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aBSTRACT i

The core of this thesis is the edition of ££f.160b-178b of
the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid by Ibn al-Azraq al-Fariqi. This
text, hitherto largely unexploited, deals with the history of the
Jazira from ¢,1100-¢c.1150, and contains a wealth of local detail -
political, prosopographical and topographical. Despite its format
of a city chronicle it also sheds much light on the major historical
processes of this period, such as the revival of caliphal power,
the growth of the atabegate and the rise of minor Turcoman

dynasties at the expense of Saljuq power.

The prime aim of this thesis has been to render the text
more accessible. This has been done firstly by preparing a
critical edition based on the two known manuscripts. Since the
text is known to be complex, however, it seemed best to try to
solve its many problems by providing translations of both
manuscripts and an extensive commentary on the edition itself.
In this commentary the fullest possible use is made of other
contemporary primary sources to control the information given by

Ibn al-Azraq.

Individual chapters then explore some of the issues raised by
the text. The chapters on 11-GhazI and his sons seek by careful
selection to establish the significant landmarks of their careers
and to assess them as military and civil rulers. The beginning
of their transition from semi-nomadic amirs to settled dynasts is

thereby clarified. Chapter II shows how later writers exploited

the text of Ibn al-Azraq and thereby examines certain typical



Islamic approaches to works of history, biography and topography.
Chapter III analyses the text as an interesting source for the

study of late medieval Arabic.

The edition itself, then, with its associated critical apparatus,
addresses itself to the specific problems of language, history and
topography presented by the text. The chapters which follow arise
naturally out of the content of the text and demonstrate the wider

horizons of this material.
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GENERAL INTRODUCTION




GENERAL INTRODUCTION

The value of the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid of Ibn al-Azraq

as a source for the history of the Jazira has long been recognised.
Amedr021 who first drew attention to this text, subsequently
transcribed some relevant sections of it in the footnotes to his
edition of Ibn al-Qalanisi. Minorsky translated and analysed

Ibn al-Azraq's account of I1-Ghazi's campaign to Tiflis in 515/1121°

whilst Cahen, in an early article, sketched the major political

outlines of the part of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid which

1. H.F. Amedroz, "Three Arabic MSS. on the History of the City

of Mayyafariqin", Journal of the Royal Asiatic Society

(1902), 785-812,

2., Ibn al-Qalanisi, Dhail Tarikh Dimashg, ed. H.F. Amedroz

(Leyden, 1908).

3. V. Minorsky, "Caucasica in the History of Mayyafariqin",

Bulletin of the School of Oriental and African Studies

XIII/I (1949), 31-5. Part of that account and other

gubsequent passgages in Ibn al-Azraq which refer to Georgia

are also published in an Arabic reader for Ceorgian atudents:
Arabuli Krest'omathia, ed. G.V. T'seret’heli (Tiflis, 1949),
68-72. Minorsky later returned to the text giving translations
of later passages of Ibn al-Azraq which deal with Caucasian

affairs (Studies in Caucasian History, [London, 1953] , 19,

87-8, 95, 97, 106 and 157). He also translated an account

by Ibn al-Azraq of his visit to Darband in 549/1154-5 (A

History of Sharvan and Darband [Cambridge, 1958], 170-3).



deals with Artuqid history.1 The section of the text concerned

- 2
with the Marwanids has been edited and published by ‘Awad.

It is not the intention in this thesis to edit the whole
section of Ibn al-Azraq's work which is concerned with the Artuqids.
A conscious decision has been taken to restrict the material edited
to those folios of Ibn al-Azraq's text which deal with the activities
of the first two Artuqid rulers, }1-Ghazi and Temﬂr-Tash)whose
reigns cover a time-scale of roughly fifty years (1100-50), from
the establishment of il-GhEzi at Mardin to the death of his son
Temur-Tash. The reign of Najm al-Din Alpl which concludes the

Tarikh Mayyéfariqin wa Amid has been omitted.

Instead of a longer edition, translations of both manuscripts
have been provided. Although a good portion of the €hronicle is
easy to read, certain sections remain obscure. Translating such
passages will, it may be hoped, clarify them or at least stimulate
discussion as to alternative meanings. Moreover, this text,
although unreliable in its chronology and full of unexplained
allusions, contains a wealth of material which deserves to be
better known both to Islamic historians of the Jazira and of the
late Saljuq empire and to Western historians interested in the
1. C. Cahen, "Le Diygr Bakr au temps des premiers Urtu?ides",

Journal Asiatique CCXXVII (1935), 219-76. Cf. also M. Canard,

who gives an extract from Ibn al-Azraq's text in his Sayf

al-daula: Recueil de textes (Algiers, 1934), 284-5,

2. B.A.L. ‘Awad, rev. M.S. Ghorbal, Tarikh al-FarigI (Cairo, 1959).




Muslim world at the time of the First Crusade and the establishment

of Frankish power in the Near East.

The translation is accompanied by a commentary which sets
out to explain some of the detailed background to the text. This
commentary has been placed separately after the translation

because of its length. The Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid presents

many unfamiliar place-names and numerous references to little-
known people and the commentary attempts to clarify some of this
problematic material. It also discusses the better-known episodes

of the period by a comparison with other contemporary sources.

Description of the manuscripts

There are two extant copies of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa

Amid. Both are in the British Library.

Manuscript A (B.M. Or. 5803)

This is the longer and larger of the two manuscripts. The
pages edited below usually have 23 lines1; the pages measure
about 7" x 5". The manuscript is written in black ink on yellow
paper. New sections of the text are marked by titles written in
1. Not 22, as stated by Amedroz (op. cit., 785). Although the
number of lines in the earlier part of the manuscript varies,
from f.120b onwards the pages contain 23 lines. The only

exceptions are ff.173a - b which have 22 lines,



larger letters. The manuscript is written in a fine hand and is

provided with vowels and diacritical points.

There is ample evidence that alterations were made to the
manuscript after it was copied. It contains a large number of
marginal additions or corrections, deletions in the text and

intercalations.

In many places the text is illegible or difficult to decipher,
as some wordé or even whole lines are now completely obliterated.
A further problem is caused by the punctuation. The scribe often
places the dots or vowel markings in the wrong place or where

they are not needed at all.

The manuscript contains two hundred folios. Its first few
folios are missing. It is highly probable that some of the last

folios are lost too, since it comes to an abrupt end.

In Ms.A, the material is presented within a chronological
framework. The missing folios at the beginning probably contained
a history of the early Islamic period, since the work actually
begins with an account of ‘Umar's caliphate. This is followed by
a description of the founding of the city of Mayyafariqi-n.1 The
next folios deal with the successive periods in the history of
Diyar Bakr and of the caliphate and include a detailed account

of the Hamdanid dynasty.2 The history of ‘Adud al-Daula and the

1. Ff. 7b - 12b.

2, Pf.12b - 121b, The rise of the Hamdanids begins on f.110a.



subsequent rule in Diyar Bakr of Bad the Kurd follows. Ibn al-
Azraq then gives an account of the Marwanid dynasty and of the
chaotic years between their downfall and the establishment of
Artuqid power.1 The remainder of the text consists of a detailed
description of the history of the early Artuqids. The manuscript

ends around the death of Najm al-Din Alpi in 572/1176-7.

. - .. "
Folios 160b - 178b cover the reigns of Il-Ghazi and Temur-
Tash. It is these folios which are edited and translated in this

thesis.

The subject-matter of Ns.A is more detailed than Ms.B and
contains material which is restricted to the history of Diyar
Bakr. This non~local subject-matter usually consists of obituary
notices of Fayimid and other rulers and isolated snippets of
information which are inserted often in the wrong place chronologically
or in the middle of a totally unrelated episode. Sometimes such
non-local material is repeated, without comment, under different

dates.

For the period of Temur-Tash's rule, Ibn al-Azraq frequently
uses details from his own experience or has access to eye-witness
accounts of historical events. Hence, no doubt, the more extended
treatment which he accords to certain episodes in this period.2
1. This is fhe section of Ibn al-Azraq's work which was edited

by ‘Awa? (££.121b - 160b).

2. The process can be noted at the end of the previous reign in

the Tiflis campaign of I1-Ghazi which occupies ff.,161a-162b,

Falling within the reign of Temir-Tash are the accounts of

[Wal



The uneasy juxtapositon of detailed anecdotes with a succession
of short scraps of information which characterises the text edited

below produces a very uneven, unco-ordinated narrative.

Ms.A contains interesting features of orthography, morphology
and syntax which are discussed in some detail elsewhere in this

thesis.

Amedroz states that the date of the composition of this
manugcript is 572 A.H.1 Unfortunately, he does not explain how
he arrived at this conclusion. ‘Awaq, on the contrary, is
unnecessarily indecisive, asserting that "no definite clues have

been found which would lead to a correct answer".2

In fact there are several clues in the text. On f.177a, Ibn
al-Azraq mentions that Nur al-Din Mu@ammad "is now in power".
This ruler succeeded his father Qara Arslan at Hisn Kaifa in 562/
1166-7 and ruled until 581/1185-6. A little later, Ibn al-Azraq
mentions the death of Shirbarik in 566/1170-1° and Balak b. Arslan
Toghmish b. Bektash who became an ascetic in (5)67/1171-2. On
the evidence of these three references, it may be postulated that
the ‘Abbasid caliphs, al-Fustarshid and al-Rashid, which

take up much of ff,.164b-167b. This is followed by a long

excursus into the history of the Maghrib (ff.168a-169a).

1. M‘a 785.

2. Op. cit., 21,
3. F., 177b.



the manuscript was written in the reign of Nur al-Din Muhammad,

some time between 567 and 581.

But the date of composition can be narrowed down further than
this. The latest date mentioned by Ibn al-Azraq in the Artuqid
section‘of VMs.A is found under the account of the reign of Najm
al-Din Alpl, where the author states that he was at Akhlay in 571/
1175-—6.1 In another part of the text edited here Ibn al-Azraq,
speaking of Arslan-Shah b. Toghril, states that "he is now sultan
of the area from I§fah§n ... up to the city of Ganja R
Arslan-Shah died in Jumada II 571/December-January 1175-6.3 This

evidence indicates that Ibn al-Azraq was well-advanced in the

writing of the text by the early part of 571.

The work was still unfinished in 572, however, since almost
at the very beginning of his whole text he inserts the rulers of

Mayyafariqin up to his own time, which he gives here as 572/1176-7.4

The final version of Ms.A was therefore probably composed in

the years 571/1175-6 and 572/1176=7.

It is not certain when and where the manuscript was copied.
Amedroz, again without supporting evidence, states that it was
1. ¥.200a.

3. Rawandi, Régat al-Sudur wa Ayat al-Surur, ed. M. Igbal,

(London, 1921), 301.

4. F.7b.



1
probably copied at Damascus in the seventh certury A.H. ¢ Awad,
on the other hand, is justifiably unwilling to commit himself on
a date for the copying but says that Mayyéfériqfn would have

been the most likely place.2

Certainly, some version of Ibn al-Azraq's longer manuscript
was available to writers such as Ibn Khallikan, SibY,Ibn al-Jauzi
and Ibn W5§il who wrote in the second half of the seventh
century A.H. But this whole question is discussed at length

elsewhere in this thesis,

Manuscript B (B.ll. Or. 6,310)

This manuscript is shorter than Ms.A. It consists of 138
folios. Each page has 10 lines. The manuscript is written in
black ink on yellow paper. It is to a great extent devoid of
diacritical points or vowel markings. The pages of the manuscript

are about half the size of those in Ms.A.

Although deletions and corrections have been made to this

manuscript, such features are not as frequent as in Ms.A.

The first 31 folios are no longer legible., From the remainder
of the text it is clear that the scribe had a better grasp of
Arabic orthography than his counterpart for Ms.A. Whilst Ms.B

displays a number of unusual grammatical and orthographical features,

1. OE. Cito, 7850
2. 0p. cit., 23.



it is more carefully written than Ms.A.

Like Ms.A, this manuscript adheres to the format of an
annalistic chronicle in which events are presented under a given
year. As with Ms.A, this manuscript lacks a beginning or an end.
It begins with material dating from the reign of the ‘Abbasid
caliph al-Muhtadi (255/868-9) and ends with the first part of the
description of the rule of Najm al-Din Alpi. There is no account

of the years 549-60/1154-65.

Ms.B contains a limited amount of non-local material but its

scope is less general than Ns.A.

¥s.B. was probably composed in 560/1164-53 since on folio 94b
the author speaks of the year in which he was writing as 560. It
is not possible to ascertain the date of the copying of this
manuscript. One fact is certain: Ms.B was available in some form
to Ibn Shaddad in the second half of the seventh/thirteenth
century since he copied long sections from it for his historical
geography of the Jazira. This work is found in the Bodleian
manuscript entitled Marsh 333, which was composed in 679/1280-1

and copied in 789/1387-8.2

he title of Ibn al-Azraq's work

—

As explained above, both manuscripts lack folios at the

1. It was Amedroz who first mentioned this fact and cited f.94b
as proof (op. cit., 785).
2. Amedroz, op. cit., 801.



beginning and end of the text, where the title of the work, the
names of the author and the scribes and the dates of composition
and copying would probably be found. Fortunately, Ibn Shaddad in
Marsh 333 gives the full name of the author as Ahmad b. Yusuf b.

‘A1 b. al-Azraq and the title of the work as the Tarikh Mayyafarigin

wa Amid.' Ibn Khallikan calls it the Tarikh Mayygfariqin.z

The edition of the text

a) Preliminary comments

The most important decision for any editor of the Tarikh

Mayyafariqin wa Amid is whether to present the two manuscripts as

one text or to edit them separately. ‘Awa? adopted the former
method. Minorsky, on the other hand, recommended that the two
manﬁscripts should be edited separately; possibly in two parallel
columns, since in his view the material they treat is so

3

divergent.

A close examination of the material covered by both manuscripts
for the period under discussion in this thesis reveals that the
shorter manuscript, Ms.B, does not contain information which is
not included in the longer text, Ms.A. The detailed indices which
are provided below for both manuscripts confirm this.

1. Marsh 333, £ff.79b and 81b.

2. Ibn Khallikan, Kitab Wafayat al-A‘yan, tr. de Slane (Paris

and London, 1843-71) I, 158.

3. Op. cit., 27.



It is true that Ms.B sometimes presents episodes or individual

facts in a different order from Ms.A and very occasionally adds
the odd isolated detail,but with this very minor exception it
remains true that all the information in Ms.B can be located
somewhere in Ms.A. Ms.A, on the other hand, contains material

which is not found in KkKs.B.

Minorsky's suggestion of two separate editions in parallel
columns would thus result in an unnecessarily cumbersome work and
would make the text difficult to read. It is therefore not the
method used here., The idea of editing the two manuscripts one
after the other has also been rejected after some thought. This
method would be justified only if Ms.B contained significant
differences from Ms.A. A long, careful study and a separate

translation of both manuscripts reveal that this is not the case.

The method adopted for this edition, therefore, is the one
used by ‘Awaq for his edition of the earlier part of Ibn al-Azraq's
text. Ms.A is taken as the main text. For whole areas of the
work it is the only version available. Where Ms.B covers the
same material, it is used for comparison and for the clarification
of difficulties. Significant variants in the two manuscripts are

mentioned in the footnotes to the edition.

The edition of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid presented in

this thesis covers Ms.A, ff.160b - 178b and Ns.B, ff.100b - 138b.

The unpublished work of the historical geographer Ibn Shaddad on

the Jazira, entitled al-A‘lag al-Khatira fi dhikr umara’ al-Sham

11



wa’l-Jazira is used in this edition to elucidate passages which

are unclear in both Mss.A and B, The relevant part of this text
is to be found in the Bodleian manuscript, Marsh 3331. It is a
useful aid because a large portion of its contents are borrowed,
often verbatim, from Ibn al-Azraq. Marsh 333 is based on Ms.B.
It would have been of greater help in the preparation of this
edition if it had taken material from Ms.A. Nevertheless, it is
of value since it provides a third version of a limited number of
incidents. Marsh 333 is cited in the edition only sparingly as
it is so similar or identical to Ms.B. Ibn Shaddad has a better
grasp of geographical names than Ibn al-Azraq or his copyists and

his work is of value in this respect too.

Transliterations of both manuscripts and a detailed comparison
between them has revealed a great weelth of minor textual
differences., Not all of these have been recorded, since the
footnotes to the edition are already lengthy. Variant readings
from Ms.B are given only if they help to clarify Ms.A, for example

by providing better readings of proper names.

