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e introductio e ons between the
Mamluk Stat (ﬁ t’and various Mongol
states are discussed p ally in any research,
which deals ej ithrthe foreign policy of the
Mamluk statj@ﬁmrehensive development.
Itis cau ct that in the discussed period
it w e ngols who represented the only
compe f in the Middle East, while the
ate Qs the Mamluks’s main enemy.
en Amitai-Preiss, an Israeli scholar, is the
author of the most comprehensive and famous
research on the struggle between the Mamluks
and the llkhanate — “Mongols and Mamluks: The
Mamluk-llkhanid War, 1260-1281” [3], where he in
details discusses the military and political relations
between the two states. Besides this fundamental
research, R. Amitai-Preiss published a number of
academic articles on this issue [1-2; 4]. However,
the relations between the Mamluks and the

Golden Horde remained beyond the field of his
study.

The monography by Salih Zakirov “The
Diplomatic Relations between the Golden Horde
and Egypt (XIlI-XIV c.)” [12] belongs to the number
of the most important researches on the history of
the relations between the Mamluks State and the
Ulus of Jochi. In spite of being rich in facts, the S.
Zakirov’'s monography needs some clarifications
in the light of the current achievements in the
Mamluk studies. For example, the author claimed
that mainly Egypt had initiated the diplomatic
relations (12, p. 4), while modern scholars doubt
this thesis (for example, M. Favereau’s researches
[71). There is an opinion that such a perception
could be formed due to the fact that the Mamluk
sources had been for many years the primary
sources on the diplomatic relations between Egypt
and the Golden Horde. S. Zakirov also hesitates
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to date the year of the first military clashes
between Berke and Hulagu — either in 1262 or in
1266 (12, p. 7).

The article by Marie Favereau “The Golden
Horde and the Mamluks” [7] is an interesting
research where the author focuses on the three
main reasons for rapprochement between the
Mamluks and the Golden Horde: mutual interests
in the struggle against the Ilkhanate; necessity to
secure new trade routes for the stable supplies of
new Mamluks when the previous trade routes via
Sivas and Anatolia appeared under the control of
the llkhanate; strengthening the legitimacy of Berke
as a Muslimruler [7, p. 96-98]. The article considers
the history of the relations between the Mamluks
and the Golden Horde from their establishment in
1261 till the end of the14th century.

Besides the analysis of various stories related
to the development of the relations between
Mamluk Egypt and various Mongol states, the
historiography has demonstrated attempts to
consider these relations on a deeper level. For
example, Anne F. Broadbridge tries to discuss
these relations in the frames of the Mamluks’s
search to legitimize their power [6]. In scholar’s
opinion, the main emphasis is made on legitimizing
the Mamluks with the superiority of their Yassa
over the Yassa of Genghis Khan [6, p. 91-92]. One
should only welcome the attempts to reach
higher level of analysis of a traditional i
(Mamluks’ relations with any Mongo
However, in this case we face an (&
exaggeration of the role of externa itigg l’-

factor in formation of the fo
Mamluk State [6, p®N05¥
Mamluks continued to i
with non-Muslim ruler,

(as in the case withg¥le \Tirur) and were very
cautious towards peacefuljnitiatives proposed by

Muslim Ilkhan ad Tekuder-khan.
As a co siom, 18 this brief historiographic
review, int out the following:

DT strong comprehensive academic

ood relations
s Jochi as well

, this very perception dominates
i sources. Instead of that, the researchers
Se state-focused approach to characterize the
foreign policy of Egypt as something separate
towards the Golden Horde and the llkhanate
State respectively. At the same time scholars
practically ignore the fact that the Mamluk
sources mainly use the term “Tatars”.
2) An important peculiarity of the contemporary
Mamluk studies is a wide range of various
texts implemented to analyze a certain local

issue. One of the consequences of this
approach is a wide time range of processes
discussed in academic papers. Narrow-time,
local issues remain insufficiently studied.
The selection of sources raises up questions
as well. It is dubious that the authors who
lived after 150-200 years after the descr
events, had wider and more d
knowledge comparing to the witnes:
those events. More likely, the |
used certain examples from thefa

The chronolog \-\
encompass the peHgd from the complete
Mamluks’s ascent to power in Egypt (1252) to the
majo‘/ a t Homs, which stopped the second

large paign of the “Tatars” against the
Maantluk dt; 1281).
In body. The main source for the

(®r Vresearch is the historical chronicle
SZubda(t) al-Fikra(t) fi Ta'rich al-Hijra(t)” by

ource database is intentionally limited to one

hronicle since the quantitative re-coding of
descriptive facts is implemented in the research.
The mixture of information from various sources,
which describe various events to different extent
risks to change artificially the quantitative
indicators to a wrong trend. Further verification of
the received data would be possible only after the
processing the hole source database for the
described period.

