, Jughrafiya ii, 366—7. See also
Fasth Khwafl, Mujmal-i Fasiht iii, 1073; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 217; Khwandamir,
Habib al-siyar iii, 593 = trans. Thackston 329.

95  The following slightly adapted verse of al-Mutanabbi was declaimed on that occasion: law
kana I-nisa’ bi-mithl hadhi la-fuddilat al-nisa’ ‘ala I-rijal (“Were all women like this one,
women would be superior to men”). Hafiz-i Abra, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/1, 501 and note 1
for the original verse in al-Mutanabbit’s Diwan. See also Manz, Women 129—30.

96  Hafiz-i Abra, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/2, 673—4. See Fasth Khwafi, Mujmal-i Fasiht iii, 1082;
Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 254—5; Khwandamir, Habib al-siyar iii, 602 = trans. Thack-
ston 334. Bakiev, Comparative analysis 173, affirms that, according to the Mujmal-i Fasih
(trans.178), Sa‘d-i Vaqqas died between 14-27 August 1418 (thus the second decade of Rajab
821). The source in question does not say anything of this kind, rather that his death took
place at an unspecified moment during 820/1417-8, not 821.

The month preceding the announcement of Sa‘d-i Vaqqas’s death, an envoy from Qara
Yasuf was received by Shah Rukh (at least shortly before the month of Safar/March when
he was allowed to return to his master), but no information about the aim of that mis-
sion is available. Hafiz-i Abra, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/2, 672. See also Samarqandi, Matla“i
sa‘dayn ii, 254. But the concomitance of this embassy with Sa‘d-i Vaqqas's death, at the age
of 20, is, to say the least, curious.

As for Sa'd-i Vaqqas’s descendance, he had only one daughter named Isiya (also Asiya)
Bigi with his wife Rajab-Sultan, according to an anonymous work consisting of a genealog-
ical tree of the Chinggisids and Timurids (Mu ‘izz al-ansab), a work commissioned by Shah
Rukh in 830/1426—7 and thought to have been authored by Hafiz-i Abrg, at least the first
part of it, before the additional parts that cover the period from his death in 833/1430
until the beginning of the tenth/sixteenth century were made to it (see Binbas, Intellec-
tual Networks 246—-7; Binbas, Structure and Function 517—21; on the work in general see
Ando, Timuridische Emire). See Mu'izz al-ansab 137; MS Persan 67 (Paris, BnF), fol. 118a; ms
Or. 14306 (London, BL), 168; see also Woods, The Timurid dynasty 29, and chart 1 below.
For the sake of completeness, it must be stressed that there is a mention of two sons and
one grandson of a Sa‘d in Fasth Khwafi's Mujmal-i Fasihi (iii, 1098). The author specifies
that they were made prisoners, together with Qara Yasuf’s son Iskandar and some of his
brothers, by Shah Rukh during his campaign in Azerbaijan in 824/1421. The editor of the
text identifies this Sa‘d with Sa‘d-i Vaqqas, by adding the second part of his name between
square brackets, but without providing any evidence for this identification.
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Between his seizure of Sultaniyya®’ and Shah Rukh’s campaign in Azerbaijan
at the end of 823/1420, Qara Yusuf spent his time on consolidating his terri-
tories with the building of new fortresses or the repair of the old ones, and
on giving fight to his other enemy on the western fringe of his domain, Qara
‘Uthman, the Aq Qoyunlu ruler.%8 In 823/1420, Shah Rukh, buoyed by his suc-
cesses to impose his rule over his pretenders over the last few years, made two
last attempts at curbing Qara Yasuf’s ambition. At the beginning of the year,
when he had decided that he could not remain idle in front of an increasingly
more powerful enemy, he sent Qara Yusuf an envoy with a message that invited
him to give up his rebellion against him.%® Qara Yasuf’s stubborness in refusing
to accept a settlement with Shah Rukh led to the military campaign that was
launched after the summer. Shortly before the inevitable confrontation, Shah
Rukh still tried to play the diplomatic game: he proposed to Qara Yasuf to con-
clude a truce by virtue of which the Qara Qoyunlu would surrender three cities,
including Sultaniyya and Qazwin. In exchange, he offered to recognize his rule
over Azerbaijan, Arab Iraq, and Syria up to the borders of Anatolia. Piqued by
such arequest, Qara Yusuf had the envoy clapped in irons.1°° Qara Yasuf did not
live long enough to take part in the hostilities because of his untimely death,
just before the battle (7 Dhii I-Qa‘da 823/13 November 1420).

5.2 Qara Qoyunlu-Jochid Diplomatic Exchanges
Qara Yusuf’s reconstructed letter also made reference to the receipt of envoys
and letters from the Golden Horde. The formula used to allude to it (lines 21—2:

97  Confirmed by the coins issued there in his name in 818/1415-6. See Album, A hoard
138 (no. 23). Qara Yusuf kept control over Sultaniyya as well as Qazwin until his death
(823/1420). Ibid. 137.

98  Qara ‘Uthman’s first diplomatic contact with Shah Rukh is attested in 819/1416, but his
envoy was intercepted by Qara Yuasuf, who transmitted the message to the Ottoman
Mehmed 1. In his message, Qara ‘Uthman pledged to provide support to Shah Rukh'’s attack
against Qara Yasuf with the cooperation of Mamluk governors in Syria and various other
local rulers. In 821/1418, a second envoy finally reached Herat with a message whose con-
tent is unknown but that must not have been so different from the first. As Woods put it,
Qara ‘Uthman’s “promise of extensive support in the west lent a fillip to Shahrukh’s deci-
sion to invade Azerbayjan in 1420/823 for the first time”. See Woods, The Aqquyunlu 47. It
appears that al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh also contacted Shah Rukh with the same promise. See
below, the section on the Qara Qoyunlu-Mamluk diplomatic exchanges.

99  Hafiz-i Abrq, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/2, 71—2. See also Samarqandi, Matla“i sadayn ii, 272—4;
Khwandamir, Habib al-siyar iii, 604 = trans. Thackston 335.