The orthography and many of the morphological idiosyncrasies
of the manuscripts have been standardised, except in certain
specific situations mentioned below. As, however, the languége
of this chronicle is an important facet of its scholarly value,
the syntactical peculiarities of the text have been left unchanged.
The actual form used by the scribes is, however, indicated in the
1. For a longer discussion of the relationship between Ibn

al-Azraq and Ibn Shaddad, cf, Chapter II of this thesis.

12



footnotes. The aim has been to ensure that every word of the
original text can be reconstituted either from the edition or the

footnotes.

b) Detailed comments on the edition

1. Ms.A contains numerous marginal comments. These are

recorded in the footnotes.1

2. s.A has many instances of words or phrases intercalated in
the text. Some of these are of no particular significance. O0Often
they simply reveal the missing part of a name omitted in error by
the scribe who inserts it on re-reading his text. Intercalations
are mentioned in the footnotes only when they are of importance

to the edition. Instances where an alternative word or phrase is
provided above the line of text in addition to the version written

on the line are also recorded in the footnotes.

3. Punctuation has been added but is limited to the introduction

of paragraphs.,

4, In both Mss., the definite article is usually omitted from
dates which contain the elements of day and month, e.g:-

Sloacr AL IIIS? ) AVICLa ~L el o7
(3

2

1. The marginal amendments in lls.A are followed by 2349 and

their placing in the text is indicated by an arrow,

2. Ms.A, f.161a,



14

The examples of this practice have been left unchanged in the text.

5. Place-names have been recdrded in the edition in the form
which they appear in Ms.A. The variants from Ms.B have been placed
in the footnotes. Marsh 333 has been used for clarification. If

a place~-name occurs in the text in a strange form, it is given in
its more usual version in the translation which accompanies the

edition, e.g:-

e
Dhu’l-Qarnain = (j#;—ﬂ,g

6. Personal names are presented in the text in the form in which
they appear in Ms.A. Any variants in Ms.B are placed in the
footnotes. Often [is.B contaihs the more usual form of a personal
name but the unusual versions in Ms.A have been retained since they
are of interest. Possibly they reflect the local pronunciation of
such names. For example, the name Toghril Beg is rendered in

Ms.B as u.(d/.'ﬁ-b but it often appears in Ms.A as -—,(/:’-b.

The more usual forms of personal names, have, however, been adopted

for the translation.

In the rendering of certain very common personal names such
as Ibrahim and ‘Uthman, and above all Sulaiman, the manuscripts
omit the notation of length of the alif altogether.1 They have

been left unchanged in the text.

A personal name is corrected in the edition only when there

— ey ewn s m  vas

1. Such names as Sulaiman often occur in written Arabic with the

fatha replaced by a vertical stroke.



is a clear error either by the author or the scribes. For example,

Zang{'s son is called Qutb al-Din Mamdud; this has been changed

to Maudud in the text.1

Te. If the reading of a word or phrase is doubtful, this is

indicated in the footnotes with a question mark in brackets.

8. Illegible words or phrases and lacunae in the original text

are mentioned in the footnotes.

S. Similarly, on the few occasions where a word has been added

to the text, this is also noted.

Abbreviations used in this edition

Ms.A, i.e., B.M. Or. 5803

Ms. =

Ms.B = B.M. Or. 6310

Marsh 333 = Bodleian Ms. Marsh 333

‘Awa? = B.A.L. ‘Awag, ed., Tarikh al-Fariqi (Cairo, 1959)
Amedroz = Ibn al-Qalanisi, Dhail Tarikh Dimashgqg, ed.

H.F. Amedroz (Leyden, 1908)

Ibn Wasil, Mufarrij al-Kurub fi akhbar Bani Ayyub

ITbn Wasil

ed. Jamal al-Din al-Shayyal (Cairo, 1953), I.

1. Ms.A, T.174b,

15



Introduction to the translation of the text

Preliminary comments

The translation of the edited text of Ibn al-Azraq has been
kept as literal as possible. On the other hand, a wider range
of words and sentence structures has been introduced, since the
translation would have been virtually unreadable if the
repetitiveness and the restricted vocabulary and syntactical form

of the Arabic oriesinal had been transferred wholesale into English.

In spite of his protestations and profuse apologies for his

"literal" translation, Gibb's achievement with The Damascus

Chronicle of the Crusades1 provides a polished model for any

translator of an Arabic chronicle to try to emulate.

The shortcomings and limitations of Ibn al-Azraq's "literary”
style are apparent from a reading of almost any page taken at
random. To translate his work into readable English perhaps
endows it with a certain elegance which is quite undeserved.

The alternative, however, would be to produce a text as confusing
and unco-ordinated in English as it is in the Arabic original.
Even as distinguished an author as Ibn Khaldun presents
difficulties of this kind; Gibb himself condemned Rosenthal's

translation of the Mugaddima as "moronic staccato",

In the translation provided below, the simplistic style of

1. H.A.R. Gibb, The Damascus Chronicle of the Crusades

(London, 1932), 13-14.



the Arabic has mostly been retained. PFrom time to time, however,
subordinate clauses introduced by temporal conjunctions have been
used to vary the constant succession of short main clauses. On
occasion, pronouns have been replaced by proper names in order to
imﬁose some clarity on obscure parts of the text.1 Similarly,
words such as "then" have sometimes been added to render the

sequence of events more understandable.

For the sake of completeness and comparison,a translation of

the whole of the corresponding portion of Ms.B is also provided.2

Points of detail

1. The paragraphs given in the translation correspond to those
of the Arabic edition. In both cases they are purely arbitrary

but they are added to make the text more readable.

2. Brackets are used to indicate explanatory words or phrases

which are not found in the Arabic original.

3. Question-marks in brackets denote doubtful translations or
readings of names. The use of this device has been kept to a

minimum but its limited appearance has proved inevitable,

1. Above all, such a procedure is necessary for an understanding
of the genealogical account (Ms.A, £f£f.177b - 178b) and the

excursus into the history of the Maghrib (Ms.A, ff.168a -

169a).

2. Cf. Appendix C.



4. Well-known words such as vizier, caliph and sultan appear
in their westernised forms., This also applies to famous cities

such as Baghdad, Jerusalem, Edessa and Constantinople.

5. The transliteration of Turkish names written in Arabic script
presents a major problem. In face of a wide divergence of
treatments for such names, it has seemed best in this thesis to

opt for the versions found in The Cambridee History of Iran,

Vol. V. For names which do not occur there, the works of
Sauvaget1 and Houtsma2 have beeh consulted. Reservations may be
expressed about some of the versions of Turkish names found in

The Cambridge History of Iran but at least in the face of

continuing scholarly controversy, an attempt at consistency has

been made here by the wholesale adoption of one system.

6. Although many personal and place-names occur in unusual
forms in the edition of the text, which is based primarily on

Ms.A, the more usual form of a name has been written in the

translation.
e.g. Togh-Tegin not Toghr-Tegin
Toghril-Beg not Toghr-Beg
Dhu’l-Qarnain not Bal-qarnain
Bahmard nof Bahmud

So many versions of the modern Harput are found in medieval sources

1. J. Sauvaget, "Noms et Surnoms de llamelouks", Journal

Asiatique CCXXXVIII (1950), 31-58.

5.  M.T. Houtsma, Ein tUrkisch-arabisches Glossar (Leyden, 1834),
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tnat 1ts unusual Torm Khartabirt has been retained in the

translation.

The numbering in the translation refers to the detailed notes
in the commentary. Genealogical tables and a map are provided at

the end of the thesis.

It is only to be expected that a city chronicle should have

a predominantly local focus. The Tarikh Mayyafariqgin wa Amid is

no exception in this respect. As a result the text abounds in
topographical detail: names of obscure towns, villages and
castles follow each other in quick succession. In order to
clarify the geographical framework of the text as much as
possible, a detailed map of Syria and the Jazira has been prepared;
this map extends also to southern Iraq, westernmost Iran and the
fringes of the Caucasus. The aim of the map is that all the
places mentioned by Ibn al-Azraq in the text edited here (except
a few like Maragha, Tiflis, I§fah§n and gulﬁan which are outside
the area specified) should be located on it provided that.their
identification can be regarded as established. There seems to
be no point in larding the map with names for which only
hypothetical locations cén be proposed. Frequently the context

indicates the general area in which these castles and settlements

may be found.

In the preparation of the map the single most useful source

was Y. Canard's monumental Histoire de la dynastie des !'’amdanides

de Jazgra et de Syrie (Paris, 1953). This was supplemented where

appropriate by E. Honigmann, Die Ostgrenzen des byzantinischen
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Reiches (Brussels, 1935), J. karkwart, Sudarmenien und die

Tigrisquellen (Vienna, 1930) and by the numerous maps in A History

of the Crusades, ed. £. Setton and M.%W. Baldwin (ladison,

Milwaukee and London, from 1969 onwards).



Transliteration table
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IBN AL-AZRAQ AS A SOURCE FOR LATER

MEDIEVAL MUSLIM HISTORIANS

Introductory Comments

The Tarikh Mayvafarioin wa Amid appears to have been known

to a number of seventh/thirteenth century Muslim historians in
Syria and Egypt, who make extensive borrowings from it in their
own works. It is not the intention here to discuss the debt owed
to Ibn al-Azraq by all the Muslim authors who are knovn to have
made use of his work. Attention will be focused on only four

historians, who borrowed substantial material from the Tarikh

Among those who used some portion of the manuscripts
Amedroz and ‘Awaq cite Y;qat. But the information known to have
been borrowed by this later author does not come from the section
of the manusoript treated in detail in this thesis., It will,
therefore, not be dealt with here. In the case of those authors
who do borrow from the material edited in this thesis, no attempt
has yet been made to establish,by means of a critical comparison
and analysis, the exact relationship between Ibn al-Azraq's
original and the later borrowing. In the case of Ibn Wagil, his

dependence on Ibn al=Azraq has not hitherto been widely recognised.

It therefore seems worthwhile not merely to list the
borrowings which can be identified but also to try to discover
why later historians borrowed what they did and to discuss how and

why they altered this material. In the process it might be



possible to glean some insights into the use which a medieval

historian made of his sources.

A note of caution should, however, be sounded at this stage.
It is clearly unrealistic to expect from these medieval authors
a critical approach to their sources. For them the primary
function of a historian was to chronicle events, not to impose a
pattern upon them. They rarely display an awareness of the wider
historical setting of the events which they set down, or of the
implications of those events. They do not habitually sift, select
and evaluate their material. Where accounts differ they are often
content to place them side by side without comment. Borrowings
are very rarely acknowledged. In the context of thies approach
to writing history it should be no surprise that interpretative
comments are the exception, not the rule. Since the historian
maintains so determined a neutrality, the only way of detecting
his real attitude is by studying his selection of material and,
equally important, his omissions. Even this method is fraught
with difficulties, for it is quite possible that later historians
were constrained to use Ibn al-Azraq because some of the information

he provided was not to be found elsewhere.

Although the four authors to be studied in detail in this
chapter have been termed "historians", the particular emphasis
of their work varies. S5ibt Ibn al-Jauzi and Ibn wi§il qualify
as genuine historians, as will be clear from the discussion below.
Ibn Khallik;n, however, was concerned with writing biographies
and this naturally led him to ignore much that was of vital

political interest. His borrowings from Ibn al-Azraq are dictated



by this somewhat narrow interest. Ibn Shaddad was a historical
geographer whose approach was to write a concise history of each
of the towns within his area of choice. Thus the same events

are often repeated in several places in the text simply because
they directly concern the town in question. Other events of much
greater moment are omitted simply because they happened somewhere
else, While each of the four authors under discussion quarried
material from Ibn al-Azraq, their aims were not the same. But
the very fact that they all used him, despite the differences in
their approach, is ample testimony to the regard in which he was

held in the century after his death.

Thus the evident lack of any literary merit in Ibn al-Azraq's
work and indeed the wealth of grammatical errors and colloquial
usages which occur on nearly every page do not apparently deter
later writers from extracting significant portions of the text
for incorporation into their own histories. The detailed subject
matter clearly outweighs considerations of literary or linguistic
merit in writers who themselves have lost contact with the
literary standards much valued in the ‘Abbasid period, As Fack
demonstrates, the advent of the Saljuq Turke brought fundamental
linguistic as well as political changes.1 Even Usama b, Munqgidh
(488/1095 - 584/1188), who is capable of writing correct classical
Arabic in his poetrx)used a simpler, more colloquial language in
his biographical rexniniscences.2

1. J. Puck, ‘Arabiya, tr. C. Denizeau (Paris, 1955), 176=-191.

2, Ibid., 191.
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The work of Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi' entitled Mir'it al-Zaman,

belongs to the genre of universal history much favoured by uslim

writers. Like his grandfather, Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi writes biographies

of the ‘ulama’ but blends these with historical accounts, culled
either from other sources or - for the latter part of his work -

from his own experience,

Cahen rightly comments on the derivative nature of the

Mir’at al-Zaman in the sections which deal with the sixth/twelfth

century.2 Here, Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi draws heavily on the works of

Ibn al-Qalanis] and Ibn al-Azraq and on the History of the

Atabegs of Mosu;3 by Ibn al-Athir.

On the other hand, Gabrieli laments the fact tha2t Sibt Ibn
al-Jauzl has not been studied systematically, since his work is

4 Whatever the

of primary value for the Ayylubid and Mamluk period.
merits of his history for the seventh/thirteenth century, the very

fact that the Mir'at al-Zaman copies other works so extensively for

the period under discussion in this thesis is of value as one facet
of a more detailed appraisal of the work of Ibn al-Azraq.
1. Born 582/1186-7; died 654/1256-T7.

2, C. Cahen, La Syrie du Nord & 1'époque des Croisades et la

Principauté franque d'Antioche (Paris, 1940), 65.

3. Cahen, op. cit., 66.
4. F. Gabrieli, "The Arabic Historiography of the Crusades”,

in Historians of the Middle Last, ed. B. Lewis and P.M. Holt

(London, 1962), 105.
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In the Mir'at sl-Zaman, Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi quotes several
passages which appear to have been taken from Ibn al-Azraq. In
the particular section of his history which deals with events
between 500/1106-7 and 550/1155-6, Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi does not,
it is true, explicitly acknowledge that he has borrowed information
from Ibn al~Azraq. Earlier, however, under the year 418 A.H.
(1027-8), he says that his source for the details of the placing
of a purse in the coffin of the vizier al-Maghribi'is the Tarikh

Mayyafariqin, a fact noted by Amedroz. 2

Amedroz also draws attention to a statement by Sibt Ibn

al-Jauzl to the effect that he used the Tarikh Mayyafariqin as

his source for his information that the vizier al-Maghribi wanted
3

to be buried beneath the feet of al-Husain. Such details are,

however, not to be found in either Ms.A or Ms.B of the Tarikh
Mayyafarigin. Similarly, the account given by Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi
of the defeat of QYlich Arslan in 500/1106-74 is very different
from the version of this event given in.iwa?'s edition which is
baged on Mss.A and B2, Yet here again Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi

1. Cfo ‘AW&q, OEoCito, 138"90
2. Op.cit., 799. Amedroz says that the information in Sibt

Ibn al-Jauzl is to be found in Or.4619, f£.216b,
3., Ibid. Amedroz cites Or.4619, f£.217a here,

4, Recueil des Historiens des Croisades, Historiens

Orientayx, III (Paris, 1884), 533.
50 tAwac.i, OEocito, 272-30



expressly states that his source is the author of the Tarikh
Maxxafarigfn.1 It would therefore appear likely that the manuscripts
of Ibn al-Azraq's work under discussion in this thesis were not

the only ones known in the medieval period. This suggests that

Sib? Ibn al-Jauzi used a third version of Ibn al-Azraq's text for

the portions of his work mentioned above.

For the part of the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid which is

discussed in this thesis, Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi borrows small,

isolated details taken from the period 500/1106-7 to 550/1155-6.
More significant than these somewhat trivial borrowings, however,
are several extended episodes in his narrative which trace their

origin back to the work of Ibn al-Azraq.