Taking into consideration the specifics of the
state administration in that period, the term
“Mamluks” is understood in the research as
a political one rather than a name for a social
group.

Contrary to the term “Mongols”, widely used in
historiography, we use the term “Tatars” based on
the fact that this very term prevailed (more than 95
per cent cases of usage) in the considered sources
towards the states established after the Genghis
Khan’s military campaigns. We believe that the
usage of the term “Tatars” can contribute to better
understanding of the Mamluks’s policy, as well as
to avoid any mixture between the terms “Tatars”
and “Mongols”, both of which are used by the
sources. The historiography operates mainly with
the term “Mongols” what is clearly illustrated with

>5 ars al-Mansuri al-Nasiri (d. 1325) [5]. The
c
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the following quotation by George Vernandsky:
“What concerns the term “Mongols”, it avoided
oblivion due to an oddity of history — an occasional
kinship of the future emperor Genghis Khan with
one of the Mongol families. After his ascending to
power all tribes of Mongolia had been united
under his command and a new “nation” was
created known as Mongols. For the sake of
simplicity we should name all these tribes as
Mongols, even speaking about the 12" century”
[11, p. 74].

Rafael Hakimov points out numerous
speculations about the terms “Tatars” due to the
mixture between the names “Tatars” and “Mongols”
[16, p. 303].

In general, the very fact of use of the term
“Tatars” in the considered sources is very
significant. According to Rashid al-Din, originally
Tatars were one of the Turk tribes but because of
its power a lot of tribes started to claim to be
Tatars [14, c. 151]. The same process occurred
to the term “Mongols” during the military
campaigns of Genghis Khan [9, p. 530]. However,
the term “Mongols” (very occasionally) is
mentioned in the discussed sources to denote
a ftribal group among “Tatars”. We can assume
that domination of this term illustrates the
Mamluks’s perception about political, rather than
ethnic communities as actors on the internatio
arena. In particular, such terms as “Franks?
“Turks”, which prevail in the sources, alsadglo
to the same group. A more complicated \F
concerns the widely used t Mic
Kingdoms” and “Islamic army / (which
oppose the “Franks” and ‘T;
have an apparent reli§tdus

" ones:

Inthe discussed perio a
political and state entitj s
1. The Golden P/ Ulus of Jochi;

inology of Baybars

Northern Countries”). The

i [1224-1227], Batu [1227-

Sartak [1255/1256], Ulaghchi

12 Berke [1257-1266], Mengu-

1282], Tode Mongke [1282-

]. The Ulus of Jochi did not have shared
orders with the lands under the Mamluks’s
control [13].

2. llkhanate. The rulers were Hulagu Khan
[1261-1265], Abaga Khan [1265-1282],
sultan Ahmad Tekuder Khan [1282-1284],
Arghun Khan [1284-1291]. The state had
shared borders with the lands of the Mamluks
and had claims for the lands of Bilad al-Sham
and Egypt [13].

y

3. The Mongol Empire (the Great Kaan). The
rulers were Ogedei Khan [1227-1241], Guyuk
Khan [1246-1249], Monghe Khan [1251-
1260], Kublai Khan [1260-1294]. The Great
Kaan sanctioned the war against Egypt and
other “Islamic Kingdoms” [15].

In 1253-1258 the military and political situ
became more complicated for the M
because of the military campaigns of H
his conquest of Irag. This campai
sanctioned by the kurultai of 1253

After the battle at Ayn Jalu

Hulagu and Berke
throne of the “Kifigdo
[5, p. 46]. A i z
a senior kinsma u (Berke was the third
son of Jochi, the son of Genghis Khan,
while Holagu was the fifth son of Tolui, the fourth

Moglghe d”"Kublai. Almost all Chingissids,
in?lh%ﬁ rke, were against the rule of Kublai
ile Hulagu provided him with a full

p [15, p. 311].

ound in territorial disputes between the two states
for the lands in Transcaucasia and Asia Minor [10,
p. 42—43].