100 Hafiz-i Abra, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/2, 722. See also Samarqandi, Matla“i sadayn ii, 276—7;
Fasth Khwafl, Mujmal-i Fastht iii, 1093; Khwandamir, Habib al-siyar iii, 606 = trans. Thack-
ston 336.
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“Also reached us from the sultans of the lands of Berke Khan—may God elu-
cidate his proof—envoys and letters”) may reflect the political instability that
prevailed in that region at that time. Timuir’s third campaign had weakened the
position of the Jochid khan Toqtamish (r. 778—-97/1377—95). One of the latter’s
amirs, Edigii, took advantage of the situation to impose himself as the effective
ruler of the ulus and to exercise power in the name of Chinggisid puppet-rulers,
particularly after the deaths of Timur (807/1405) and Toqtamish (808/1406).101
Between 797/1395, the year Toqtamish was replaced by Timiir Qutlugh b. Timir
Malik, and 822/1419 (Edigii’s death), at least ten princes from two branches of
the Jochid family (Timuar Malik and Toqtamish) ruled, sometimes simultane-
ously. This situation may have prompted Qara Yasuf to mention the “sultans”
of the lands of Berke Khan.

The year Qara Yusuf’s letter was issued (818/1415), two khans were presiding
over the fate of the Golden Horde: Kebek, son of Toqtamish,1°2 and Cakri, a pup-
pet Chinggisid from the Togha-Timurid branch,!°3 whom Edigii had installed
on the throne in 816/1414. After three years, Cakri was replaced by Darwish.104

101 On Edigii’s career, see Spuler, Die Goldene Horde 136—54, and more recently, Favereau, La
Horde d’Or 196—7; on the fame he reached in later centuries, particularly in local popu-
lar tales, see DeWeese, Islamization 336—52. His biography in al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘ugiad
al-farida i, 432—6 (no. 353), a source that was only made available recently and that has
largely been ignored by specialists of the Golden Horde, is also worthy of some attention.

102 The dates of his reign are uncertain and this remark is valid for most rulers of the Golden
Horde of that period. Spuler, Die Goldene Horde 454, gives 817/1414—5. According to Agat,
Altinordu (Cugi Ogullart) Paralart Katalogu 113, he ruled between 815/1413 and 819/1416 (in
fact, he says 1414—6 but the first date is erroneous as 815 corresponds to years 1412—3), but
the coins struck in his name are dated between 817/1414-5 and 819/1416—7. According to
Frank, The western steppe 239, his name is found on coins struck between 817/1414 and
820/1418, though, as stated by other sources, Kebek was killed by one of his brothers in
819/1416. See more recently, on the basis of numismatic evidence, for the years 817-9/1414—
7, Reva and Kazarov, Ulus Dzhuchi. For the chronology of the Jéchids in general, Gaeyv,
Genealogiya.

103 According to Frank, The western steppe 239. The Shajarat al-Atrak 240 rather says that
he was the son of Toqtamish, while for al-Qirimi, ‘Umdat al-akhbar, fol. 273a, he lived
in Turkestan and was a descendant of Shayban. If we give credit to the Bavarian trav-
eler Johann Hans Schiltberger (1380—ca. 1440), who spent several years in the region,
Cakri, whom he names Tzeggra/Zeggra, was living in the Timurid Aba Bakr b. Miranshah'’s
(d. 811/1409) company when he was asked to return home at Edigii’s request. Schiltberger
was part of his retinue when he traveled back to the steppes. See Schiltberger, Reisebuch
37 and 39 = trans. 33 and 35. For Spuler, Die Goldene Horde 1534, Cakri “hat offenbar keine
Bedeutung erlangt.”

104 Al-Qirimi, ‘Umdat al-akhbar, ibid. For Schiltberger, he ruled only for nine months, but
regained power after several others of his successors. Schiltberger, Reisebuch 41-2 = trans.
36—7.
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The coins struck in his name span the three years of his theoretical rule, con-
firming the data provided by al-Qirim1 (eighteenth c.), and cover a wide array
of regions, showing that Edigii's power expanded from the Crimea to Dasht-
i Qipchaq.1% If Qara Yasuf decided to mention the existence of diplomatic
exchanges with the Golden Horde to the Mamluk sultan, it was for a good rea-
son: he wished to boast about his position in the political and military arena.
Of course he knew that the rulers of the Golden Horde still enjoyed the high-
est status in Mamluk perception, a status confirmed by the chancery rules,1°6
but also that they were the main providers of Tatar slaves. Even though the
relations between the Mamluks and the Jochids had waned during the second
part of the eighth/fourteenth century, the former restored diplomatic contacts
with the latter under Toqtamish’s rule.1%7 In Rabi* 11 818/mid-June 1415, four
months before receiving Qara Yusuf’s letter, the Mamluk chancery requested
that Ibn Hijja write a letter addressed to Cakri, the ruler of the Golden Horde,
to inform him that al-Mw’ayyad Shaykh was enthroned in 815/1412 and to invite
him to dispatch envoys and merchants, by which one must understand slave
merchants.!%8 As noted by several scholars, the number of Tatar or Qipchak
slaves significantly declined at the beginning of the ninth/fifteenth century.
Though it has been claimed that their decrease in favor of Circassians might
have been linked to the power shift witnessed by the Mamluk sultanate with
Barquiq’s accession at the end of the eighth/fourteenth century, it has recently
been determined, thanks to corroborative data for the Italian markets, that the
shift away from Tatar/Qipchak slaves was due to a deficit in supply that can be

105 Coins struck in Azaq (Tana, act. Azov) in 816, 818, Bik Bazari (coins were struck at that
mint for the first time under Cakri Khan; Pachkalov, O Monetakh “Bik-Bazara,’ proposes
to place the mint in the Lower Volga region or the Lower Dnieper region) in 818, Bulghar in
817, Saray in 818, Saray al-Jadida in 816, Hajji Tarkhan (Astrakhan, right bank of the Volga
on the Caspian sea, approx. 12km north of the modern city of the same name) in 816,
817, 818, Urda, Urda Bazar, Urda Mu‘azzam (i.e., the army market, capital of the Dasht-
i Qipchaq) in 816, 817. See Fraehn, Numi Muhammedani 378—9; Fraehn, Die Miinzen 34;
Agat, Altinordu (Cugi Ogullart) Paralar: 114—5; Mayer, Sylloge 28.