The first examplelof this kind is the account by Sibt Ibn
al-Jauzi of Il-Ghazi's campaign to 7i£1Ts.2 His version of this
episode is an interesting mixture of summary, paraphrase and

copying from the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Imid.°> His text runs

as follows:

NI U | TN | Rt DR IFIOY S PR EIOUVARGS TN gl P Y I

ol gy 0ld aeme G Job Jl e U donar Golas Ll L

5, Mir'at al-Zaman VIII (Hyderabad, 1951), 101.

3, Ms.A, f.161a - b; Ms.B. £.102a - f,103a.
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In both versions of the text in Ibn al-Azraq, on which this
passage is based, Ibn al-Azraq uses the verd j;;s three times. A
close reading of his work lends credence to the theory that for
him this verb has a meaning close to "send" or "contact". His

vocabulary is extremely limited in general but he particularly

over-uses this verb, which can be found throughout his work.

Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi clearly finds the verb.&ﬁis used in this
way either incorrect, obscure or provincial, for he removes it
completely from his version of this episode. Elsewhere he is not
averse to borrowing from Ibn al-Azraq certafP phrases which please
him - the words "'e)‘;fg):’/ﬁ’, (Ms.A) andb'x)iwww.wﬁ""og
(Mss. A and B) are 1lifted intact into his own work1 - but in this
section he replaces the verb .S.'n.j by three separate verbs. He

[ L i
changes 93.2) to I)—L')’ 2 on the first occasion. When it
¢ 0? PS ;
appears again, he replaces Qe by :-“—;‘ 3 The third time

1. This is not the same as saying that Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi

<
nquotes Ibn al-Azraq's words" (Awad op.cit., 60).

Such a statement is far from true as a generalisation.

2. Ms. A and B: OIS 90D
3. Ms. A and B: wﬂ-’m
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he writes the verb 2™ ° instead of ”A-‘J .

The changes which Sibf Ibn al-Jauzi makes to Ibn al-Azrag's
text confirm the meaning of JLEJ as "send" or "contact".
Moreover, they reveal the impoverishment and repetitiveness of
Ibn al-Azraq's language. Whilst the style of Sibt Ibn al-Jdauzi
is not especially graceful or well-turned, it is the work of a

writer who is better acquainted with Arabic and who is more lucid

and subtle than Ibn al-Azraq.

Like Ibn al-Azragq, Sib? Ibn al-Jauzi recognises the need to
explain who the protagonists are in this unfamiliar historical
episode. But he makes additions, omissions and summaries as he
feels appropriate to the information about Toghril and Toghan

Arslan which he derives from Ibn al-Azrag. Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi

adds that they are border-lords (muluk al-afraf). He also
eliminates the details of the route taken by !1-Ghazi into Georgia,
probably realising that it would be only of peripheral interest
to his readers. Noreover, he replaces Ibn al-Azraq's account of
the troop movements of 'li.oghr'il and Toghan Arslan by the

.
succinct phrase "MV?J‘}J’OK) " "the rendez-vous
was outside Tiflis". Although his account is appreciably shorter

than that of Ibn al-Azraq, it has the virtue of clarity.

The second extended account which Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi borrows from
Ibn al-Azraq is that concerned with the capture of Tiflis by King

David the Restorer and his subsequent treatment of its inhabitants.2

1. Ms. A and BC{})—"“:‘&' ".5;‘))

5. Mir’at al-Zaman, op.cit., 101-2. The original passages ir Ibn

al-Azragq occur on f.162a (ls.A) and £.103b - 104b (Ls.B).
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The text is as follows:-
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This account by Sibf Ibn al-Jauzi is not different in
substance from the text of Ibn al-Azraq in either manuscript.
The phraseology of Mss., A and B, however, has been drastically
changed by Sib? Ibn al-Jauzi, unless indeed his words are based
on a version of Ibn al-Azraq's text which is now lost. But in
view of the fundamental similarity in style between Mss. A and B,
it 18 not very likely that any other version of Ibn al=-Azraq's
work would have been couched in the terms used by Sib? Ibn
al-Jauzi. Rather, the style of any missing manuscript would
resemble closely that of Mss.A or B. Internal stylistiq evidence
in the passage above rules out the possibility that Ibn al-Azraq
would use such phrases as |/-3“’L00"’ a;’/L? d‘e.’ « The
wording here is far more likely to be that of Sibf Ibn al-Jauzi
himself who has taken the liberty of eliminating some of the
more difficult parts of Ibn al-Azraq's narrative and using his

own phraseology for that which remains. In particular, he

removes such words as athgal, ageat and the specific reference



to the bath of Isma‘il at Tiflis. On the question of King David's
treatment of the religious §lite in the city, Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi
seems to have had additional information, either from a missing

copy of the Tarikh Mayyafarigin or from another source. He adds

poets to the list of people helped by King David and mentions the
detail that if the preachers, Sufis and poets wanted to leave
Piflis the #king allowed them to do so and supplied them with a

lot of money.

Sibf Ibn al-Jauzi also takes liberties in his interpretation
of parts of this passage. Ibn al-Azraq's phrase:é,d‘,‘::,ﬂld@”dﬁ?
c!)thllcyifis taken literally by Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi. He writes
"He built gigégs for guests and houses for preachers and Sufis
and poets". Ibn al-Azraq's wording is certainly more susceptible
to a metaphysical interpretation, indicating probably that the

king accorded the ‘ulame’ and Sufis the highest status.

The third episode borrowed from Ibn al-Azraq in the Mir'at
al-Za.mEn1 is the account of the earthquake at Ganja.2 This
passage is modelled more closely on Ibn al-Azraq and retains much

of his actual wording in Ms.A:-

Lo, go papol s Lemoe ik bl y oS Jody G od 5 Ly
Oley Leddus o Slens Ll L el Sl Lt L
Oyadiaedl Gy Joadl (e | g o el L L Ll
po yizs] | S Ll Lo oo Jol 22 U o]l e b Joie
coadl s e Lal L) i s Jal LG

1. Op. cit., 102.
2. MSQA’ fo162& - b; MSOB’ f.104b.



Sib? Ibn Jauzi's version of this passage is of value in
elucidating some of the problems of vocabulary presented by Ibn
al-Azraq's text and indeed in solving some of the cruces of that
text. Ibn al-Azraq writes M’d‘uﬁww' ol ods >
which can be interpreted either as "the prisoners entered Tiflis
on carts™ or "the prisoners entered Tiflis in a hurry". By
replacing «<l>y by ’)J-.A Sibt Ibn al-Jauzl makes it clear
that he at least interpreted the phrase as involving some form
of transport. Purthermore, the statement made by the people of
Tif1is presents difficulties of decipherment in Ms.A. A
tentative reading of WI (£.162b) is supported by Sibt Ibn

al-Jauzi's use of U 29|

More important than the linguistic issues raised by a
comparison of individual details in the accounts of these three
episodes1 in the texts of Ibn al-Azraq and Sibt Ibn alfJauzi are

the broader questions of the choice of material and the emphasis

used.

Sib? Ton al-Jauzl is writing a general history. He is not
viewing events from the specifically local vantage point of Ibn
al-Azraq. Places and people that are familiar to Ibn al-Azraq's
readers in the area of MayyafariqIn are not necessarily known to
Sibt Ibn al-Jdauzl and his readershipin Damascus. In his search
1. Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi mentions the manner in which Sulaiman and

the Khatun entered Mayyafariqin in 516/1122 after the death

of 11-Ghazl but he fails to extract the full flavour of the

anecdote because he only recounts half of it (op.cit,.,103;
Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, £.162b and Ms.B, £.104b - 105a).
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for relevant material in Ibn al-Azraq, Sib? Ibn al-Jauzi must have
had to skim through a great deal of text which held no interest
for him, Particular value therefore attaches to the sections he
did decide to reproduce in his own history. In fact his selection
of material from Ibn al-Azraq proves to be sensible, indeed
intelligent. He chooses three episodes, all connected with Georgia
Not only are they concerned with events and places with which Ibn
al-Azraq was familiar personally but they are also éne major
section of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid which contains unusual,
even original,information not available in other Arabic chronicles
accessible to Sibf Ibn al-Jauii in the sixth/thirteenth century.
For Syrian matters, Sibt Ibn al-JauzI rightly concentrates‘on the
work of Ibn al-Qalanisi who handles this material with a firmer
grasp and good chronology. Ibn al-Azraq's account of the ill-fated
campaign into Georgia is much more convincing than the one given in
Ibn al-QalEnisI, whilst his description of King David's treatment
of the Muslims must have interested Sibf Ibn al-Jauzi, who gives it

extended treatment in an account which is otherwise terse narrative.

Other motives may have prompted Sibf Ibn al-Jauzi to
concentrate on this Caucasian material. Conflict on their Georgian
frontiers was a matter of urgent concern for the later Saljugq
rulers. The Saljuq Toghril of Arran was involved in this one
unsuccessful attempt to repel the Georgians in 515/1121-2 and Sultan
Mahmud personally went out on campaign into Georgian territory soon
}af;erwards in 517/1123-4.1 Sibf Ibn al-Jauzi is closely interested

1. M.F. Brosset, Histoire de la Géorgie I (St. Petersburg, 1858),

368-9; 0. Turan Selcuklular Tarihi ve Turk - Islam Medeniyeti

(Ankara, 1965), 182.
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in the events of late Saljuq history. Just as he can manifest a
certain malicious satisfaction at the degrading fate of Sultan
Sanjar, seeing it as God's retribution for the humiliation and

death suffered by the caliph, al-Mustarshid,1 so too this historian's
horizons can extend to include material on the Caucasus connected

with the decline of Saljuq power.

One important question remains: which version of Ibn al-
Azraq's text was used by Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi? The work was probably
well-known in Syria since the writers who copied him in the century
after his death (some time in the 570s A.H./1174-84) lived in
that area, On the basis of the three long extracts discussed
above, it is clear that Sib? Ibn al-Jauzi did not copy from Ms.B.
Ms.B does not mention that the troops of Toghril and Toghan Arslan
had not arrived in Tiflis when King David and his son attacked
11-GhazI. This detail is included in both Ms.A and Sibt Ibtn
al-Jauzi. Moreover, Ms.B specifically mentions the year in which

King David entered Ti£11s (the end of 515 A.H./1122), which is in

neither Ms.A nor the Mir'at al-Zaman.

There is a great similarity between the accounts in Ms.A
and Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi but the latter also contains details which
are not in Ms.A. As the rest of the Caucasian material in Sibf
Ibn al-Jauzi comes from Ibn al-Azraq's account, which is based
on his first-hand experience in Georgia and eye-witness accounts,
there is no pressing reason why it may not be assumed that the

1. Cf. C.E. Bosworth in The Cambridge History of Iran, V, 150.
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additional sentences found in the Mir’at al-Zaman also originate

from the same source. It may therefore be concluded that Sibt

Ibn al-Jauzi used & version of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid

which is now lost but which resembled Ms.A more closely than
Ms.B. An alternative but less likely hypothesis is that he used

Ms.A and a missing version of the text of Ibn al-Azraq together.

Whatever version of the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid was used

in the Mir'at al-Zaman, Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi selects material from

Ibn al-Azraq which deals specifically with the Caucasus. In his
treatment of the material, however, although he may change the
actual wording, he does not in general alter the emphasis or

attempt to give his own interpretation of the events.1

Jon Khallikan and Ibn al-Azraq

The great biographical work Wafayat al-a‘yan wa anba’ abna’
al-zamEn,2 written by Ibn Khallikan (608/1211-12 - 681/1282-3),
covers a wide geographical area in its gelection of great men,
from Spain to Transoxiana. The author, therefore, needs a variety
of sources to provide detailed information on the celebrities of
1. Unlike Ibn al-Athir, who, as Gibd has convincingly shown,

was greatly influenced by his own beliefs and prejudices

whee borrowing material from Ibn al-Qalanisi (H.A.R.Gibb,

"Notes on the History of the Early Crusades", BSOAS VII

(1933-35), T45-754).
5.  Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-a‘yan (Cairo, 1239 A.H.),

2 vols.



80 many regions.1 For the lives of famous people from the Jazira,

Ibn Khallikan derives much information from the Tarikh Mayyafarjain

wa Amid.

It is of no special value to list the numerous occasions
when Ibn Khallikan borrows information from Ibn al-Azraq. The
actual use Ibn Khallikan makes of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa

Amid is in any case probably more extensive than the obvious
3

borrowings cited by Amedroz-and Awad.> Since Ibn Khallikan does
not employ a chronological approach for his vast undertaking
and since he has a tendency to paraphrase rather than to quote

his sources verbatim, it is difficult to trace all the details in

his work which have Ibn al-Azraq as their source.

In the discuasion which follows, a distinction will be drawn
between trivial borrowings and the more extended episodes which
Ibn Khallikan has taken from Ibn al-Azraq. Given the clear
discrepancy between the literary merits of these two writers, it
is not surprising that Ibn Khallikan, having extracted the subject-

matter he needs from Ibn al-Azraq, should rephrase the information,

1. M. de Slane, Ibn Khallikan's Biographical Dictionary

(Paris and London, 1843-1871), 4 vols. See also

F. Wﬂstenfeld, Ueber die Quellen des Werkes Ibn Challikani

vitae illustrium hominum (thtingen, 1837).

2. H.F. Amedroz, "Three Arabic MS3S. on the History of the
City of Mayyafariqin" JRAS (1902), 799.

3. B.A.L. ‘Awad, Tarikh al-Farigi (Cairo, 1959), 41-8.
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rarely leaving the words of his source unchanged., Although Ibn
Khallikan's literary style cannot be compared with that of such
historians as Ibn al-?iq?aq51 and Miskawaih - he was admired more
for the enormous wealth of his subject-matter - his style is

manifestly superior to that of Ibn al-Azraqg.

An example of Ibn Khallikan's borrowing of a small detailed
area of information from Ibn al-Azraq is his account of the death
of Dubais b. ?adaqa.2 Ibn Khallikan describes how after the
murder of al-Mustarshid, Sultan Mas‘ud was afraid of incurring
widespread public disapproval for this deed. He therefore
decided to fob off the blame onto Dubais. Having analysed the
sultan's motives, Ibn Khallikan relates that Dubais came in to
pay his respects to the sultan, who made a sign to one of his
mamluks. The latter crept up behind Dubais and beheaded him
with a sword. After the death of Dubais, Mas‘ud published it
abroad that Dubais had been killed as an act of vengeance for the

murder of al«Mustarshid which Dubais had instigated.

All this information does not come from Ibn al-Azraq who

makes only a passing reference to the motive for Dubais’murder3

1. Por an appreciation of Ibn al-Tiqtaqa see J.B. Kritzeck,

"Tbn al-Tiqtaqa and the fall of Baghdad", in The World of
slam; tudie n ‘ f P.K tti, eds. J.B. Kritzeck
and R.B. Winder (Princeton, 1959), 159-84.
2. Op.cit., I, 222. The comparable account in Ibn al-Azraq is
to be found on Ms.A, f£.165b and Ms.B, f.111b,

3. He merely writes: "There had been a report that Dubais had

incited the sultan to kill al-Mustarshid".



and in no way describes the mode of execution. However, for the
less important account of Dubais' subsequent burial in Mayyafariqin

in the mashhad beside Najm al-Din I1-Ghazi, Ibn Khallikan quotes

straight from the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid:-
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It is natural that for specific details concerned with
Mayyafariq{n, where an important historical figure such as
Dubais was buried, Ibn Khallikan should have recourse to the
local historian, Ibn al=Azraq. Thus in another part of his work
he gleans information from Ibn al-Azraq on libraries at

Mayyafariqin and Amid.>

Conversely, when Ibn al-Azraq describes
the burial of I1-Ghazi in 516/1122, it is Ibn Khallikan who

provides an explanation for the buildings mentioned. Ibn al-

1. Op,cit., I, 223.

2. This appears to be based more on Ms.B than on Ms.A. The
burial of Dubais in Ms.B is followed by the account of
the sultan's marriage to the daughter of Dubais, whereas
in Ms.A the order is reversed. But the dependence on Ms.B
remains far from proven.