The Mamluk sources are quite clear about the
“Tatars’s” goals concerning the Mamluk territories,
as well as the Mamluk State itself — the supremacy
of the Great Yassa of Genghis Khan, while the
Mamluks’s goals towards the “Tatar” states are not
identified clearly. The intension to establish the
great Yassa as the final goal of the military campaign
is clearly formulated in the letter of Abagha Khan to
the sultan al-Zahir Baybars (667 / 1269) [5, p. 144].

“Tatars” played a special role in the concept of
history developed by the Mamluks. They were
considered as embodiment of the God’s
punishment to lead Turks from unbelief to Islam.
Correspondently, Turks received a greater Yassa
than the “Tatars” what is clearly written in the
answer of al-Zahir Baybars to the Abagha’s letter
(667 /1269): “... from what you requested from us
we did not understand, what agreement can we
make if our Yassa is greater than the Yassa of
Genghis Khan. The God made us the malik over
forty mulks” [5, p. 149],

The taqlid granted to the sultan al-Zahir
Baybars by the caliph al-Mustansir clearly defines
the territories which should be under the sultan’s

> n historiography the reason of the conflict is
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control; “The God granted you the power over the
Egyptian lands, Bilad al-Sham, Diyarbakir, Hijaz,
Yemen, the lands of Euphrates, as well as over
new conquests in Hawran and Najd” [5, p. 67].

The mention of Diyarbakir and the lands of
Euphrates which presumably were not under the
sultan’s control is very important. However, after
the withdrawal of the Hulagu’s troops, internal
clashes in the Mongol Empire and “Tatars’s”
defeat in the battle at Ayn Jalut, the status of the
“lands of Euphrates” became unclear.

The taqlid granted in 662 / 1264 to the sultan’s
son and heir al-Said Barakat-khan describes the
following territories under the sultan’s control: “...
Yemen, Hijaz, Egypt, Gharb (West), the Coast
and what is beyond the horizon”. In this text the
“lands of Euphrates” are omitted [5, p. 98].

The taglid granted in 679 AH (1280/1281) for
the sultan al-Mansur Qalawun’s son and heir
malik al-Salih Ala al-Din Ali significantly expanded
the territories which were allegedly under the
sultan’s control: “The Egyptian lands, their
Harbors, regions and countries; what is included
into the Kingdom of Hijaz; what is included into the
Kingdom of Nubia; what is included into the Sefed
conquests; the Coastal Islamic lands; what is
included into the Kingdom of al-Sham, its castles,
fortresses, cities, regions, countries; [what is
included into the Kingdom of Homs]; the Kingd
of Hisn al-Akrad; the Jabal Kingdom; [w
included into the Kingdom of Haleb], its
and countries; what is included into th
of Euphrates; other Islamic fortre

land and sea, in valleys and m , in al-
Sham, Egypt, Yemen, Hijaz, i est, far
and close” [5, p. 167].®? ),

Quantitative dimensi a Je us a better
understanding of the ti ween Mamluks
and “Tatars”. The pr, r proposes several

categories of events, e ¢h Buent gets one point: a)
ites in the region; b)

“Tatars’s” offensiye_a
“Tatars’s” off activities in the territories under
the Ma L\ ontrol; ¢) Mamluks’s defensive

inst the “Tatars’s” attacks; d)
sive activities; e) Diplomatic
and other non-military relations;
I al conflicts among the “Tatars”. The
quantitative analysis gives the following results:
Category A — 24 points: rumors about Hulagu'’s
campaign against Iraq (650 / 1252); start of the
Hulagu’'s campaign against “infidels and
neighboring countries” (651 /1253); Hulagu’s
attack on the country of Ismailites, their fortresses
and castles (652 / 1255); conquest of new Ismailite
fortresses by Hulagu (653 / 1256); invasion into
al-Rum (654 / 1256); capture of Caesarea and its

provinces (654 / 1256); invasion of Beiju and
“Tatars” into al-Rum (655 / 1257); division of al-
Rum by Monghe (655 / 1257); clashes between
the troops of Beiju and sultan Izz al-Din (655 /
1257); capture of Baghdad by Hulagu (656 /
1258); start of the siege of Miyafarakin by “Tatars”
(656 / 1258); arrival of the ruler of Mosul to H
(656 / 1258); “Tatars’s” attack on Erbil

capture of Mosul by “Tatars” (659 /
of “Tatars” into al-Rum (659 / 126
lands of Muhammad-bek in