106  See Dekkiche’s article in this volume, table 3.10.

107 Al-Qalqashandi, Subh al-a‘sha vii, 299—301, took note of a letter he composed during al-
Nasir Faraj'’s reign in 812/1409-10. See also Spuler, Die Goldene Horde 141—2.

108 Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 119—24 (no. 30). The letter composed by Ibn Hijja was deemed
too impressive to be sent with the designated envoy and was archived in the chancery for
a future embassy. In the wake of this decision, Ibn Hijja was asked to pen another letter
(ibid., 124-8, no. 31) that was eventually dispatched with the designated envoy. Consider-
ing that CakrT Khan died the same year (818/1415-6), the first letter was probably never
sent.
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dated to al-Nasir Faraj’s reign, i.e., in the first decade of the ninth/fifteenth cen-
tury.%® Though various reasons may be invoked to explain this shift, one key
element must have been Edigii’s decision, as reported by al-Maqrizi, to prevent
the Tatars/Qipchaks from selling their children.!® Needless to say, Qara Yasuf
was aware of Edigii’s order and may have acted as a broker card in this respect.!!
In his 819/1416 letter, Qara Yusuf stressed that his military actions contributed to
the restoration of peace in his territories, thereby benefiting the merchants and
caravans.'? Another reason that could have induced him to refer to his diplo-
matic ties with the Golden Horde was an event that took place almost a year
and a half later. In the winter of 819/1416, Edigii’s wife reached Damascus with a
retinue of 300 horsemen; her intention was to perform the pilgrimage.!3 Such a
long trip required preparations and Edigii may have interacted with Qara Yasuf
to negotiate the passage of the caravan through his territories.™ In his turn,
Qara Yusuf needed to inform the chancery in Cairo.

5.3 Qara Qoyunlu-Mamluk Diplomatic Exchanges

According to Mamluk sources, al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh received news of the truce
concluded between Qara Yusuf and Shah Rukh at the end of 817/beginning of
1415; this notice apparently concerned him.!5 The spies who conveyed the intel-
ligence were ill-informed in some ways, but not completely. If the idea of a truce
was in the air, it was only confirmed via the two embassies that were exchanged

109 Barker, Egyptian and Italian merchants 135-6, 414.

110 al-Maqnizi, Durar al-‘uqud al-farida i, 436 (wa-huwa alladhi mana‘a l-Tatar min bay‘ awla-
dihim fa-li-dhalik qalla jalbuhum ila -Sham wa-Misr); Barker, Egyptian and Italian mer-
chants 183—4, where she quotes al-Sakhaw1 whose source was in fact al-Maqrizi who was
contemporary with Edigii.

111 At the announcement of Qara Yusuf’s death, al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh did not refrain from
showing his joy, areaction that can be interpreted as an indication of his concern to see the
commercial flow of commodities restored to friendly hands. See Woods, The Aqquyuniu
244, note 112.

112 IbnHijja, Qahwat al-insh@ 201 (wa-hadha l-da‘f tahhara l-ard min hadhal-janib min hadd
al-Furat ila hudad Isfahan min al-aadi wa-l-mufsidin wa-qutta“ al-tariq hatta amina I-
muslimian min al-tujjar wa-l-qawafil fi musafaratihim wa-taraddudatihim).

113 Al-Magqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 371; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 100; Favereau, La Horde d’Or 197.

114 One may consider that Edigii also negotiated directly with the Mamluk sultan by sending
areply to the 818/1415 embassy, but time constraints make such exchanges highly improb-
able in view of the arrival of Edigii’s wife less than a year and a half after the departure of
the Mamluk envoy for the Qipchak lands.

115 Al-Magqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 291; al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘uqud al-farida iii, 580; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-
ghumr iii, 40; al-Ayni, Iqd al-juman 210. See also Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-Nujam al-zahira xiv,
25; al-Sakhawi, al-Daw’ al-lami‘ vi, 217. Ibn Tagh1 Birdi is the only one to say something
about al-Mwayyad Shaykh’s reaction.

For use by the Author only | © 2019 Koninklijke Brill NV



454 BAUDEN

between Shah Rukh and Qara Yusuf, between the end of 817/February-March
1415 and the beginning of 818/April 1415. The Mamluks were also aware that
Bistam had pledged his allegiance to Shah Rukh and Sultaniyya was now under
his (Bistam’s) authority.!'6 Sometimes, Mamluk sources reported information
that was not confirmed by Timurid historians. Some information proved false,
like Shah Rukh celebrating the feast of the sacrifice (10 Dhu I-Hijja/20 Febru-
ary 1415) in Qazwin!' while Timurid sources report that on that date he was
in Herat, then he left in mid-Dhi 1-Hijja/25 February 1415 for Sarakhs (north of
Herat), to visit the tombs of several shaykhs.!'® Two contemporary Mamluk his-
torians even state that the truce between Shah Rukh and Qara Yuasuf took place
after a battle between them, an event that is completely missing in the works
of their Timurid counterparts on the year 817/1415.1% In other cases, Mamluk
sources provide details that were ignored by Timurid historians; for example,
that Shah Rukh requested that Qara Yasuf give him two specific, named, horses,
together with two Timurid princesses (Miranshah’s wife and daughter) that he
had taken as spoils and prisoners after the battle that caused Miranshah’s death
(810/1408). Shah Rukh also insisted that Qara Yusuf pay him blood money for
the deaths of his brother, Miranshah, and his nephew, Aba Bakr, and return
their effects to him, and acknowledge his overlordship by striking coins in his
name and proclaiming his name at Friday sermons in his territories.'2° These
requests would have provoked Qara Yusuf’s military action.!2!