3. The vizier, al-ManaiI, collected many books which he
bequeathed as a waqf to the mosques of MayyafariqIn and Amid
(Ibn Khallikan, op.cit., I,55; Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A,ff.134b-135a,

MS.B.)f. 448) 4



Azraq writes:-

"He (11-Ghazi) was buried in the s1d1111" ( Lg'L»s)

for a while. Then he was removed and buried in

the masjid al-amir to the east of the qubbat

al-sultan." 2

In his biography of Nasr al-Daula b. Marwan al-Kurdl (d.453/1061/2),
Ibn Khallikan writes that this Marwanid ruler "was buried at the
mosque of al-Mu?datha or at the castle of al-Si1dillf whence his
body was afterwards removed to the vault of the Banu Marwan
adjoining the mosque of al-Mu@datha". He adds that al-Mu?datha is
a ribat outside the city of Mayyafariqin and that al-sidilli is

the name of a dome situated in the castle and built on three

3 Ibn al-Azraq feels no need to explain these facts, as

pillars.
in an earlier part of his text he describes these buildings in

some detail. Ibn Khallikan must derive his information from

there.

A more significant debt which Ibn Khallikan owes to Ibn
al-Azraq is revealed in three extended episodes to which Ibn

Khallikan accords some prominence and which are all derived from

the Tarikh Mayyafariqin we Amid. An analysis of these passages

is valuable both for the elucidation of difficult areas of Ibn

al-Azraq's text and also as an illustration of the methods

1. "Three pillars".

o, Ms.A, £.162b; cf. also Ms.B, £.105a.

3. De Slane, op.cit., I, 157-9.
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employed by Ibn Khallikan in treating material from this source,
It is of some interest that whilst for trivial borrowings Ibn
Khallikan acknowledges his debt to Ibn al-Azraq, in the following
extracts - where he has borrowed substantially more - he remains

silent.

In his biography of Sultan Mas‘ﬁd, Ibn Khallikan borrows

the following passage from Ibn al-Azraq without acknowledgement:-1
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2
Apart from the removal of the conjunction ‘:' ‘J.'-g-i which is
over-used by Ibn al-Azraq, Ibn Khallikan takes this passage from
CJK) ~ to A,&‘.QQ:’ verbatim from Ibn al-Azraq. For the
remaining lines quoted above, instead of the long list of ggigs
cited by Ibn al-Azraq as having been killed by Mas®ud, Ibn
Khallikan says simply that "he killed a good number of the great

amirs". Ibn Khallikan probebly considers that the individual names

of such amirs are either insignificant or that Ibn al-Azraq's
jnformation may be inaccurate. The fact that Mas‘ud was
responsible for the murders of al-Mustarshid and al-Rashid is,

however, deemed worthy of explicit emphasis by Ibn Khallikan,

1. Oop, cit., II, 93.
2. Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, f.175b; Ms.B, f£.133b.



Thus by judicious selection Ibn Khallikan manages to highlight
the crucial information. Ibn al-Azraq, by contrast, fails to do

so and indeed contradicts himself.

The next part of the biography of Sultan Mas‘ud given in the

Wafayat al-A‘yan is also culled from Ibn al-Azraq but from another

part of his history where he describes the relationship between
Mas‘ud and the caliph al-Mustarshid. This extract is again
borrowed without acknowledgement by Ibn Khallikan, who writes:

o 3y ey Gl ]l e gl o JUel Jiizel Ul dak L
: Y

The sentence A)/u"u*.’ &:u’)‘?y“)é‘/"“&:@’)"m,

is quoted verbatim from the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid whilst

the remainder of the above passage is a paraphrase of Ibn al-Azragq.

In this episode, Ibn Khallikan collects relevant information
about Sultan Mas‘ud from various parts of Ibn al-Azraq's work,
strips it of extraneous detail and incorporates it into his own
text. If Ibn al-Azraq's wording meets with his approval (and this
occurs only rarely) it remains unchanged. But Ibn Khallikan
habitually uses his own words. It casts an interesting sidelight
on Ibn al-Azraq as & historian that the information which he gives
is most tellingly presented by someone else. It seems that Ibn

al-Azraq did not regard himself as having a duty to assemble his

material coherently.

The relevant passage in Ibn al-Azraq ls

1. Qp. cit., II, 93.
to be found in Ms.A, f.165a.

M1



In the particular case of the deaths of the caliphs
al-Mustarshid and al-REshid, he states in one part of his text
that the Isma‘ilis were responsible and elsewhere that Sultan
Mas‘ud was responsible, He does not adjudicate between these two

accounts and may even have failed to notice that they contradict

each other. Thus, his chronological approach has left inconsistencies

which Ibn Khallikan, applying a more critical and selective eye

to the material, has been able to iron out.

A second interesting narrative which originates in Ibn al-
Azraq is to be found in Ibn Khallikan's biography of Kamal al-Din

al-Shahrazuri.' It runs as follows:-
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1. Op. cit., I, 597.
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In the first part of this passage Ibn Khallikan states that Kamal
al-Din al-Shahrazuri and his brother Taj al-Din were with the

‘askar of Mosul at the time of ZangI's assassination and that

Saif al-Din b. Zangl handed over all affairs to the two of them
after his establishment in Mosul. Ibn Khallikan is here summarising
& long narrative from Ibn al-Azraq.1 Ibn Khallikan covers some of
the same material under his biography of Saif al-Din Ghazi.?

From the intervention of the caliph al-Muqtafi who sends messengers
to try to intercede on behalf of the two brothers who have been
imprisoned, this section of Ibn Khallikan's text is modelled more

3

closely on Ibn al-Azraq. The details of the meeting between

Qutd al-Din Maudud and the two brothers in the maidan at Mosul

are taken from the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid. Whole phrases,
N . . e
such as A:A’U'CO%_/“ and h‘:/lb/b/.;-l:' have been left

unchanged. For the rest, the main lines of the narrative of Ibn
al-Azraq are followed in sequence but the wording used by Ibn
Khallikan is his own. The obscure’u")m-&la?uu .5.’43 gives
way to the simpler 41L*ﬁ) e The ubiquitous )ebat>
in the text of Ibn al-AB&raq is replaced by ’Q)La « Ibn
Khallikan uses the words dwv' and “‘.’."/"-” which do not
appear to have formed part of Ibn al-Azraq's stock vocabulary.
The confusion created by Ibn al-Azraq over the names in this

- 4
passage is removed by Ibn Khallikan,

1. Ms.A, £f£.171b - 172a.

2, Cf. infra, p.45.

3. Ms.A, ££.173b and 174b; Ns.B, f.131a-b.

4. Instead of "the son of Kamél al-Din Abu A@mad al-Jalal"

(Ms.A, £.173b [sig]), Ibn Khallikan has "Jalal al-Din Abu



One major change of interpretation made by Ibn Khallikan
occurs in his handling of a phrase from Ibn al-Azraq which seems
to read:- l..-&'g-ﬁ'kﬁﬁ_p "they had changed
their clothes". According to this reading, they entered the
maidan wearing different clothes, since their original ones would
have been dirty from riding on the donkeys and they would wish
to appear properly dressed to meet the new ruler of Mosul. An
alternative reading might be Lf&g’%:}/,".c.ﬁ) "their
clothes were covered with dust", which would fit in well with

the story.

Ibn Khallikan, however, interprets this phrase quite
differently:- ﬁb—’v’lylf&.@*‘i) "They were clad in
clothes of mourning" -~ presumably in response to the recent
death of Saif al-Din Ghazi. Neither Ms.A nor Ms.B would support
the reading Jﬁ!}i*” . Ibn Khallikan may base his phrase on
another, now lost, version of Ibn al-Azraq's text, which supports
his interpretation. Alternatively, and more probably, he finds
justifiable difficulty in making sense of the sentence as given
by Ibn al-Azraq and takes the liberty of emending it on his own

initiative so as to make it accord with the subject matter of the

narrative.

In his treatment of the story of the two brothers al-Shahrazuri,
Ahmad, son of Kamal al-Din" (op. cit., I, 598). For TEJ

al-Din Abu ’1-Pada’'il al-Diya' (Ms.A., £.173b [gic] ), Ibn
Khellikidn writes "Diya’ al-DIn Abu *1-Fada’il al-Qaeim, son

of Taj al-Din" (ibid.),
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Ibn Khallikan gives his narrative greater clarity and unity. Ibn
al-Azraq records that the initial imprisonment of these men took
place in 542/1147-8 and that they remained under house arrest
until the death of Saif al-Din Ghazi in 544/1149-50. In Ibn
al-Azraq's account, however, the various parts of the story are
interrupted, as the author, true to the chronological framework
of his work, breaks off to discuss other events which have no
bearing on the imprisonment of Kamal al-Din and Taj al-Din. Two
folios later, their story is resumed. Ibn Khallikan is not bound
by the same restrictions of genre and again groups together all

relevant parts of the narrative.

A third account which Ibn Khallikan borrows from Ibn al-Azraq
is the description of the events which immediately followed the
death of Zanéz. Ibn Khallikan uses this material from Ibn
al-Azraq1 in his biography of Saif al=Din Ghazi, son of Zangi.2
Some of the details of Zangli's assassination according to the

3

version of Ibn al-Azraq” are given elsewhere in the Wafaxgt

al-A'yan, in the biography of Zangi'.4 But this is a very
abbreviated treatment by Ibn Khallikan, who shows much greater
interest in the power struggle which ensued on Zangi's death,
His account reads as follows:
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1. MSOA, fo172a; MSOB, ff.127b - 1283.

2. Op. cit., I, 507.
3. Ms.A, f£.172a.

4. Op. cit., I, 241.



‘v,.:.ﬂo, el .DL,_H) ¢ Lads U=y e '_<'J' = | o les QLS ad 1y,
S s e @3 U e th i G Sl ol s UL i o Ll
L S ICT P NS R S | e B G | B SO
Slesy Gl ol el Gl G, pladl 1 JLs
LI == SO | Ry R Ry U Uy DU | R T N WU DR |
Lods o0,y Slendl e windiomy a5t uidl e Gl
bl U LSl 5L radl G pdey Je el I e,
> Gy dedl 0 gmie UL i e as Wbl o LS LY 03t
el e A Jeped b izl L Jls adl s ol oSS

e e G5 Ly Jeyadl dl, ESXJJ' B Y=L FECPIPS ROV R W

From the beginning of this extract until the mention of
Kamal al-Din al-Shahrazuri, Ibn Khallikan is summarising the
disturbed events which ensued after the death of Zangl outside
Qalfat Ja‘bar in 541/1146-7. Neither he nor Ibn al-Azraq explain
that the events they then describe are part of a plan conceived
by Kamal al-Din and his associates to take the young Saljuq
malik back to Mosul only as a stalling measure until Saif al-Din

Ghazl can reach Mosul and assume power,

The conversation between Zangl's officials and Alp Arslan
closely echoes the one recorded by Ibn al-Azraq. Similarly, the
information about the two groups which were formed, the one heading
for Syria and the other for Mosul, comes from the same source,
although the wording is somewhat different. But then Ibn Khallikan
adds a statement of his own to the effect that the reason why the

malik fled after his arrival in Mosul was that he imagined himself

to be the object of some treacherous plot.
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Thus Ibn Khallikan rounds off the bald narrative of events
by an interpretative comment, whereas Ibn al-Azraq is here
content simply to record what happened without looking for the
motivation of the protagonists. The rest of Ibn Khallikan's
account follows closely that of Ibn al-Azraq, whose words are

paraphrased.

It will be clear from the discussion so far that Ibn Khallikan
utilises only that information from Ibn al-Azraq which is relevant
to the biographies he writes. The material he borrows is usually
in the form of anecdotes about the famous person under discussion.
The extracts analysed above are concerned with the Zangids, about
whom Ibn al-Azraq possessed much first-hand information culled

from eye-witnesses or from his own experience.

Ibn Khallikan clearly recognised the value of the probably

original material contained in the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid.

It is significant, and indicative of Ibn Khallikan's selective
technique, that he leaves unused Ibn al-Azraq's garbled account
of Ibn Tumart and ‘Abd al-Mu’'min in which certain sections are
obscure and the chronology wildly inaccurate, although he himself

writes an extended biography of Ibn Tumart.

Stylistically, Ibn Khallikan displays the same sensitivity.
He does not automatically reproduce the Arabic of his model.
Instead, he prefers to paraphrase or summarise Ibn al-Azraq's

text, only occasionally leaving unchanged phrases from the

arTkh Mayyafa wa . Perhaps Ibn Khallikan was actuated

by a desire to stamp his book with his own personal style.
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Alternatively, the Arabic style of Ibn al-Azraq was too
unpleasing for him to reproduce - though he himself is not the
greatest of stylists., Whatever his motive, he is the only one

of the four authors discussed in this chapter who can be critical

of the matter as well as the wording of Ibn al-Azraq's work.

In short, then, Ibn Khallikan shows good judgement in his
choice of large-scale borrowings from Ibn al-Azraq, on whose
work he also draws for a wealth of minor topographical details

concerned with the JazIra.

It is extremely difficult to assess which version of the
Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid is used by Ibn Khallikan. Most of
the details he chooses to incorporate in his work-appear to come
from Ms.A rather than Ms.B, but he may well have had access to
a version of Ibn al-Azraq's text now lost. Since he so often
changes the wording of Ibn al-Azraq, it is rarely possible to
employ stylistic criteria to judge which manuscript of the text
Ton Khallikan used. But the cumulative evidence provided by
Ibn Khallikan, Sibt Ibn al=Jauzi and Ibn wigil does point to

their use of a now lost text which approximates fairly closely

to Ms.A.
bn Shaddad and Ibn al-Azra

It is well known that the author of the historical

geography entitled al-A‘lag al-Khatira fI dhikr umara’al-Sham




wa’l-Jazi'ra1 makes extensive use of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa

Eglg in the part of his work which deals with the Jazira.
Amedroz drew attention to this fact2 and also identified the
author as Ibn Shaddad of Aleppo (613/1216-7 - 684/1285-6).°

The work was probably written between 671/1272-3 and 680/1281-2.
More recently,Cahen analysed the geographical information on the
Jazira provided by Ibn Shaddad and discussed briefly the sources

used by this a.uthor.4

Cahen states that in the part of Ibn Shaddad's work which is
found in Ms. Marsh 333 some geographical data and almost all the
historical facts concerned with events before 622/1231-2 are made
1. The section of this work which deals with the Jazira is

unpublished. The part which describes Damascus has been

edited (Ibn Shaddad, Le Description de Demas d'Ibn Saddad,
ed. S. Dahan [?amascus, 1956] ).
2. Qp. cit., 800. Amedroz estimates that about a quarter

of the contents of Marsh 333 comes from Ibn al-Azraq.

3. Cf. a note written by Amedroz at the front of the

Bodleian manuscript, Marsh 333, where he states that the

work is the "second volume of al-A‘lag al-Khatira fI dhikr

umara’ al-Sham wa'l Jazira of Ibn Shaddad of Aleppo".

4. C. Cahen, "la Djazira au milieu du treizidme siécle

d'apres ‘Izz ad-Din Ibn Chaddad", Revue des Etudes

Islamigues VIII (1934), 109-28. In this work Cahen gives

no assessment of the author.
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up of quotations from other authors.1 For the period under
discussion in this thesis, Ibn Shaddad's sources are Ibn al-Azraq

and Ibn al-Athir.

Whilst Cahen is generally accurate as to the extent of the
debt owed to Ibn al-Azraq by Ibn Shaddad, it would not be correct
to say that the quotations from Ibn al-Azraq in Marsh 333 are an
exact replica of his wording. These sections of Ibn Shaddad's
text do therefore have some linguistic interest. In any case,
the very selection of information by Ibn Shaddad, and even his
omissions, quite apart from his changes of Ibn al-Azraq's wording,
may be of some historical value. Ibn Shaddad only mentions the
name of Ibn al-Azraq tw1092 but there is convincing evidence that

he borrows from this author throughout Marsh 333.

Ibn Shaddad's aim is to write a historical geography. He
begins his description of the Jazira by dividing the area into
three parts, Diyar Rabi‘a, Diyar Mudar and Diyar Bakr. For each
of these three regions he lists the principal towns. When he deals
with an individual téwn, he provides certain relevant geographical
and topographical information about it. Thereafter he gives a
summary of the history of the town according to the information

available to him, which varies considerably from one town to the

next.

The inevitable drawback of this method of writing is the
1. Cahen, "la Djazira", 110

2. Marsh 333, f££.79b and 81b.



continual repetition of basic historical facts.' 1In a sense this
is inevitable, especially as in the area under discussion
neighbouring towns were often under the same ruler or at least
had their fortunes closely linked. On the other hand, the
presentation of dynastic history in Ibn al-Azraq is given a new
focus if viewed,according to Ibn Shaddad's method, from the
successive vantage points of individual cities other than
Mayyafariqin. Generally, however, Ibn Shaddad's approach is
cumbersome and in the context of this thesis it is interesting
principally because it affords a valuable comparison with Ibn

al-Azraq's work.