” (662 /
ampdign  against
ure of al-Rum

Egyp:[i/ 1275); Abagha’s arrival in
al-Rurra sassinations of supporters of Egypt
(675 [4276), ture by Abagha two Georgian

fo S 78/ 1279-1280).
d%( B — 11 points: start of the “Tatars’s”
against Egypt and the battle at Ayn
lugA658 / 1260); the ruler of Hama re-sent the

aybars (660 / 1262); capture of two spies with
firman for the amir Faris al-Din Aktay (662 / 1264);

>§ ys with firman to the sultan Rukn al-Din

]Darbay’s attack on al-Bireh (663 / 1264-1265);

“Tatars’s” attempt to attack al-Rabha (665 / 1266-
1267); news on the alliance between “Tatars” and
Franks and their attack on Sunjur (668 /1269); the
attack on Ayn Tab (670 / 1271); Derbe’s attack on
al-Bireh (671 / 1272); Abtay’s attack on al-Bireh
(674 / 1275); the start of the Mengu-Timur’s
campaign (679 / 1280); the second stage of the
Mengu-Timur’s campaign (680 / 1281).

Category C -11 points. All attacks and
campaigns of the “Tatars” faced the response
from the Mamluks’s side.

Category D — 6 points: the proclamation of
jihad against the “Tatars” (659 / 1261); the failed
campaign by the caliph al-Mustansir in Iraq (659 /
1261); the failed attack of Shams al-Din Aqqush
al-Barli from al-Bireh (659/ 1261); the attack
against Armenians on Sis and capture a large
group of “Tatars” (664 / 1266); the attack against
Armenians on Sis (673 / 1275); the successful
battle at Elbistan (675 / 1277).

Category E — 12 points: the letter of al-Zahir
Bayabrs to Berke with the proposal to start war
against Hulagu (659 / 1261); the arrival of the
“Tatars” who left Hulagu after the beginning the
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war against Berke (661 / 1263); arrival of one
more group of the “Tatars” (662 / 1264); mediation
by Armenians from Sis between the Mamluks and
Abagha (666/ 1268-1269); Mengu-Timur’s
envoys to al-Zahir Baybars (667 / 1269); Abagha’s
envoys to al-Zahir Baybars (667/ 1269);
unsanctioned negotiations between the al-Zahir
Bayabrs’ envoy in Constantinople with the troops
of Mengu-Timur (668 / 1270); the letter of Pensu-
noyon about his conversion to Islam (669 / 1271);
Samghar’s envoys to al-Zahir Baybars on the
situation in al-Rum (670/ 1271); Mengu-Timur’s
envoys to al-Zahir Baybars (670/ 1271-1272);
Abagha’s envoys to al-Zahir Baybars (671 / 1272);
the attempt of Sunqur al-Ashgar to call for
Abagha’s assistance (679 / 1280).

Category F — 6 points; Hulagu organized the
assassination of Beiju (656/ 1258); internal
struggle in the Mongol Empire because of the
death of the Great Kaan (658 / 1260); the battle
between the troops of Berke and Hulagu (661 /
1263); Abagha sent troops against Berke (663 /
1265); Abagha defeated Baraq Khan (667 / 1270);
the battle between the troops of Abagha and
Boraq (670 / 1273).

The conclusion. The quantitative analysis
demonstrates that in general the parties had the
parity with a small advantage in favor of the “Tatars”.
Both parties were not able to inflict a compl
defeat upon each other or to conduct a cam
which would submit their rivalry. As a res

major effort were implemented again @)

allies. In these frames the Mamluks

opportunities: the Sultan&
Z
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the obedience practically only because of the
military campaigns; the Crusade States were too
weak to implement a mutual offensive strategy. All
“Tatars’s” attempt to make an alliance with the
Ayyubids or renegades from the Mamluk amirs
failed, while the Mamluks attracted a large number
of the “Tatars” al-Wafidiya.

Even from the logistical point of view “T:

possible via al-Bireh and al-Rabh
were under effective control and
Mongols. The third possible
Minor via Ayn Tab (Entebba

50, Syria served
luks and ‘Tatars”

Mamlu
parit

anate proves the idea of
n the parties and assume non-

diplo of these missions. The sources
m ission, which resulted in concluding
any e{e agreements. Contrary to that,

( change between the Mamluk state and
e Bolden Horde strengthened significantly the

he llkhanate.
The peak of interaction between the “Tatars”
in 655-659/ 1257-1260

)p es, including coordination of the war against

and Mamluks was

,](19 points from 70), what is connected to the

military campaign of Hulagu, capture of Baghdad,
further penetration into Syria and their defeat in
the battle at Ayn Jalut.
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