Another piece of information that the Mamluk historians were aware of and
that their Timurid counterparts passed over in silence regards the fact that
the truce was sealed by matrimonial bonds between the two rulers.'?? Qara

116  Al-Magqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 300 (tasallama madinat al-Sultaniyya); al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘uqid
al-farida iii, 580 (wa-tasallama Shah Rukh al-saltana [ sic for al-Sultaniyya]: here al-Maqrizi
wrongly places it after the break of the truce); Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 52 (wa-
tasallama Shah Rukh al-Sultaniyya).

117  Al-Magqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 300; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 40; al-‘Ayni, 1qd al-juman 210.

118 Hafiz-i Abra, Zubdat al-tavarikh 2/1, 575. See also Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 210.

119 Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 40 ( fa-fiha tawaqa‘a Qara Yusuf wa-Shah Rukh); al-Ayni,
1qd al-juman 210 (wa-fi hadhihi l-sana waqa‘at waqi‘a bayna Qara Yasuf wa-Shah Rukh
b. Timur Lank thumma istalaha).

120 Al-Maqrizi, al-Sultik iv, 300; al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘uqud al-farida iii, 580; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-
ghumr iii, 52. Qara Yasuf was not responsible for Aba Bakr’s death though. He died fighting
against one of his kinsmen, the Timurid governor of Kirman. See Hafiz-i Abra, Zubdat al-
tavarikh iif1, 255-7; Hafiz-i Abru, Jughrafya iii, 204.

121 Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 52, wrongly places this military action (against Sultaniyya) at
the end of 817/early 1415.

122 Al-Maqrizi, al-Sulik iv, 291 (wa-tasahara); al-Maqrizi, Durar al-‘uqud al-farida iii, 580
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Taraghiy
o. 761 /1360

Timir {— Timiir L Timar Timiir
b.736/1336 b.736/1336 b.736/1336 b.736/1336
d.Bog /1405 . Bog /1405 d. Bagfigo5 d.8o7/1405 .
& Tirmish Aghi & Tiliiq or Tamalin Aghd & Minglijik Khitin & Toghiy-Tarkan Aghi
Jahdingir "Umar-Shaykh inshil Mirinshih
b.ca7s7hast 755-6/1354-5 b. ca 768-g/1366-8 b.ca768-g/1366-8
d. 7781376 d. 7961394 . Brof1q08 . Bio/1408
& Uniin-Sultin Khinika & Dawlat-Bakht bt Abi Ishiq b. Chirik
Muhammid-Sultin Aba Bakr Rajab-Sultan bt Mirinshiah
b.y77hsrs b ca7B4f1382 & Sa'd-i Vaqqis
. Bos 140 d.8u /1409 b ca Bon 1308
& Tarali-Bi by Masaka Nukiz & Unknown mother o. B2 18
Sa'd-i Vaqqis Fulina Fulina [ Isiyal Biki|
b ca 8o 1308 & Qari Yisuf Qard Qoyunlu & Khalil Allah Shirvani
o B2 f1p8 d.Bazlig20 . 824/1421
& Rajab-Sultin bt Mirinshih
CHART 12.1 Partial genealogical tree of Timar’s offspring

Yasuf’s marriage to a Timurid princess is confirmed by Hafiz-i Abra, a contem-

porary of the event.!?3 The princess, whose name is not known, was a daughter
of Aba Bakr b. Miranshah (see chart 12.1).124 Ibn Hajar also reports that when
Qara Yusuf took Miranshah’s wife and daughter as prisoners, he in fact married
them.!?5 It is not improbable that the Mamluk historians mistook Miranshah’s

123

124

125

(idem); Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 40 (idem). Al-‘Ayni, 1qd al-juman 210, remains silent
about this.

Hafiz-i Abru, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/2, 758—60. See also Fasih Khwafl, Mujmal-i Fasthi iii,
1100; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 300-1.

She was taken prisoner with her servants and, given her young age, Qara Yasuf had her
educated in his harem, until she reached an age that allowed him to marry her. According
to Hafiz-i Abra, on that occasion, he divorced his other wives out of consideration for her
noble origin, a fact that is not supported by other sources. After Qara Yusuf’s death, she
managed to return to Shah Rukh, who married her to Khalil Allah Darbandj, the Shirvan-
shah. The Timurid sources only mention her marriage to Qara Yasuf on that occasion. See
Hafiz-i Abra, Zubdat al-tavarikh ii/2, 758—60. See also Fasith Khwafi, Mujmal-i Fasiht iii,
100; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 300-1; Khwandamir, Habib al-siyar iii, 609. For the
fact that Aba Bakr’s harem fell into Qara Yuisuf’s hands at the battle of Sardrad (811/1408),
see Khwandamir, Habib al-siyar iii, 570.

Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 52 (wa-kana Qara Yasuf qad asarahuma wa-yuqal innahu
tazawwajahuma).
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daughter for Aba Bakr’s.126 On the other hand, Shah Rukh is not known to have
wedded any Qara Qoyunlu princess.!27

Be that as it may, Qara Yasuf did not lose any time in sharing the good
news of his successes (Sa‘d-i Vaqqas’s defection, his takeover of Sultaniyya, the
subsequent conclusion of a truce with Shah Rukh, and the demarcation of
the borders of their respective territories)'?8 with al-Mwayyad Shaykh, as the
reconstructed letter witnesses, with the hope that these favorable outcomes
would foster future communication between the two rulers. Despite his enthu-
siasm, the letter seems to have remained unheeded as his second letter, sent
a year later, confirms. As a matter of fact, when he received Qara Yasuf’s let-
ter in 819/1416, al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh had changed his mind regarding the Qara
Qoyunlu ruler, whom he considered a dire threat to his own power in Syria.'29
Given his engagement to legitimate his access to power against rivals—first in
817/1414, then in 818/1415—al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh’s only solution was to endure
Qara Yusuf, as long as the latter did not encroach on his territories. The answer
penned by Ibn Hijja only muddied the waters with the recognition of the bonds
that linked the two rulers and the characterization of Qara ‘Uthman as a com-
mon enemy to be defeated.130 It also underlined al-Mw’ayyad Shaykh’s own
triumph over his rivals and his now undisputed power. Moreover, the Mam-

126 If she was too young to be married when she was taken captive (811/1409), as Hafiz-i Abra
stressed, the year 818/1415, when the truce was concluded with Shah Rukh, might corre-
spond to the matrimonial bonds reported by the Mamluk historians.