When Ibn Shaddad borrows from Ibn al-Azraq, his phraseology
adheres more closely to that of his source than does the wording
of Ibn wagn, Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi or Ibn Khallikan. When the
wording in both texts is identical, Marsh 333 is of great help as

a third version of the Tarikh Mayyafarigin we Amid, to supplement

Mss. A and B and to clarify obscure parts of the text, especially
difficult place-names. On some occasions, moreover, when Ibn
Shaddad slightly changes the language of his source, he gives an
indication of what the meaning of & particular word or phrase
might be, In the éommentary which accompanies the translation
presented in this thesis, frequent reference has been made to
individual points of comparison between Marsh 333 and Mss. A and B.
1. The account of Yaquti's acquisition of Mardin is given

twice: once under Mardin (Ms.B, ££.132b - 133a) and again

under Razsal-‘Ain (Ms.B, £f.42b). On both occasions it is a

long narrative based on the same passage from Ibn al-Athir

(ed. Tornberg, X, 269).
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The same ground will not be covered here. Instead, it seems

preferable to make a few more general observations.

The major passages which Ibn Shaddad has taken from Ibn
al-Azraq's work in the period ¢.500-c.550/¢c.1106-c.1156 are the
accounts of the reigns of Il-Ghazi and_Temﬁr-Tashin‘Mayyﬁfariqin.1
The treatment of these passages in Ibn Shaddad's work is unusually
long. No doubt he profits from the detailed historical descriptions
given by Ibn al-Azraq for the town of Mayyafariqin whilst the
dearth of information available to him about other places in
Diyar Bakr restricts him to brief historical résumés or a bare
list of the names of the people who ruled there.2 Where Ibn
Shaddad's sources expatiate on the subject in hand; he himself
does likewise. For example, Ibn al-Athir's description of

Yaquti's seizure of Mardin is reproduced at length in Marsh 333.

No special inference, therefore, may be drawn from the
extended treatment given by Ibn Shaddad to the activities of
$1-Ghazl and Temiir-Tash at Mayyafariqin. He employs no rigorously
gelective technique and omits very little from his source. For
his accounts of this Artuqid material he follows closely the
version of Ibn al-Azraq's text found in Ms. B. The order and
nature of the information given by Ibn Shaddad exactly mirrors
that in Ms.B and the form of wording used is very similar. Ibn

Shadd;d's dependence on Ms.B is apparent in his account of the

2. Ccf. for example, Ibn Shaddad's rapid historical surveys of

the towns of Sinjar (f£.45a) and Saruj (f£.31b).



reigns of both I1-Ghazi and Temur-Tash. He adds very few comments
of his own and there appear to be no details which come from Ms.A

or from another version of the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid. In

this respect the text of Ibn Shaddad differs from that of Sibt

Ibn al-Jauzi.

For the information about il-GhEzi which he finds in Ms.B,
Ibn Shaddad keeps the facts he gives, and their interpretation,
exactly as he finds them. Some rudimentary process of selection
is adopted. He eliminates the reference to the burning of the
Friday mosque at Amid in 513/1119-20, which is in Ms.B,1 and
moves straight from BalE? to the acquisition of Na§Ibin by

2 While it is understandable that in an

I1-GhazI in 514/1120-1.
account of Mayyafariqin he should omit a reference to a mosque

in Amid, it is also not entirely relevant that he should then
deal with Il-Ghazi's activities at Balat and Nasibin. Moreover,
he soon strays even further from Mayyafarigin. The first part of

the account of Il-Ghazi's campaign to Piflis in 515/1121-2 which

is given in Ma.B3 is repeated by Ibn Shaddad.4 but after his

account of Il-Ghazi's defeat he omits any reference to King David's

treatment of the inhabitants of Pif1is or to the earthquake at
Ganja, describing only I1-Ghazi's humiliating return to Mardin

and subsequent death.’ The omission by Ibn Shaddad of material
1. Ms.B, f£.102a.

2. Marsh 333, f.102a.

3. Ms.B, £.102b,

4. Marsh 333, £.102a - b.

5. Marsh 333, £.102b.
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so patently unconnected with Diyar Bakr is understandable but he
lacks consistency since he still mentions in some detail I1-Ghazi's
campaign to Tiflis. His somewhat blinkered use of his source has
led him to incorporate some of its rather different emphases into
his own work. As a result his section on Mayyafariqin is abnormally

long and too frequently strays from its ostensible subject.

A more sensible policy has been adopted by Ibn Shaddad for
his treatment of the reign of Temﬁr-Tashl Once again, the order
in which he gives his information is exactly that of the parallel
information given by Ibn al-Azraq in Ms.B,2 but material irrelevant
to the history of Diyar Bakr has now been removed. Thus, Ibn
Shaddad relates the taking of MayyafariqIn by Temur-Tash in
518/1124-53, the death of Sayyida Khatun, daughter of Qilich Arslan

4, and the arrival of certain officials

of Malatya, in 524/1129-30
in Mayyafariqin in 528/1133-45 and the important struggle in the
area between Zangl, Temir-Tash and Da’ud of Hisn Kaifa in the years
520-541/1126-47. Ibn Shaddad mentions the killing of gabashi in
2zangl's camp in 538/1143-—4.6 the death of Da’ud in 539/1144-57

and that of Temlir-Tash in 548/1153-4.e His narrative ends with an

1. Op, cit., ££.103a - 105a.

2. Ms.,B, ff.107a - £.137Db.

3. Marsh 333, f;1033; Ms.B, ££.106b - 107a.
4. Marsh 333, £.103a; Ms.B, f.107a.

5. Marsh 333, £.103a - b; Ms.B, f.109a.

6. Marsh 333, f£.104a; Ms.B, £.122b - 123a.
7. Marsh 333, f£.104a; Ms.B, f.123a.

8. Marsh 333, £.104b; Ms.B, £.135b - 136a.
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account of the officials who held office at Mayyafariqin.1

It is significant that material on the Maghrib, Baghdad,
Syria, and on the important struggle between the caliph al-
Mustarshid and Sultan Mas‘ud, all of which is interpolated in
almost random fashion by Ibn al-Azraq in his mainly local chronicle,
has been omitted by Ibn Shaddad. It is difficult to understand,
however, why Ibn Shaddad should be more alert to the
discontinuities of his source for the period 516/1122 - 548/1154
than for the equally obvious discontinuities in the period ¢.500/
1106 - 516/1122. Perhaps he was becoming aware of the inordinate
length of his entry on Mayyafariqin, and felt the need to
abbreviate it. In any case, Ibn al-Azraq himself provides such
a wealth of information on Temir-Tash that some cutting by Ibn
Shaddad was obviously imperative. By contrast, Ibn al-Azraq's
account of I1-Ghazl is much sparser and this dearth of information
may have prompted Ibn Shaddad even to incorporate material which

did not properly belong with the local history of Mayyafariqin.

In general it may be concluded that his selection of
material, especially that which deals with the reign of Temur-Tash,
is imposed on him by the geographical limitations of his work and
not by any more subtle motives such as a desire to interpret his

source or to suppress unsuitable information.

For the specifically local material which he finds in Ms.B

of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid, Ibn Shaddad restricts his

1. Marsh 333, ff. 104b - 105a; Ms.B,ff.136b - 137b.



choice of information still further. Here he again shows good
sense. He concentrates on those events specifically connected
with the history of the Artuqids. Thus he reveals a certain
ability to sift the available information and to highlight the
significant items. Even the accounts about the Artuqids which
Ibn Shaddad does choose to include in his own work are often much
shortened from their original form in Ibn al-Azraq,.as for example
his brief reference to the death of Temur-Tash, an event which
inspires Ibn al-Azraq to launch into a lengthy panegyric of his

1
former master,

Ironically, the assassination of Zangl in 541/1146, which was
the most significant event in the reign of Temur-Tash and assured
the continued existence of the Artuqid dynasty as a separate
political entity in Diyar Bakr, is not mentioned here by Ibn
Shaddad, since Zangl was killed at Qal‘at Ja‘bar. Ibn Shaddad's
account of the event is closely modelled on that of Ibn al-Azraq
in Ms.B, but is written in a different part of his narrative
under his description of that place. It is thus completely
divorced from some of the political events which preceded 1t.2
Its particular location in Ibn Shaddad's text is enough to deprive
it of its crucial political significance. This 1s an apt

il1lustration of the limitations imposed on Ibn Shaddad by the

genre he has chosen and his inability to break free from its

constraints.

1. Marsh 333, £.104b; Ms.B, f£f.135b - £.136a.

2. Marsh 333, f.34a - b; Ms.B, ££.126b - 127b.
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Further confirmation of Ibn Shaddad's dependence on the Ms.B
version of Ibn al-Azraq is provided by internal stylistic evidence.
In his account of the reign of il—GhEzI, Ibn Shaddad calls Dubais
"Saif al-Daula Dubais b, §adaqa al-Mazyadi'.".1 The title Lidg)hcl,

2 $1-Ghazi is written in Marsh

"al-Mazyadi" occurs only in Ms.B.
333 djw..:l as in Ms.B, whereas in Ms.A it appears as djw’
The word "tents" which is written so strangely in Ms.A as 0’)5//-5
appears in both Marsh 333 and Ms.B as ..:‘.rlolf-&'? These are

merely a few of the numerous occasions when Ibn Shaddad uses the

exact wording of Ms.B.

The abilities of Ibn al-Azraq and Ibn Shaddad as historians
are closely matched. Both writers invite severe criticisms as to
their methods, lack of clarity and inaccuracies. However, Ibn
Shaddad fails even more signally than Ibn al-Azraq in general
respects. His grasp of genealogy is unusually defective. A few
examples will suffice to illustrate this weakness, which pervades
his work. Toghan Arslan al-ihdab, the ruler of Arzan and Bitlis,

4

is called Toghan Arslen ibn al-Ahdab, and the key figure of

11-GhazI b. Artuq is given the appellations Il-Ghazi b. Sukman’
- 6
and on another occasion "the son of Sukman's brother". There is

some justification for Ibn Shaddad's confusion over the identity

1. Marsh 333, f.102a.
2. Ms.A, £.161b; Ms.B, £.102b.

3. Ms.A, f£.161a; Ms.B, £.101b; Marsh 333, f£.102a.

4, Marsh 333, f.102a.

5. Ibid., £.101b and £.133b.

6. Ibid., f.43b.



of the Artuqid al-Yaqﬁti, since his bewilderment is shared by Ibn
al-Azraq himself in his genealogical accounts.1 But Ibn Shaddad
labels al-Yaquti as "the son of the sister of Sukman"® and

3

elsewhere "the son of Artuq"”, whilst in another place it is

Sukman whom he calls "the son of Artuq"4.

More serious, however, than a poor grasp of family history
is his lack of original information. He seems content to provide
somewhat inadequate digests of, or practically verbatim quotations
from, extant sources without putting his own stamp on the material.
Even the promising scheme of arranging the material under the
rubric of the relevant town degenerates into a tedious chronology
of the people who took the town or fought over it. The presence
of unusual, if not entirely original, material in the work of Ibn
al-Azraq, who draws it from eye-witness accounts or from his own
experience, immediately increases the value of his badly-written,
unco-ordinated narrative. Ibn Shaddad shares these last two
failings but cannot compensate for them in the historical part of
his work on the Jazira by the presence of any interesting new
material, Moreover, although he makes some selection of the
material he takes from Ibn al-Azraq, he does not attempt to
analyse or slant the borrowed information. Whilet it is possible
to agree with Elisséeff when he declares that Ibn Shaddad"affords

the reader a general view", it is hard to accept his praise of

1. For a discussion of al-Yaquti, cf. /- 352,n.16

2. F.132b.
3. F.43a.

4. F.127b.

5



Ibn Shaddad for "the clarity of his exposition".1 The framework
of Marsh 333 is clear enough but too often the historical facts
contained in it are garbled and imperfectly grasped. This is the
inevitable outcome of the unhappy marriage of two sources,

Ibn al-Azraq and Ibn al-Athir, without the overall focus and unity
which could have been provided by an author in command of his

material.

Whilst Ibn Shaddad borrows extensively from Ibn al-Azrag,
the geographical descriptions given by Ibn Shaddad have an
independent value2 and shed some light on places and buildings
mentioned by Ibn al-Azraq. Indeed, Marsh 333 is a valuable

complement to the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid since it concentrates

on the exact locality of Ibn al-Azraq's work. Marsh 333 is
written in a clear, legible hand and Ibn Shaddad's long list of

3 helps

fortresses which date from pre-Islamic and Islamic times
with the decipherment of some of the difficult names mentioned

by Ibn al-Azraq. Unfortunately, Ibn Shaddad does not specify the
exact location in Diyar Bakr of the many citadels mentioned but

the fact that he places them in the vicinity of Amid, Mayyafarigin,

-y e e dee ous OB S o

1. N. Elisséeff, Nur ad-din. Un grand prince musulman de

Syrie au temps des Croisades (Damascus, 1967), I, 85.

5. Dahan calls Ibn Shaddad's account of the Jazira "the best
ancient Arabic source on the region" (s. DahEn, "The
Origin and Development of the Local Histories of Syria",

in Historians of the Middle East, eds. B. Lewis and

P.M. Holt (London, 1962), 116.

3. Marsh 333, ff.65a - b.
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Arzan and Mardin helps to narrow the field of choice and is there-

fore of some value.

Ibn Shaddad's description of Mayyafariqin, however, is much

more precise. He identifies buildings such as the burj al-mulk,

the burj al-Rawabi and the bab al-huwa, often mentioned cursorily

by Ibn al-Azraq, who assumes that his reader is acquainted with

them. He mentions the suburb known as al-=Muhaddatha and the

citadel1 and a wealth of other details.

Ibn Wasil and Ibn al-Azrag

The work entitled Mufarrij al-Kurub fi akhbar Bani Ayyub by

Ibn w5911 (604/1207 = 697/1298) is well known as a principal source
for the history of the Ayyubids. Cahen lavishes high praise on
this author, saying that it is scandalous that this work of his

is virtually never used.? Elisséeff also mentions Ibn WE§11,

emphasising the alertness with which the Mufarrij al-¥urub is

written.3 Neither of these scholars, however, have recognised the
debt owed by Ibn Wasil to Ibn al-Azraq. They both list the
written sources used by Ibn Wasil, mentioning the works of Ibn
al-Athir and Ibn al-‘Adim.4 Elisséeff adds that for the period of
1. Ff.67a - 69a cover the complete description of Mayyafariqin.

2. C. Cahen, La Syrie du Nord 2 1'épogque des Croisades et la

principayté franque d'Antioche (Paris, 1940), 70.

3. oOp. cit., I, 62.
4. Cahen, op. cit., 69; Elisséeff, op. cit., 61,
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Nur al-Din Ibn Wasil also drew on Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi, ‘Imad al-Din
and Baha’ al-Din Ibn Shaddad.' It was the editor of Ibn wasil,
Jamal al-Din al-Shayyal, who pinpointed the dependence of the

Mufarrij al-Kurub on the Tarikh Mayyaferiqin wa Kmid,2 although

he did not explore this topic in any detail. The value of a
comparison between Ibn Wasil and Ibn al-Azraq is both linguistic
and historical, as with the other three authors discussed in this

chapter.

The dependence of Ibn Wagil on Ibn al-Azraq takes the form of
substantial borrowings from one particular section of the ngikh
Maxxafarigin wa Lg;d when the author describes in detail the
murder of the caliph al-Mustarshid, the subsequent uccousnion and
deposition of his son al-Rashid and the circumstances of the
‘appointment of a new caliph, al-Muqtafi. Of less significance is
Ibn Wagil's inclusion of the scabrous episode about al-Rashid's
sexual precocity which he probably found too outré or amusing
to omit. The selection by Ibn W§§il of the area of Ibn al-Azraq's
work which deals with these three caliphs and their relationship
with the Saljug sultan, Mas‘ud, is significant and intelligent,
For this part of hies text, Ibn al-Azraq's information, as he
himself admits, is culled from some of the principal protagonists
in the events themselves and does not appear to be in any other
extant source contemporary with Ibn al-Azraq's work. Not only

does Ibn Wasil choose original material from Ibn al-Azraq but he

1. Ibid.

2. Ibn WEsil, Mufarrij al-Kurub fI akhbar Banl Ayyub, ed.

Jamal al-Din al-Shayyal (Cairo, 1953), I, 16=-17.
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also selects a key historical issue, namely the relationship
between the ‘Abbasid caliphs in the sixth/twelfth century and the
Saljuq sultans. Ibn wa?il concentrates His borrowings from Ibn
al-Azraq on this topic, leaving aside the rest of the author's
work and opting to follow the more lucid account of the Tarikh

al-Daula al-Atabakiyya' by Ibn al-Athir for the general lines of

his narrative elsewhere in the Mufarrij al-Kurub.