127 Yate, Northern Afghanistan 31; Yate, Inscriptions 293, advances that Shah Rukh’s wife,
Gawhar Shad, was Qara Yusuf’s sister, failing to provide any evidence for this, even though
it is well known from the Timurid sources that Gawhar-Shad was in fact the daughter of
Ghiyath al-Din Tarkhan. See Saljoqi, The gravestone. It is worth mentioning here too that
the Byzantine author Chalkokondyles (d. 1490) declares that Qara Yusuf’s son, Jahanshah,
was born to a daughter of Muhammad Juki b. Shah Rukh, thus implying that Qara Yasuf
had married Shah Rukh’s granddaughter. As noticed by modern historians, this is out of
question: Jahanshah was born in 799/1397 and Muhammad Juki in 804/1402. The mistake
could be the result of a confusion: Muhammad Jaki married a daugher of Qara ‘Uthman,
the Aq Qoyunluy, in 839/1435. See Chalkokondyles, Historiarum 166—7 = trans. 274—5 and
513, note 123; Kursanskis, La Descendance d’ Alexis 1v 244-5.

128 The delineation of their respective borders is confirmed by al-‘Ayni, 1qd al-juman 210 (wa-
radiya kull wahid minhuma bi-ma a‘tahu Allah min al-bilad wa-l-‘asakir).

129 See Darrag, L’Egypte 373.

130 In Shaban 818/October 1415, while in Aleppo, al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh received a son of Qara
‘Uthman sent as an envoy to inform the Mamluk sultan that his father had vanquished his
enemies and to present him with a gift which was reciprocated with a similar one. See Ibn
Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 68.

For use by the Author only | © 2019 Koninklijke Brill NV



DIPLOMATIC ENTANGLEMENTS BETWEEN TABRIZ, CAIRO, AND HERAT 457

luk chancery implicitly acknowledged that Qara Yasuf ruled over the destiny
of the two Irags, as Ibn Hijja’s description of Qara Yusuf’s letter confirms.!3!
The following year, from Safar/late March to Shawwal 820/mid-November
1417, al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh conducted his third military campaign in Syria with
the goal of strengthening the Mamluk positions in the northern marches. The
Turkmen client-states of southern Anatolia—the Qaramanids, the Ramada-
nids, and the Dhulqadirids—threatened the stability of his own realm with
numerous incursions of Turkmen soldiers. At the beginning of his campaign,
while he was in Hisn Mansir (Adiyaman), al-Mu‘ayyad Shaykh received, on 27
Jumada 1 820/12 July 1417, Qara Yusuf’s answer to the previous letter.!32 In addi-
tion to the usual expressions of friendship and affection, Qara Yasuf reiterated
the historic bonds between the two rulers, bonds that went back to the sul-
tanate of al-Nasir Faraj. More importantly, Qara Yusuf concluded his letter by
saying that he was aware that the Egyptian sultan had undertaken a campaign
in territories close to his domain and that his envoy, Baba Hamid al-Din, who
was also the chief judge of his army, would convey more details about future
actions.!33 Qara Yusuf was probably referring to his [Qara Yusuf’s] intention to
move against Qara ‘Uthman. The offensive against the Aq Qoyunlu ruler took
place shortly thereafter (end of Jumada 11 820/mid-August 1417) and resulted
in Qara ‘Uthman’s request for protection from al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh and, even-
tually, the conclusion of a truce with Qara Yasuf, who returned to Tabriz (4
Sha‘ban 820/16 September 1417).13* When informed of the armistice, the popu-
lation of Aleppo expressed joy (after their distress at the prospect of invasion

131 IbnHijja, Qahwat al-insha’198 (wa-mimma warada ‘ala l-abwab al-sharifa al-mu’ayyadiyya
mithal Qara Yasuf sahib al-Iraqayn).

132 IbnHijja, Qahwat al-insha 221—4 (no. 55). The letter was dated 27 Rabi‘11 [820]/13 June 1417
(ibid. 223). According to the Mamluk chronicles (al-Maqrizi, al-Suliik iv, 409; Ibn Hajar,
Inba@ al-ghumr iii, 130; al-Ayni, Iqd al-juman 291), Qara Yasuf’s preceding envoy, who
brought the 819/1416 letter to Cairo, accompanied the sultan and his army on his third
campaign, leaving the capital on 4 Safar 820/23 March 1417, and was sent back to his mas-
ter with al-Mw’ayyad Shaykh’s answer around 6 Jumada 1 820/21 June 1417. This sequence
of events is at odds with the dates given for the redaction and the arrival of Qara Yasuf’s
answer that reached al-Muw’ayyad Shaykh in Hisn Mansur. At about the same time, two
more letters arrived from governors who were under Qara Yasuf’s authority: one from his
son, Muhammad-Shah, governor of Baghdad, and another from Pir ‘Umar, governor of
Erzincan. See al-Maqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 410; Ibn Hajar, Inba@’ al-ghumr iii, 130; al-Ayni, Iqd
al-juman 291.

133 Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 224 (wa-baqi l-harakat wa-l-halat yuqarriruha qadi I-qudat
Hamid al-Din al-mushar ilayhi mushafahatan lil-masami‘ al-sharifa fl waqt al-fursa).

134 Al-Maqnizi, al-Sulitk iv, 410 and 417; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 131—2; al-‘Ayni, Iqd al-
Jjuman 292—4.
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by Qara Yasuf’s army).135 Al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh’s answer to Qara Yasuf’s 820/1417
letter was only issued shortly afterwards (24 Rajab 820/6 September 1416) and
was entrusted to his envoy, Hamid al-Din. It contained little information, the
main contents having been entrusted to its bearer.!36

Al-Muw’ayyad Shaykh’s relation with Qara Yusuf definitely soured during the
next year (821/1418), when the latter chased Qara ‘Uthman into Mamluk ter-
ritory. A fatwa, issued by the four chief judges of Cairo and countersigned by
the caliph, validated the jihad against Qara Yasuf.137 The clash was avoided by
Qara Yusuf’s retreat, but the ties were definitively broken.!3® In the meantime,
contacts had been secured between Herat and Cairo. In the course of 822/1419,
the Mamluk chancery addressed a letter to Shah Rukh in which the sultan
requested that he attack the Qara Qoyunlu in Azerbaijan.!3® In his answer that
reached Cairo by courier (s@‘in) on 24 Rabi‘ 1 823/8 April 1420,!4° the Timurid
informed the Mamluk sultan that he was poised to take action against the Qara
Qoyunly, that he was mustering his armies from all parts of his domain, and
that he would march toward Azerbaijan as soon as he was ready.'*! At the begin-
ning of Dhu I-Qa‘da 823/ November 1420, another Mamluk envoy caught up
with Shah Rukh in Rayy, with yet another letter whose content is unknown.!42

135 Al-Magqrizi, al-Suliik iv, 417; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 132; al-‘Ayni, 1qd al-juman 295-6.

136 Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 2246 (no. 56).

137 Al-Magqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 459—60; Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 169; al-‘Ayni, 1qd al-juman
319—20.

138 The last documented communication between the two rulers is from Rabi‘ 1 823/March
1420, when Qara Yasuf demanded that the jewels that al-Mw’ayyad Shaykh had taken from
him when he was his prisoner in Damascus be restored to him. If need be, he would dev-
astate and conquer the Mamluk territories. See al-Maqrizi, al-Sulitk iv, 524-5; al-‘Ayni, Igd
al-juman 319—20.

139 The letter is lost and no information is available about the embassy in the Mamluk and
Timurid sources. We know of its existence thanks to the letter sent by Shah Rukh the next
year, as he mentions it there. See below, note 146. See Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 316 (wa-
yunhi ... anna qasid al-hadra al-sharifa al-shaykh Sharaf al-Din Ibn Burhan al-Muhtasib
qad wasala fi 1-am al-madi bi-mulattafatikum al-karima wa-hya mushtamila ‘ala ... wa-
iltimasikum masirana ila Adharbayjan li-daf* al-thulma ...).

140 Al-Magqnizi, al-Sulitk iv, 525; al-Ayni, Iqd al-juman 385. Al-Ayni gives 6 Shawwal 823/14
October 1420 as the date of arrival of the letter, but this is hardly possible given the next
Timurid embassy (see below, note 146).

141 The letter is not preserved but its contents are briefly summarized in a second letter dis-
patched at the end of the year. See Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insh@’ 316 (wa-qarrarna l-‘azima
ila l-tawajjuh ila dhalika I-taraf waqt al-rabi‘ wa-jahhazna l-Hasan al-Sa‘1 bi-l-mukataba ila
I-maqam al-al1).

142 The letter is also lost but its existence is confirmed by Shah Rukh’s next letter (see below,
note 146). See Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insh@ 316 (wa-wasalna awa’il Dhi 1-Qa‘da al-haram
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A few days later (7 Dha 1-Qa‘da 823/13 November 1420), the report of Qara
Yasuf’s death was announced. Shah Rukh preferred to wait until the end of the
month before dispatching a response to al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh. After a digest of
the exchanges between Cairo and his chancery, his letter confirms the good
news of Qara Yusuf’s passing from the mortal world,*3 stresses that the ter-
ritories were pacified and that his wish, for the near future, was to crush the
Shirvanshahs and the Turkmens. He also conveyed that his plans were to spend
the winter in Qarabagh and head for Ala Dag for the summer pastures. He then
apologized for entrusting his letter to a courier rather than to an envoy,#* but
explained that he intended to send back the Mamluk envoy with his ambas-
sador once he reached Qarabagh.14>

When Shah Rukh’sletter arrived in Cairo, at the end of Muharram 824/begin-
ning of February 1421, al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh had just died (9 Muharram 824/14
January 1421). The new sultan, al-Muzaffar Ahmad, his infant son, was only
twenty months old. Real power laid in the hands of the future usurper Tatar.
At the latter’s request, Ibn Hijja penned a response in which he barely con-
cealed the child’s incompetency.#6 The secretary did not hide the Mamluks’
relief from the threat that Qara Yasuf still represented; they attributed Qara
Yuasuf’s sudden death to his fear of Shah Rukh. At the same time, the Mam-
luks could not overlook the fact that the Qara Qoyunlu had received help from
the Mamluks on several occasions. Nevertheless, as the letter emphasizes, that
generosity was not repaid. Yet, Shah Rukh’s conquest of Qara Yasuf’s territories

baldat al-Rayy wa-ja’ana l-qasid min hadratikum al-sharifa) and 317 (fa-ja’a qasidukum
thaniyan bi-mulattafa ukhra). The news it conveyed might have referred to the fact that
another fatwa had been issued by the four chief judges and countersigned by the caliph.
It endorsed the fact that due to Qara Yusuf’s illegal actions, which conflicted with Islamic
law, he was an infidel and it was licit to fight him in the frame of a jihdd. On these grounds,
amirs were summoned to head for Syria and a public call for support was declared on 4
Sha‘ban 823/14 August 1420. See Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 222—3; Ibn Taghri Birdi, al-
Nujum al-zahira xiv, 99-100.

143 News of Qara Yusuf’s death had already been dispatched to Cairo by the Ayyubid sultan
of Hisn Kayfa, who informed the Mamluk sultan that he had been poisoned. Al-Maqrizi,
al-Sultik iv, 432.

144 His name was Mahmid, according to Ibn Hijja, QahAwat al-insha’ 315.

145 See Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 315-8 (no. 85). A similar letter was dispatched to Mehmed
1. See Feridun Beg, Mecmii‘a i, 159—61. The use of couriers rather than envoys for both
Timurid letters indicates that the goal was to have the news exchanged as quickly as pos-
sible. For couriers in the Mamluk period, see Bauden, D’ Alexandrie a Damas.