The first important episode which Ibn Wagil borrows without
acknowledgement from Ibn al-Azraq is the account of the decision
of al-Mustarshid to leave Baghdad and his subsequent murder outside
Maragha in 529/1134-5.2 Ibn wagil's description is modelled
extremely closely on that of Ibn al-Azraq in the version contained
in Ms.A. Indeed, the wording is virtually identical. Ibn W5§i1
adds a few explanatory comments, such as genealogical details
about the Sultans Ma?mﬁd and Mas‘ud, and he omits the odd phrase,
He amends the wording of the line from al-Mutanabbi which is quoted
wrongly in Ms.A but written correctly in Ms.B, and changes CJ:‘.""C}‘
to ,‘-p‘"l(,:-‘ 3. He also adds the statement that the line which

the caliph was reciting was a quotation from al-Mutanabbi.

A more significant modification to the text is Ibn Wasil's

omission of Ibn al-Azraq's own description of the castle of

1. Ibn al-Athir, Al-Tarikh al-Bahir fi’l-Daula al-Atabakiyya,

ed. ‘Abd al-Qadir Ahmad Tulaymat (Cairo, 1963).
2. Ms.A, ff.165a - b; the parallel account by

Ibn Wasil is on pages 58-60 of al-Shayyal's edition.

3. Op. cit., 59.
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Sar-i Jahan which he says he visited in 549/1154-5.1 Perhaps Ibn
Wasil wished to conceal this obvious reference to the source of
his information or he may have felt that his own text could dispense

with such a description.

As regards the subject matter of this anecdote, Ibn W§§il is
generally content to keep to both the details and the main sweep
of events as recorded in Ibn al-Azraq. But he cannot let the
murder of the caliph pass without some kind of amendment to Ibn
al-Azraq's version. Even Ibn al-Azraq makes a rare departure from
his bald recital of events to record two conflicting reports on
those responsible for the murder of the caliph. He writes that
according to oné source, Sanjar sent the murderers, whilst another
attributes the blame to Mas‘ﬁd.2 Ibn W§§il rejects Ibn al-Azraq's
statements and breaks off the narrative of Ibn al-Azraq's informant,

Ibn al-Anbari, to write the following lines:--

L J [ 44 P * % et ... r000 sr00
SAAEANG DU s o distSN x4 (EAN G OB L2 J9y e S22
Whatever the source of this account, by its inclusion Ibn wﬁsil“"‘"'/"

places the blame for the death of al-Mustarshid firmly on Sanjar.

The details of Mas‘ud's ostentatious display of false grief, however,

bé 0 N4
clearly implicate him t°°£.‘("};bﬁ.‘h""|6}g’})‘”‘¢ww1

The second extract from Ibn al-Azraq to which Ibn Wasil accords

extended treatment in his history is the very interesting account

of Sultan Masfud's meeting with officials in which he explained his

1. Ms.A, f£.165a.

2., Ms.A, £.165b,

3, Op. cit., 61.



views on the future role of the caliphate.1 Here the subject-

matter is of such value that Ibn Wasil quotes Ibn al-«Azraq almost

entirely verbatim.2 He again adds short explanatory comments on

the identities of the uncles of Rashid who are potential claimants

to the caliphate and removes two grammatical infelicities of Ibn

al-Azraq. For Ibn al-Azraq's phrase W’&D)’,’—“OW’

Ibn Wasil writes simply ga,;aua; , Whilst instead of Ibn

al-Azraq's version onmw*l,;:.\.u) Ibn Wasil prefers
c}é)w/—*mgﬁ'.g.g!_\); Other than these minor linguistic

changes, however, Ibn wWasil retains this valuable portion of his

source virtually intact.

girls.

2.

3.

He then moves on to the episode of al-Rashid and the slave-

3 In the Tarikh Meyyafariqin wa Amid the flow of Ibn

Ms.A, £.165b; Ibn wagil, op. cit., 61-2,

It is interesting to note that Ibn al-Furat also borrows

a substantial portion of this material. Indeed,

Ibn al-Furat (734/1334 - 808/1405) borrows extensively from
Ibn Wasil and it is clear that Ibn al-Azraq's text is
reproduced by Ibn al-Furat from the version made by Ibn ngil.
A1l the minor changes of wording made by Ibn WE§11 also

occur in the text of Ibn al-Furat (Ibn al-Furat, Tarikh al-

Duwal wa'l-Muluk, Vienna Ms.A.F. 118, II, ff£.68b - 69a).

On other occasions Ibn al-Furat admits his dependence on
Ibn al-Azraq's text itself, as for example in his account

of the death of Sultan Mahmud in 525/1130-1 where he acknowledges
his source (f. 29b).

Ibn Wasil, op. cit., 62.
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al-Azraq's important political narrative is interrupted by this
obtrusive and irrelevant anecdote which he places between Mas‘ud's
statement on the qualities he is seeking from any future caliph
and the next major passage which deals with the circumstances of
the selection of al-Muqtaf{.1 The inclusion of this scandalous
titbit of court gossip introduces a completely inappropriate tone
to one of the most interesting parts of Ibn al-Azraq's text.

Ibn Wagil is also unable to resist the temptation to include the
Rashid episode, although it detracts greatly from the unity of
his narrative. He could easily have included it elsewhere, for
example when dealing with al-Rashid's death.’ Although he chooses
to retain the Rashid anecdote, Ibn Wﬁgil removes some of the more

explicit statements, no doubt from motives of propriety.

_ The remainder of the material which Ibn Wa§il has borrowed
from Ibn al-Azraq deals with the latter's extremely detailed
account of events from the second meeting of Mas‘ud with the
Baghdad officials until the oath of allegiance sworn to al-MuqtafI.3
These pages of Ibn ngil's history are copied very closely from
Ibn a.l--Azraq.4 His dependence on his source is, however, not
total, since he adds several minor explanatory comments of his own,

and when other information is available to him he incorporates it

into his text. For example, Ibn al-Azraq mentions that al-Rashid

1. MSQA, f.1663.

2. Op. cit., 70.
3. Ms.A, £f£.166a - 167a; Ibn Wasil, op. cit., 63, 65-67.

4, Ibn al-Furat also borrows parts of Ibn Wégil's text here

(op. cit., ff,144b - 145a).



got in touch with Zangil in 529/1134-5 asking him to come and give
~ him support in Baghdad. Prom his reading of other historians,
especially Ibn al-Athir, Ibn Wa§il can explain at this point
exactly what Zangi was doing and outlines his subsequent actions
before reaching Baghdad.1 Once in Baghdad, Zangi encountered a

number of border lords who had assembled to fight Sultan Mas‘ud.

This information is not found in the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa

Amid. Ibn Wasil resumes his borrowing from Ibn al-Azraq with
the account of how al-Rashid imprisoned the members of the
caliphal family in a cellar,2 his escape to Mosul and his

deposition.

In this long narrative modelled closely on the Tarikh
Maxxafarigin wa Amid, Ibn wagil makes few changes of wording.
This is not too surprising. This part of Ibn al-Azraq's text is
much more lucid than the unexplained, staccato scraps of
information about the history of Diyar Bakr which punctuate his
work. There is an unexpected unity about these stories of the
three ‘Abbasid caliphs and their relations with the Saljuq sulten,
Mas‘ud, which suggests that Ibn al-Azraq must.have written detailed
notes of his conversations with his principal informant, Ibn al=

Anbari. His account is clear and better expressed than usual.

Ibn Wasil, then, selects only a limited area of Ibn al-Azraq's

work for inclusion in his text. He well recognises the value of
1. 0op. cit., 63.
2. 0Op. cit., 65.



the material he chooses. Cahen praises the intelligent,
coherent presentation of facts which characterises the Mufarrij
al-Kurub and comments on its precise if not elegant language.1
Certainly, Ibn WE§11 manifests such qualifies in his treatment
of Ibn al-Azraq as a source, since he rejects other areas of the

Parikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid from which he might also have

 borrowed material. For such crucial topics as the career of
Zangi he obviously prefers the clear account of Ibn al-Athir to
the incomplete and garbled version of Ibn al-Azraq with its
chaotic chronology. It could therefore be said that he has
recourse to Ibn al-Azraq only as a last resort, when the material

he needs is not available elsewhere.

The manner in which Ibn Wagil welds into a continuous
narrative the sections from Ibn al-Azraq dealing with the
¢Abbasid caliphate between 529 =-532/1134-7 ie an object lesson
on the use of a muddled source by a lucid historian. He enhances
their importance and thereby highlights at once the wealth of

information contained in the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid and the

very unsatisfaectory way in which such informetion is presented.

Conclusions

Since Ibn al-Azraq was writing a town chronicle he naturally
included a large amount of local material about Mayyafariqin and
its surrounding area. Nevertheless, despite the limitations of

the subject-matter and the archaic language used in the text, Ibn

1. La Syrie du Nord, 70.
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al-Azraq's work appears to have been well known to later Muslim
historians over a wide geographical area, from Iraq to Egypt.
Whethexr their frequent use of his text was due to the wide

dispersal of copies of the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Kmid, or whether

the text was accessible to them through other works now lost, is

not clear.

These writers draw on the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid in

various different ways, with or without acknowledgement to its
author. Sometimes they paraphrase Ibn al-Azraq's words; on other
6ccasions they borrow portions of the text unchanged. The joins
between their own material and that which they have borrowed are
rarely advertised. It is a commonplace that Arab writers saw no
shame in plagiarism. A great part of their work was quotation

and a writer often neglected to mention the source of his material,
viewing this as of little interest to himself, or his readers,

1are there some grounds for

Only in the case of Ibn Khallikan
speculating that he deliberately suppressed a reference to his

gource in certain important passages.

This chapter has considered only four writers who copy Ibn
al-Azraq: Sibt Ibn al-JauzI, Ibn Khallikan, Ibn Shaddad and
Ibn Wasil. The value of a comparison between their borrowings
and the original passages from Ibn al-Azraq is two-fold. By
meking a detailed comparison between the same passage in two
different texts it is possible to gain useful insights into the
meaning of obscure vocabulary and unconventional syntax. It is,
however, of greater significance to analyse and discuss the

choice of material selected by later Muslim historians since 1%

1 A minor exception is Ibn wasil's omission of the reference to
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1s a valuable indication of the areas of the Tarikh Maxxafarigin
wa Amid which they considered interesting. Their selection
provides a possible pointer to which parts of Ibn al-Azraq's

account display originality or special information.

Ibn Khallikan's borrowings may be excluded here since he
is interested in specific details about individual~personalities.
Moreover, Ibn Shaddad borrows from Ibn al-Azraq in such a
wholesale, indiscriminate fashion that he too is of little value
in assessing the relative merits of the various sections of Ibn
al-Azraq's work, However, the other two authors - Sibf Ibn
al-Jauzi with his interest in the Georgian material and Ibn W§§il
who concentrates on material which clarifies the relationship
between caliph and sultan in the.sixth/twelfth century -
successfully highlight the wider interest of the Tarikh
Mayyafarigin wa Amid, outside its more obvious role as the

principal source for the history of the Jazira in the period

1100=1150,

A few tentative conclusions may now be drawn, The study of
these four authors and their use of Ibn al-Azraq's text has
revealed that writers composing in several different genres and
therefore with varying aims drew on this work. Clearly it was
more common for Ibn al-Azraq's history to be used uncritically
than selectively. Moreover, later writers applied their critical
faculties principally to the task of selection rather than to the
task of evaluating Ibn al-Azraq's information. It is probable

that the TarIkh MayyafarigIn wa Amid was considered sufficiently

useful to be available in several copies and that a version of



the text existed which was similar to Ms.A although not identical.
The existence of a third manuscript of substantially similar
content to one of the two which survives, and of no later than
13th century date, provides a modicum of evidence in favour of
the theory that much of Ibn al-Azraq's text - at least for the
period 1100-1150 - has survived in Ms.A. At all events, the
borrowings of the four writers discussed in this chapter afford
no grounds for believing that Ms.A is lacunary. It is apparent
that authors who were not themselves noted as great stylists
felt, not surprisingly, the need to change, to a varying extent,
the infelicitous, provincial Arabic of their source. Finally,
the popularity of his text among writers of the next four
generations strongly suggests that Ibn al-Azraq was probably

the majof source available for the area of the Jazira in the

period 1100 - 1150,
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THE LANGUAGE OF IBN AL-AZRAQ

Introduction

It is not the intention here to give a comprehensive analysis

of the language of the Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid.  Instead, a
description of some of the salient features of the text will be
provided, followed by a few tentative general remarks. As there
is such a dearth of studies which treat either the literary or
the colloquial Arabic of the Saljuq period, it would be a pity

to leave completely undiscussed certain very interesting
linguistic features, especially of syntax, which appear on many

pages of Ibn al=~Azraq's text.

Scholars such as Fﬁck1have shown that the decline of classical
Arabic, the langﬁage which had united Islam for barely two
centuries, was accelerated by the advent of the Saljugs. Al-
Tabrizi (420-502/1030-1109) needed to give an elementary
explanation of classical Arabic poetry in his teaching at the
Nizamiyya madrasa in Baghdad2 and al-garir{ devoted a work to the
3

grammatical mistakes made in Arabic by the educated classes.

Especially revealing were the mistakes of al-?ariri's contemporaries

1. J. Fuck, ‘Arabiya. Recherches sur l'histoire de la langue
et du style arabe, French trans. C. Denizeau (Paris 1955)

87-96, 176-91,
2. Ibid., 177.

3, Ibid., 180-5.



when they tried to express themselves "correctly". Their errors
showed that in al-Hariri's time (he died in 516/1122) the sense

of a living tradition of classical Arabic was fast receding.

If the educated classes in the cultural centre of Islam
were no longer able to grasp the essential difference between
‘Arabiyya and Middle Arabic,1 it is scarcely surprising that an
author such as Ibn al-Azraq who lived in such a linguistically
mixcd area as Diyar Bakr, and who had such a piecemeal grasp of
any Arabic other than the colloquial dialects current in the

regions where he lived and travelled, should have failed to

reproduce fine classical Arabic.

The language of Ibn al-Azragq, then, should be assessed not
so much against a norm of classical Arabic - a norm which
already in his day had lost much of its prescriptive force - as
against contemporary works of comparable character. In the
1. The term Middle Arabic is used here according to the

definition of Fick. .It denotes the vernacular dialects

spoken by the lower and middle classes in the first
centuries of Islam. Middle Arabic first received literary

expression in the works of Christians and Jews who spoke a

colloquial form of Arabic but who were dinrced from the

culture which produced classical Arabic literature. Vhen
they wrote, they used the spoken language. By the Saljuq
period, Middle Arabic characteristics had infiltrated the

"
works of Muslim writers on a large scale (Fuck, op, cit.,

87-8) .
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tragilvion oI Arablc nistorical cnronicles and biographical
writings of the sixth and seventh centuriés A.H., the emphasis

is more on subject-matter than on style and the vernacular
increasingly infiltrates the would-be classical Arabic. Even the
cultivated Usama b. Mungidh, who is capable of writing correct
classical Arabic poetry, adopts a more colloquial style for his

memoirs.

Any analysis of the language of Ibn al-Azraq's text is
complicated by the fact that the manuscripts reflect the linguistic
background not only of the author himself but also of the scribe.
Indeed, it is difficult to disentangle the author's own language
from that of his copyists. The dating of the manuscripts is
uncertain, It seems highly probable that NMs.B or an earlier
version of it was available to Ibn Shaddad in the second half of
the seventh/twelfth century, since he drew so heavily on it for
his historical geography of the Jaz:-'L'ra.1 Ms.A probably dates

from around the same time,

The two manuscripts reproduce Ibn al-Azraq's Arabic text
written in the second half of the sixth/twelfth century.
Superimposed on it are the amendments of two scribes working a
hundred years or so later. The fact that the seventh/thirteenth
century writer52 who borrowed large sections of Ibn al-Azraq's
work were based in Syria lends support to the theory that the
1. Cf. Chapter II of this thesis_for a longer discussion,

2. E.g. Ibn Khallikan, Ibn Shaddad, Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi and

Ibn Wasil.



scribes also came from that area.1

In the description which follows, it seems reasonable to
assume that the orthographical and many of the morphological
features of the text should be attributed to the scribes.2 Its
vocabulary and general wording, however, belong to Ibn al-Azraq,
who is probably also responsible for at least some of the
interesting syntactical features. Although a linguistic study
of any section of the Tarikh Mayvafarigin wa Amid would produce
interesting results, the part which is under scrutiny in this
thesis is of special value since Ibn al~Azraq is writing more
independently than usual of borrowed sources. His history of
the Artuqids is therefore likely to be a more accurate reflection

of his own prose style.

Qrthography

It is necessary here to draw a distinction between the
idiosyncrétic mistakes of the scribe, wrong spellings caused by
phonetic confusion and non-classical spellings which were fairly

widespread at the time the manuscripts were copied.

There may well be a fourth category of orthographical error

in the two versions of Ibn al-Azraq's text: mistakes caused by

1. It is of course possible that the manuscripts were copied

in Mayyafariqin itself.

2. The scribe of Ms.B had a markedly better grasp of classical

Arabic than the scribe of Ms.A.
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a similarity in form between certain Arabic letters. This kind
of mistake is difficult to detect in Ms.A, since, as already
noted in the description of the manuscripts, the scribe places
dots and diacritical points freely over words which do not require
them or sometimes omits such markings altogether. Such
irregularities forbid any generalisations on the scribe's use of
dotted and undotted consonants. With Ms.B, which is totally
devoid of diacritical marks, this category of orthographical

mistake must also remain undetected.1

i) Mistakes made by the scribe

The sc¢ribe of Ms.A makes numerous spelling mistakes, amongst

which are some caused by haplology, e.g. c_'.o\)' 2 for ‘;;,))vl

» Lo °®
Others arise from metathesis, e.g.l,o}'-"B 1&‘01:'0,:}--»‘]zamdA”,‘.'.,"}.b4
foxuagaarl’

An unfamiliarity with words of foreign origin causes him to
give both 3.,6_!,4)5 and L;M,A';s as a rendering of the Persiandp)ed
1. Brinner notes a number of mistakes of this kind where )

¢ > & oo
is written for ) R 6 for a , ‘e fOor oo , &« for
¢

»
6 , I for(JS” and ‘J-ofor‘.;P (W.M, Brinner, A Chronjcle

of Damascus [?erkeley and Los Angeles, 196é], xx) .

2, Ms.A, f£.167a and 171a.
3. Ms.A, f. 163a.
4. Ms.A, f. 163a.
5. Ms.A, £. 167a.

6. Ms.A, £. 167a.
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whilst he offers «/ol&,™ ' as the plural of the Persian obﬁ-d
The rendering of the place-name Palu as E}’g’ 2 instead of
the usual _,’g’ may well have been prompted by a desire to make
the form the same as the third person plural of the.perfect

indicative verb,.

The scribe of Ms.A has several spellings for the number

"five hundred". As well as the usual spelling, he writes

&3' 03, z:e' o 4 and %:’l 05.

. ] . 6 . o0 .
The scribe of Ms.B also writes ‘.?L,A) instead ofd?!,A

but otherwise makes fewer spelling mistakes than the scribe of

Ms.A,.

ii) Spelling mistakes probably caused by phonetic confusion

As Brinner points out, there is the greatest uncertainty and
confusion in later medieval Arabic in the treatment of emphatic
or velarised dental stops and spirants, the consonantal group

where the Arabic colloquial dialects show the most divergence.7

1. Ms.A, £.161a.

2. Ms.A, £.170b-

3. This occurs on numerous occasions, e.s. f.16%a.

4. Ff. 162a, 164a and b, 168a, 169a and b, 1702, 171a and b,
172b, 173b, 175a.

5. Ff. 164b, 167Tb, 168b.

6. Ms.B, f£.115b.

70 OE. CitOQ xxj-‘



Thlis uncertainty is mirrored in Ms.A of Ibn al-Azraq's text,

Ms.A uses (M@ for (s~ in the word _)@=w (wall), which is

written ))‘0 1, whilst Saljuq is rendered mostly by é

but on one occasion by ‘j:,;\.a 2.

The consonant .B is confused with (j.'o . Ms.A gives
a9 for w:, in the sentence:-
4’ * LA Q “. . o ¢ L4
(sic) Lrlo wwiu’u‘?;‘q“‘v@ WAL B
o0 P . )
On another occasion, the scribe writes ’rt:d—’ for ./.B) in the

phrase: C'l)’.ﬂb':a.-’@.,‘:‘ 4.

Ms.A also blurs the distinction bhetween ). and :} writing

rLoj for “‘l.o). in the phrase: }&::w”l’r‘.os.”w'.t’) 5.

The error of writing 0"’ for \” must be an aural one6:-

3 AT ) o0 SY SN R Lo v (B9 )
Erodes (Urta P16 e b KOs

There is also confusion over the name Sayyida Khatun which

is rendered mostly as 5_,\.....« but appears once as B',xrw 7.

1. F.172a.

2. J P.163b.

3. F.162a.

4, F.164b.

5. Ms.A, £f.175a.

6. Ms.A, £.176b.

7. Ms.B, f.164a .



iii) Non-classical spellings

The hamza is usually omitted in hamzated verbs where the

hamza is the second or third radical. Ms.A gives &law)' for

, * ¥,
AJL" o),‘uaz for 89L& ana .’.‘.:,)..03 for c::b., .

The hamza is rarely written after alif mamduda. For example,

Ms.A has |J-0| 4 for ;«b_" .

The spellings G”’L@ or “)Lﬂ are given for the
classical )))SE °,

The two months of Jumada are often written in both manuscripts
without showing that the first "a" is long. The notation of length
is almost always omitted for the numeral thalath and in some

proper nemes such as Sulaiman.

The scribe of Ms.A has a marked preference for a dotted ya

instead of a final alif in LL@ which he writes as d.&@ .

The letter ya is consistently written inside words like ‘xbl

1. Ms.A, £.161b.
2. Ms.A, f.161a.
3. Ms.A, f.161a.
4, Ms.A, £.175a-.

5. MS.A, fo177a'
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where /” would normally be expected.1 As Vitestam points out
in the case of Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi,2 this may well have been typical

of the orthography of that period.

On some occasions, the first person plural of the perfect

tense is written without a terminal alif, e.g.,() ’agforc . ‘?3.

Morphology and syntax

Pronouns

i) Personal pronouns

There is confusion about the dual personal pronouns, used

either independently or as pronominal suffixes. On occasion,

the dual is used in accordance with correct classical usage, e.g.:4

IMIotats ... LD LB tr) als o
More often, however, it is replaced by the third person masculine

plural pronoun hum, e.g.:-5

LY’W”’-&S“*MOL&) & os)y u*’i_y djwiq_;:u‘g‘db
=250 Croolo
(for Lh-&:q.;_))

IS o KX,

1. cf. ua,,".’).’ foroﬂ"‘/-’ (Ms.A, £.169b).
djup—.’ for&iw_'o(Ms.A, f£.173b).
‘}.;'i_,l for J;,p (Ms.A, £.169D),

2. Sibt Ibn al-Jauzi, Kanz al-muluk fi kaifiyyat al-suluk,

ed. G, Vitestam (Lund, 1970), 38.
3. Ms.B, f.111b,
4, Ms.A, f.177a.

5. Ms.A, f.171a.
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Hum also replaces the third person feminine plural pronoun
hunna when used as a suffix. The best example of this usage is
the passage which is found in both manuscripts and which deals

with Rashid and the slave-girls. A small part of it will suffice
to 111ustrate this linguistic feature:- U‘ob‘bw&v/”.;s’,

rf"‘" o rer wwuir"ﬂbzﬁu-“wc«w
A a0 835 s w843 OWo Ui B3 EVY OIS S 5 O
h—nLuS\’Watrwyﬁb

Not once in this part of the text is the pronominal suffix hunna
used, although it is crystal clear from the context that the

persons concerned are female.

ii) Demonstrative pronouns

Unusual forms have already been noted in the section on
orthography. It should be added here that the dual is not used

but is replaced by the plural forms. For example, Ms.A expresses

"those two men attacked him" as C)“.AJ-" *-'..6)’4;—,‘1‘@/"‘.’
(for  OUBANIELIS ).

iii) Relative pronouns

(5_}.” is often found instead of 6—‘—" ,g,_-
OLeid VS8 a2 (sv (3N Liew) ool

1. Ms.B, ff.112b-113a. The equivalent passage in Ms.A also
demonstrates this point (f.166a).
2. F.176a.

3. Ms.A, £.171Db.
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2N N A A s B~ i

auu U.s:" 4 wv.;-/ui'—
L 4
although on other occasions, ‘5¥*J| is used correctly.‘fﬁLchan

also replace L}Z)Jl .2
Mu 1SS (SN B D LGN 50> 3
Oxe) 90 (SAN I~ Plavsie s 4

but there are other instances where a classically correct usage

of C{:DM is found.’

The dual relative pronoun does not occur and is replaced by

the plural 05_” . The sentence 5_94.'2.’0'.5)\ \.9&::’ 6
[ 4 0

is intended to express the idea "They killed the two men who

killed them", which should read SWe jS..U) v
Another example is M—OBKC,:':}J\ C}:«‘)).}A‘ 7; "one of

the two maliks who were with him".

There is often an absence of the referential pronoun:
0w, @ o Py L 8
GUISBIGNE Y 91 e

"all the territory which the atabeg had taken".

Generally, LS:SJ' is by far the most common relative pronoun,
1. Ms.B, f.101b.
2. Ms.A, f.17a.
3. Ms.A, f.171a.
4. Ms.A, £.170Db.
5. Ms.A, £f£.170a and 177a.
6. Ms.A, £.171b.
7. Ms.B, 113b.
8. Ms.A, £.172b. This tendency is, however, found in good classical

writers such as Tabari and Ibn Hisham. I am grateful to

professor A.F.L. Beeston for pointing this out,
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L . J L
replacing on occasion either Ud| or C)’.}JI and thus breaking
L
classical rules of agreement in gender or number. The text
demonstrates that while the referential pronoun was often used

3

it was sometimes forgotten.1 Both F{ick2 and Blau” discuss the
widespread use of (§MJ)in Middle Arabic and state that it is
equivalent to the vernacular elli, which is invariable in gender,

number and case.

General remarks on the use of pronouns

Beeston's statement that "Arabic use of pronouns borders
sometimes on the irresponsible"4 is triply valid here since Ibn
al-Azraq adds to the ambiguity inherent in the Arabic use of
pronouns his own erratic grasp of classical grammar and his
1. For an analysis of relative sentences in Middle Arabic,

cf. G. Graf, Der Sprachgebrauch der altesten christlich-arabischen

Literatur (Leipzig, 1905), 69-70. Ibn al-Azraq's text

shares some but not all of the characteristics listed
&
by Graf. For example, in this text (SO does not

introduce a relative clause which follows an indeterminate

antecedent.

2. Op. cit., 95.
3. J. Blau, "The Importance of Middle Arabic Dialects for

the History of Arabic" in Scripta Hierosolymitana IX,

(Jerusalem, 1961), 216,

4, A.F.L. Beeston, The Arabic Language Today (London,

1970) 113.



. ) . 1
confusion over borrowed historical data.

Nouns

i) The declension of the noun

The short-vowel endings which are added to a noun in
accordance.with its syntactical role in the sentence are not
visible in an unvocalised text. As already mentionéd,'Ms.B is
unvocalised and Ms.A is badly pointed. Irregularities in all
three cases of noun declension are best perceived, therefore, in
such words as ab and akh which have certain special case-endings

if followed by a genitivé or an affixed pronoun.

There would appear to be a certain preference for the
radical waw in these nouns for all three cases. As well as
numerous examples, correctly written in the nominative, where the
1. Thé best example‘of Ibn al-Azraq's confusing use of pronouns

is found in his one excursion into the history of the

Maghrib. Here he discusses, obviously from a borrowed

source, the rise of ‘Abd al-Mu’min. Unfortunately, in his

account of the various military encounters between Ibn

Tomart and the amir al-muslimin, it is rarely clear who has

defeated whom. . Perhaps Ibn al-Azraq did not understand the
facts before him (Ms.A, £.168b). Fortunately, clearer
accounts are available elsewhere.

There is also considerable confusion with pronouns in Ibn

al-Azraq's genealogical accounts, especially those in

Ms.A (ff.177a - 178b).
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ending waw is of course to be expected, the following instances

1llustrate this feature of the text:-

§raie) Lo ol - ab)
A 99) YA IS (3199 e S 2 (Tor &)

Here the nominative form of the noun is used in a position which

demands the accusative.

Other examples illustrate these nouns in the genitive or

prepositional case, where again the nominative is used:-
WNSE R oY Se a2 oy

f,(}:‘!cga.”' 4

CLINEF TlaltoS) I e Bari(5 5(sor Sy
a?"‘d'-’-s“‘.’ ®(2or(S3)

The situation is by no means clear-cut, however., Individual
examples may be cited which testify only to great confusion

about case endings:=-

/.cl,»l_/-“ Y) 32a3 %) Tizor 93 )
A&‘A‘,w’" 8(for 5L§')

ADEN (SN S29 94, oY)

1. Ms.A, £.172b.
2. Ms.,A, £.171D.
3. MS.A, fo166b‘

4, Ibid.

5. MSOA’ fo177a'
6. MS.A, £.1740.
7. Ms.A, £.176b.

8. Ms.A, £.170b-
9. MS.A’ fo169bo
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One characteristic which emerges from these examples is an

apparent dislike for the correct accusative form, e.g. akha or aba.

ii) The loss of the alif of tanwin

A more widespread sign of i‘rab in unvocalised texts is the

alif of tanwin which marks the accusative of many nouns and

adjectives when the noun is undefined.

The absence of the alif of tanwin in the indeterminate
accusative singular and the accusative of broken plurals is a
feature of Middle Arabic.1 It is present to a limited extent

in Ibn al-Azraq's text.

“_9.:9‘.'.;”&0&‘)‘5/_9 (forLg,;) "Its rulers were a group..."2

An interesting example is:-

. .
(sic)LQ}LOJQ-«w vasone L‘;’ 3 "He built a fine mashhad".

Here nunation is omitted for the noun but added to its dependent

adjective.

iii) The use of the accusative in place of the nominative

This feature is noted both by Graf4 who treats material

from as early as the second/eighth century and by Brinner” who

1. Graf, op. cit., 24.

2. Ms.B, £.102a. The removal of the alif makes it unclear whether

the noun is intended to be in the nominative or accusative,

3. Ms.A, f.171a.

4. Op. cit., 23. One example he cites is ‘»‘W»
5. Op. cit., xxiii. Cf. also Puck, op. cit., 93.
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points out examples from Ibn §a§r5 in the eighth/fourteenth
century. In the following examples the accusative is used where
the nominative would be correct:-
. ® L &
(o BEYLo FON P lad Semad) 3 £ 8050
"A lot of money left the possession of al-Sa‘id Husam al-Din".
B~ e (B0 138 )
"Not one of them is right".
"Not one amir remained after Afabeg Zang-i;ﬁ‘," .)."‘.(G‘M&\“" 3

There are also a few examples of the masculine sound plural in

the oblique rather than the nominative case, e.g.:-

o
W‘ ",%-W 4} "The Muslims were driven along".

iv) lack of differentiation between diptotes and triptotes

Whilst the alif of tanwin is sometimes incorrectly omitted,

it is also added in error to diptotes? €eZo:m
L RTINS : 6
%wagf.\”u—:e‘u (for C‘o.’_}—‘ )
wu&w(for _,f.'.‘\"c_) A)7
Acloa oo s S (rfor  SIlo0 )°
1. Ms.A, £.176b.
2. Ms.A, f.164a,
3. Ms.B, f£.132b.
4. ¥s.A, £.162b.
5. Perhaps this may be categorised as a scribal hyper-correction.
6. Ms.A, f.168b. |

70 MS.A, f0172b'

80 MSOA, f.162a'



v) Gender

There are few mistakes of gender in Ibn al-Azraq's text.
The Jumada months are occasionally treated as masculine,1 as is
the word dar once’:-

» .