146 Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 319 (wa-qara’at a‘yan al-dawla al-sharifa lamma jalasna ‘ala 1-
kursT).
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created a new political order for the Mamluks. Thus the letter concludes with
hope for an auspicious future and for their ever closer relations.!#”

TABLE 12.6 Diplomatic exchanges between Qara Yusuf, Shah Rukh, and al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh

between 817/1415 and 824/1421

Sender Addressee  Date of Date of arrival ~ Date of Envoy Ref.
redaction departure
QaraYasuf  Shah Rukh end 817/beg. 1415 L
Shah Rukh  Qara Yasuf end 817/beg. 1415 Hasanka 149
QaraYasuf  Shah Rukh end Muharram Mardanshah 150
818/beg. April
1415
al-Muayyad QaraYasuf  Spring 818/1415 ~ Summer 818/1415 151
Shaykh
QaraYusuf  al-Mwayyad ca.Jumada 11 Sha‘ban 152
Shaykh 818/August1415  818/October
1415
QaraYasuf  al-Mwayyad mid-Rajab 6 Shawwal Dankiz 153
Shaykh 819/early 819/27 Novem-
September1416  ber1416
al-Mwayyad QaraYasuf  beg. Muhar- ca. 6 Jumada 1 Muham- 53
Shaykh ram 820/mid- 820/21June 1417  mad al-
February 1417 (@) Turkumani

147

Persian may be found in Nava’i, Asnad 208-14.

148

Ibid., 319—20. Shortly later, Shah Rukh presumably sent a fathnama of which a copy in

Qara Yusuf’s undated letter to Shah Rukh is found in Ms sp 1815 (Paris, BnF) and was pub-

lished by Naval, Asnad 167-8. See also Hafiz-i Abra, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 564; Fasih
Khwafl, Mujmal-i Fasiht iii, 1070; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 205; Rumla, Ahsan al-

tavarikh i, 97.
Hafiz-i Abrq, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/, 577; Fasth Khwafi, Mujmal-i Fasthi iii, 1072; Samar-

149

qandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 211.

150

qandi, Matla“i sa’dayn ii, 215.

151

Hafiz-i Abru, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/1, 585-6; Fasth Khwafi, Mujmal-i Fasihi iii, 1072; Samar-

The source is the reconstructed letter which was a response to a correspondence ad-

dressed by al-Mwayyad Shaykh to Qara Yusuf. The periods indicated for the redaction of
the letter and the arrival of the envoy are tentative.

152
153

al-ghumr iii, 130.

154 See note 133.

155

Reconstructed letter; al-Maqrizi, al-Suliik iv, 329.
Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 198—202 (no. 48); al-Maqrizi, al-Suluk iv, 368; Ibn Hajar, Inba’

ghumr iii, 130; al-‘Ayni, Iqd al-juman 291.
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TABLE 12.6 Diplomatic exchanges between Qara Yasuf, Shah Rukh, and Shaykh (cont.)

Sender Addressee  Date of Date of arrival ~ Date of Envoy Ref.
redaction departure
QaraYusuf  al-Muayyad 27 Rabi‘11 27 Jumada 1 Baba Hamid 156
Shaykh 820/13 June1417  820/12 July 1417 al-Din
al-Mwayyad QaraYasuf 24 Rajab L=
Shaykh 820/6 Septem-
ber 1417
QaraYasuf  Shah Rukh beg. Safar 158
821/March 1418
al-Mwayyad Shah Rukh 822/1419 Sharaf al- 159
Shaykh Din Ibn
Burhan al-
Mubhtasib
Shah Rukh Qara Yusuf beg. 823/1420 Siddiq 160
Shah Rukh  al-Muwayyad 24 Rabi‘1 al-Hasan 51
Shaykh 823/8 April 1420 al-Sa‘1
Shah Rukh  Qara Yasuf Shawwal Payandah 162
823/October
al-Muayyad Shah Rukh beg. Dhii l-Qa‘da 153
Shaykh 823/beg. Novem-
ber 1420
Shah Rukh  al-Mwayyad endDhal-Qa‘da end Muharram Mahmud 164
Shaykh 823/beg. Decem-  824/beg. Febru- al-Sa1
ber 1420 ary 1421
al-Muzaffar ~ Shah Rukh  end Muharram 165
Ahmad 11 824/beg. Febru-
ary 1421
156 IbnHijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 221-4 (no. 55); Ibn Hajar, Inba’ al-ghumr iii, 130 and 132; al-‘Ayni,

157
158
159
160

161
162
163

164
165

Tqd al-juman 291.

Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 224—6 (no. 56).

Hafiz-i Abra, Zudbat al-tavarikh ii/2, 672; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 254.

Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 316.

Hafiz-i Abr, Zubdat al-tavarikh iii, 709-12; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 273; Khwan-
damir, Habib al-siyar iii, 604.

Al-Maqrizi, al-Sulik iv, 525; al-Ayni, Iqd al-juman 385. Al-‘Ayni erroneously gives 6 Shaw-
wal 823/14 October 1420 as the date of arrival of the embassy.

Hafiz-i Abra, Zubdat al-tavarikh iii, 722; Samarqandi, Matla“i sa‘dayn ii, 277-8; Fasih
Khwafl, Mujmal-i Fasthi iii, 1093; Khwandamir, Habib al-siyar iii, 607.

Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 316.

Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 315-8 (no. 85).

Ibn Hijja, Qahwat al-insha’ 318—20 (no. 86).

For use by the Author only | © 2019 Koninklijke Brill NV



462 BAUDEN
6 Conclusion

The documents reconstructed in my 2004 article were dramatic in the sense
that they were linked to a person who, by petty treason, provoked the fall and
death of a would-be sultan. The Qara Yusuf letter reassembled, analyzed, and
contextualized in this study is no less thrilling.!66 These fragments of origi-
nal documents offer a unique insight into events partially reported by con-
temporary documentary and narrative sources, sometimes contradictorily. The
perusal of copies of documents issued by the Qara Qoyunlu, the Mamluks,
and the Timurids, combined with the scrutiny of Arabic and Persian chroni-
cles helps to refine our understanding of these events.

The diplomatic study of the preserved Qara Qoyunlu letters from the ninth/
fifteenth century enabled me to identify, in the fragments al-Magqrizi reused as
scrap paper in his holograph manuscripts of al-Mugaffa, a response issued by
the Qara Qoyunlu chancery. Some significant parts tally with the structure of
three letters of response that were preserved in Ibn Hijja's Qahwat al-insha’, all
dated or datable between 820/1417 and 825/1422. The analysis of the structure
of the Qara Qoyunlu letters of response, together with a consideration of basic
physical features, like line spacing, allowed me to reassemble with some confi-
dence the fourteen fragments and assign each of them to two of the three main
parts of letters: the protocol and the text.

A document, even one that has been reconstructed, is worthless from the
historical point of view if its most suggestive parts are lacking. In this case, sev-
eral lines provide details that help to identify the issuer, the addressee, and on
what basis the letter was produced. The contextualization of the most signifi-
cant sections, like the mention of the arrival of a Timurid scion, Sa‘d-i Vaqqas,
was also decisive. Thanks to all these elements, we know that the letter was
likely sent in 818/1415 by Qara Yasuf, in response to a missive addressed to him
by al-Mwayyad Shaykh.

We thus unraveled the context of the diplomatic relations established by the
Qara Qoyunlu ruler with the Mamluk sultan. In his correspondence, Qara Yasuf
never missed an opportunity to remind al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh of their historic
bonds, built when al-Mu’ayyad Shaykh, still governor of Damascus, disobeyed
al-Nasir Faraj’s order to kill Qara Yasuf, who was in his custody, and instead
released him and permitted him to reorganize his army. Shaykh’s choice was
undoubtedly the result of a careful political calculation designed to work in

166 The reason for their presence in al-Maqrizl's holograph manuscripts is addressed in my
state of research on diplomatics at the beginning of this volume.
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his favor in his ascent to the throne. The move was not ill-advised. In the after-
math of Timur’s death, it was more rewarding to have a free Qara Yasuf in the
midst of the Timurid scions, as he was someone who was fully engaged in their
contention for supreme power. Clearly, from his base in Azerbaijan, Qara Yasuf
disturbed the balance of power by threatening the major rulers on the eastern
and western fringes of his domain. What al-Muw’ayyad Shaykh failed to antici-
pate was Qara Yusuf’s growing appetite for power and his lack of gratitude. His
continuous incursions into Mamluk territory became a major concern for the
ailing sultan. Against all of Shah Rukh’s expectations, his plans to face the Qara
Qoyunlu ruler remained unworkable.

On the Timurid side, Qara Yusuf took advantage of the power struggle that
raged among Timur’s offspring. Step by step, he managed to get rid of his for-
mer ally, the Jalayirid Sultan Ahmad, and to take control of his territories,
before starting to encroach on Shah Rukh’s domain. His recurrent intrusions
into Persian Iraq and his conquest of Sultaniyya and Qazwin were among his
major achievements that raised the concern of the Timurid ruler. Some of Shah
Rukh’s relatives distracted him from addressing other external threats, like the
encroachments of Qara Yasuf. The situation favored the conclusion of a truce
between the two rulers. The negotiations, spanning 817-18/early 1415, should
have led to a deal in which Qara Yusuf recognized Shah Rukh'’s suzerainty. In
exchange, the Qara Qoyunlu ruler would be granted authority over his territo-
ries. Other requests—the restitution of Timurid princesses on the Timurid side;
the hand-over of Sultaniyya on the Qara Qoyunlu side—seem to have thwarted
the chances for a truce. The dramatic event that took place in the fallout—
Sa‘d-i Vaqqas’s defection to Qara Yusuf that led to his conquest of Sultaniyya,
critical circumstances that Qara Yusuf did not fail to report to al-Mu’ayyad
Shaykh in the reconstructed letter and in the letter he addressed to him the fol-
lowing year—changed the perspective. If we are to give credit to Qara Yasuf’s
words in his letters to the Mamluk sultan, a truce was finally concluded with
the Timurid ruler, but once he was in a stronger position to negotiate, i.e., after
Sa‘d-i Vaqqas’s desertion and his subsequent conquest of Sultaniyya. The truce
validated the respective borders of the two rulers and was sealed by marriage
bonds—these are confirmed on the Qara Qoyunlu side. If the following years
were marked by a relative absence of conflicts between the Timurids and the
Qara Qoyunlu, thus confirming the existence of a truce—an untroubled situ-
ation he took advantage of to attack Qara ‘Uthman and the Syrian border—it
was not long before Shah Rukh was upset by the Qara Qoyunlu expansion.

In the game of alliances, the balance of power continually shifts. In 822/1419,
anxious about the future of the northern Syrian border, al-Mwayyad Shaykh,
whose health was declining, provided a fillip to Shah Rukh by requesting his
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intervention against Qara Yasuf. While in a better position to muster his troops
and direct them to Tabriz, Shah Rukh seized the opportunity to revenge his
brother, Miranshah—and probably Sa‘d-i Vaqqas as well. The untimely death of
Qara Yusuf, before the engagement, deprived him of his vengeance but allowed
him to regain control of Azerbaijan and subdue Qara Yusuf’s sons, who then
became his vassals. When Shah Rukh sent news of Qara Yusuf’s demise to al-
Mu’ayyad Shaykh, the letter reached Cairo after the latter’s death. In a way, this
was the end of a relationship between two major actors of the beginning of the
ninth/fifteenth century, actors who owed each other, at least in part, for their
ascent to power. There could be no better epilogue to the story.
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FIGURE 12.4  Ms Or. 1366¢, fol. 15b
COURTESY LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK
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FIGURE 12.10 MS Or. 14533, fol. 331b
COURTESY LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK
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FIGURE 12.11  Ms Or. 14533, fol. 332b
COURTESY LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK
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FIGURE 12.12  MS Or. 14533, fol. 371b
COURTESY LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK
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FIGURE 12.13  MS Or. 14533, fol. 372b
COURTESY LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK
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FIGURE 12.14  Ms Or. 14533, fol. 373b
COURTESY LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK
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FIGURE 12.15  Ms Or. 14533, fol. 388b
COURTESY LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK
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FIGURE 12.16  MS Or. 14533, fol. 389a
COURTESY LEIDEN, UNIVERSITEITSBIBLIOTHEEK
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