O \BALII o> DA (for  (SAA) )
although this mistake may well be attributable to the fact that

a numeral is involved.

vi) Plurals

The noun in the dual is used correctly in several phrases,
. ". - o
€.gaz- C):‘.&?)OL-,;‘-'“‘.)&, 3 wIvn Nisan despatched two
men". On other occasions, the dual of the noun is written

correctly but its dependent adjective is in the plural:-

[‘t.):.cuf”.“a—ocva *

Another example illustrates the lack of accord between the
dual noun and its adjective, és well as a possible preference

for the accusative case, where correct classical Arabic would

. . . 5
require the nominative,.

1. E.g. Ms.A, £.175b:- /-’)\’I(SM
2. Ms.A, £.166b.

3- MS.A, fo176av

4, Ms.B, f.119b.

5. Graf binpoints the Middle Arabic preference,especially in
the dual and the plural, for the accusative rather than the
nominative. This is due to the predominance of the endings ig

and aini in the vulgar language (op.cit.,23). Cf. also Blau,

op.cit.,214.



L N

IS Je - 1w (for U’;’SU’A’) )

Although an opposite example also exists:-

*,Ja-év dg,f:,uac?dgjtb“’OLh’)lﬁ‘tudlkiﬂ 2,
Ols el o
Generally, however, Ibn al-Azraq's text is careful in its
retention and renderings of the dual form of the noun. Its
treatment of sound plurals is also accurate.

Sound plurals are generally accurate too.

vii) Numerals

Blau points out that it was in the sphere of numerals that
the most far-reaching changes occurred in Middle Arabic.3 Although
the treatment of numerals in Ibn al-Azraq's text is careless, no

consistent pattern of mistakes emerges. Certain features, however,

may be noted.

The use of numerals in contexts unconnected with dates is
generally quite correct. The following kinds of mistake,may,
however, be cited. The rules for agreement between the numeral
and the noun which follows it are apparently not khown

U")’}-‘ej‘u 4 (for 5"*") "Ten horsemen"
_;—’b)u»b > (foy-vb.:o..G) "Three dinars".

1' MSOA’ f.177b

2. Ms.A, £.165b

3. Op..cit., 217.
4, Ms.A, f£.161b; Ms.B, £.102b

5. Ms.A, £.162a



C.-};?b"J' 1(for C):z."%’)' ) "Four sons".

The correct case for a noun which follows a numeral between
one and ten is not known. Some form of the singular is given
instead of the genitive plural:-

&:ﬂ-”s/é‘-c 2 (for  &9Y) ) "ten thousand dinars",
I w,wB (for  «9Y) ) "five thousand dinars".

Dates involving the numerals one to ten are generally
correct. Those containing the numerals eleven to nineteen are
almost always incorrect according to classical Arabic usage, e.g.

&M)A}‘cw&aﬂ@(for 3}':-3‘_;-‘5 )4
%M}me&w(?.’(for U“CC“:’ )

A certain consistency is revealed here in that the form of the
numeral used with a masculine noun has been taken in place of

the form needed for a feminine noun.‘ The treatment of the numeral
1. Ms.B, £.105b

2. Ms.A, £.161b; Ms.B, £.102b

3. Ms.A, f.174a. Graf also notes mistakes with o))
where the singular is used for the plural, e.g.w’w
(op. cit., 28).

4. Ms.A, £.161a

5. Ms.A, ff.162a - b

6. Perhaps because of the superficial similarity of form

between the ending of the word sanat and the ending of the

first element of the compound numeral.
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eighteen, however, is idiosyncratic:-

%M&ﬁubﬂ&w& 1 (foré'-i:@:,w )

Between 20 and 100 most mistakes are concerned with the use
of the form of the numeral employed with a masculine noun in
place of the form needed for a feminine noun:-

“’M)W!ﬁl&w@’ 2 (for (Sa8) )
“’MJW)‘)M)'MW 3 (for b’_)’ )
B ox s e s U0) 8o (59 4 (4 TSy

Verbs

i) Hamzated verbs

The way in which hamzated verbs are treated in this text
has already been mentioned in the section on orthography. As
noted there, in writing verbs whose middle radical is alif, the

alif is omitted, e.g.

4
A.L-V, (forAJLw’) >

The aiif is also not written in a verb whose final radical

is alif, e.g.

A6
CH A (for €))

1. Ms.A, f.163a; Ms.B, £.107a
2. Ms.A, £.167a
3. Ms.A, f£.176a
4. Ms.A, £.170b

5. Ms.A, £.161b; Ms.B, £.103b

6. Ms.A, £.161a; Ms.B, £.1010b
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ii) Defective Verbs

Verbs whose last radical is ya are often written with a

terminal alif, e.g.
L.ﬁﬁ(for ‘S?.aw )1
Cvtor (v )

2

This is also true of derived forms of defective verbs, e.g.

oP/c 4
Loleo 131 (9 (for (63T )°

Verbs whose last radical is waw often have an otiose alif

added to the third person masculine singular of the'imperfect,4 e.g.

éf"” ‘j_}:ﬁ’g‘)% 5 (for’j-—‘*g) "He conducted raids

against the PFranks".

!’. ! g‘_)-é-')6 (for .’)-2) "There began to appear".
o it

iii) Doubly weak verbs

5 |
The jussive of L) is not known:- (5/:’“"_9 T,

¥
The derived forms of the verd L51,’ are imperfectly known,
1. Ms.A, f.162a,
2. Ms.A, f.171a; Ms.B, f.124b.

3. Ms.A, f.162a.

4. This feature is noted by Vitestam and Brinner.
5. Ms.B, f.106a; Ns.A, f.177a.
6. Ms.A, £.171b.

7. Ms.B, f.136a

9
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L _J
The sixth form is given as 2;,3'1 ("he came into view") instead
7y
of the classically correct {§%),2, whilst the eighth form is
- I 4
rendered by !’J), in place of the correct ’_’B’), 2 ("they

took thought").

iv) The dual

Dual forms of the verb appear in the text quite frequently
and are written correctly, e.g.

w_}-‘.—‘y’ bk}f‘é};}g’j‘Oﬁ’jQM'd“&@! b)) 3

and

A I LUBL U Ol UN 4

Alternatively a dual subject is given a third person masculine

plural ending, e.g.

5915 ol oS5 LT Lo st (Lt Bz I ESAB 5

One example shows that the writer remembers the dual ending
twice but thereafter lapses into the third person masculine'plural:-
AL 5L DSy oA US A5 ..o AN (09 Mast® ©
N The dual is also used erroneously, probably as a result of scribal
tampering, in a passage where clearly three people are involved:-
1. Ms.A, £.172a; Ms.B, £.126b,
2. Ms.A, £.162b.
3. Ms.A, f£.174b.
4, Ms.A, f.176a.
5. Ms.B, f.120a.

6. Ms.B, f.134b.
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General comments on syntax

i) The role of the imperfect

Classical Arabic rules on the moods of the imperfect are
sometimes broken. The indicative takes over the functions
performed by the subjunctive in classical Arabic and the difference
between an governing a subjunctive and anna followed by an
accusative noun is blurred.

.

Ms.B)L':;;.”B}i‘.mu_y\th’WG 2 (for Yolas)
"It was agreed that they should take 10,000 dinars".

BEEOION (ArerSs O ttor 1ad )
"It was their firm resolve to appoint someone other than him"}
In the above examples the imperfect indicative has assumed the

role of the subjunctive after an.

1. Ms.B, £.107b.
2. MSIB, f.1o2b.

3. Ms.B, f.113b.
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ii)

Agreement

One striking syntactical feature of the text is the widespread

abandonment of the classical Arabic rules for agreement of number.1

It is quite common in this text, therefore, to find a plural verdb

preceding its subject in a verballsentence.2 A collective noun

is often preceded by a masculine plural verb, e.g.

J:'&zjge’ ‘.’:3:3.-’ (for :J.:;J )3
W0V lsdrs (2or &, )4

Tribes are also given a plural verb:-

A broken plural is also given a masculine plural verb, e.g.

O LY g lIaLs © (rorcetid))
SPoY) leslsls 7 (sor ((5Y)

A broken plural is also found with a masculine singular verb:-

83_;\_93;2—‘-& "%for&li“w’ )

The use of the dual has already been mentioned.
The term "verbal sentence" is interpreted here according

to the definition given by Arab grammarians who call it

* .
K_J,g:t—““‘.g’,ln such a sentence, the verb is put first and is
L, J

followed by its noun-subject. Such a verb is always in the
singular but is congruous in gender.

Ms.B, f.102b.

Ms.B, f.135a.

Ms.A, £.167b.

Ms.A, f.164a.

Ms.A, £.177b.

Ns.A, £.171b.
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Less frequent but noteworthy are examples of a féminine
subject immediately following a masculine verb., Graf cites the
example: -

eI QDO KY
Ibn al-Azraq's text has:-
Ojv’ua‘/-i‘-@—o,i)'{g 2 (for G’-«‘rb/ )
In Graf's example, the feminine subject is separated from the
verb, which is masculine, by the word \4}-’. No suéh éxcuse can

be adduced for Ibn al-Azraq's usage here.

- In compound tenses, agreement is confused but the following
examples may be noted:-
«
Sy POKs 3
&7 2V PS8 s 4
L O s OKs 5
A rigid kana form has been used here, even in the first example
where the subject is feminine. In the second example, the Franks
are given first a masculine singular and then a feminine singular
verb. The third example places a singular and plural verbdb

before the subject.

1. OE- cito, 350
2. Ms.B, £f.111b.

3. Ms.A, f.178a.
4. Ms.A, £.1700b.

5. Ms.B, £.101b.



sy LIl WIUTSYIGAU udT Ul volvadll conjunctions

An interesting feature of Ibn al-Azraq's language is his
predilection for conjunctions such as é—gACf‘ and ._‘.:.:_5'0 In
his analysis of Middle Arabic, Puck mentions new conjunctions,
amongst which he cites.‘f..,.ooo which is translated as "comme,
attendu que".1 Dozy, on the other hand, gives its meaning as

"comme, dds que".2

The following examples illustrate Ibn al-Azraq's use of this
conjunction:- .
(78,55 (0 A 2 o F Lo 2 e
"While (or from the moment that) Najm al-Din ruled, they were
secure in their homes".

) An) B ant oI e} Ea PSR oKy ¢

1,4}4%,;&12;;;;Lg;hﬂdﬁanlig:égyg‘;u
"His caliphate, from the time allegiance was pledged to him after
the murder of his father until the ceremony of allegiance to
al-MuqtafI, lasted eleven months".
* Ll
ad) 5SS Eun e BIaI eIl 5

"The running of the state had been in his possession since the

murder of Zangi".

1. Op, cit., 95.

2. R.P.A. Dozy, Supplément aux dictionnaires arabes (Leiden,

1881), I, 344.
3. Ms.B, f.101b.
4. Ms.A, £.167b.

5. Ms.A, f.173a.



These examples seem to indicate that in this text wc)-d
L4
means "as soon as" or "from the moment when", They are, therefore,

in partial agreement with Dozy's definition.

Another conjunction favoured by Ibn al-Azraq is C)’ M
which occurs frequently. Dozy translates it as "puisque",1 which

has a causal, not temporal, meaning in French. A few examples of

its use by Ibn al-Azraq are given below:-,,,. OW‘OK_,

aslso) e Ay Ys éﬁw\&gww'.m—‘/ 2
"The sultan was sb generous that he shared out all his territory
amongst his followers" (A possible alternative to this might
be to translate O‘.;"_.:;'. as "seeing that, inasmuch as").

mbé’}vléﬁ)’%ﬂfrg’—ﬁ@ 3
(s1e) D35S teast,

"The women were violated in such a way that if the Christians
had attacked they would not have gone to such extremes as that

with the Muslims".

Vocabulary

In many respects, the vocabulary of the Tarikh Mayyafarigin

wa Amid is broadly similar to that used in other Arabic chronicles
of the period 500-700 A.H. Ibn al-Azraq employs the standard

phraseology for military and dynastic history. His range of

1, OE. Cit., I, 344-
2. 'MS.A, fo175b°

3, Ms.A, f.168a.
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expressions is extremely limited and his style is repetitive and
virtually incapable of subtlety or nuance. Even within the

obvious limitations of his genre, his vocabulary, when compared
with that of Ibn al-QalanisI or Ibn al-‘Adim, for example, seems

bald and impoverished in range.

i) Foreign borrowings

Ibn al-Azraq rarely borrows foreign words. There are a few
Persian words in his works but they are not unusual and are
attested much earlier than the sixth/twelfth century. In this

category are sardab' and isfahsalare.

There is little evidence that individual Turkish words havé
been borrowed, other than the obvious plethora of personal names.
The usual problém of rendering Turkish names in Arabic remains
unresolved in this text too. The Turkish names in Ms.A have a
very idiosyncratic form, e.g. Temur-tash is written&-;.."‘)}°.‘:‘3

L)/

and Toghril is rendered in Ms.A as ‘,JFJ . These versions of

well-known names probably reflect local pronunciation.

Most of these idiosyncratic versions of Turkish names are

absent from Ms.B.

Several place-names in the form presented in Ibn al-Azraq's
1. Ms.A, £.166b.
2. Ms.A, ff.178a, 175b.

3., F, 1620,



text may have a possible Syriac origin. The forms -;::ézfci
(for Kharput) and Q.'f-?/:“" (for Mardin) are especially noteworthy.
Ibn al-Azraq also on occasion uses the names of Syriac months such

- WS z
as kanun al-awwal.

ii) Unusgual vocabulary

Ibn al-Azraq uses certain words and expressions which may
tentatively be attributed to some dialectal usage with which he
was familiar. These are the words which are often paraphrased by
other writers when they borrow from his work. Writers such as
Sib? Ibn al-Jauzi and Ibn W5§i1 are not noted for the excellence
of their Arabic style but they clearly find some of Ibn al-Azraq's
usages too obscure or regional to be retained. A few examples

will suffice to support this statement,

‘X R 9’
Ibn al-Azraq uses the verd e throughout his text.

In his account of Il-Ghazi's campaign to Tiflis in 515/1121

o e .
{ . The widely accepted view that the formU.;-‘.“.‘(for u;}-’_)\.}\::.o)
comes from the Syriac is systematically demolished by Markwart

in seven pages of detailed discussion (J. Markwart, Sudarmenien

und die Tigrisquellen [&ienna 193Q], 163-T0) .,

2. Ms.A, £.1700.

3. For a much longer discussion on the writers who used Ibn al-
Azraq's text, cf. Chapter II.

94. In the second form. Only once, in Ms.B, does the fourth

o o°
form .)-l” appear (f.113b).
§. Ms.A, f.161a-b; Ms.B, f£.102a - 103a.

[
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this verb is employed three times in quick succession., Sibt Ibn

al-Jauzi1, who borrows Ibn al-Azraq's account almost verbatim,

L) PR

removes M\.pJ each time it appears, replacing it byd")’ﬂﬂd-‘:‘aﬁ)

and g_:J". Ibn Khallikan, who also borrows from the Tarikh

L

Mayyafariqin wa Amid in his biography of Kamal al-Din al-ShahrazﬁrI,2

4
replaces Ibn al-Azraq's phrase (sic) /“-“‘,)&CM.S.S—‘ > by//u,..)ﬁa

TR A

The ubiquitous D8d is not a unique case. Ibn al-Azraq also

over-uses the verb ‘}ﬁ& In one short sentence, he writes‘}"GA

three times, in each case with a different meaning implied:-4

T (P39 ame S paord paoh) OI)3 ) a9
fo-h-*’tw_}aum)&é 2 ol Bliun (R OKs anes L
RUPR XUV ’%}«Awu;é;-"wﬂu PR I
"It turned out that if the amir was in Mayyafariqin, he (Sulaiman)
was with him. If he (the amir) went to Mardin, he would go with
him. (Indeed) he lived wherever the gézi lived. He enjoyed
such a high status that the whole time he stayed with the amir

he did not stand up in his presence on any occasion. Then it

gseems that he acted in a way which was inappropriate for the

likes of him."

[
In this passage, the verbs J\w and = %O would be more usual.5

1. Mir'at al-Zeman (Hyderabad, 1951), VIII, 101.

5. Tbn Khallikan, wafayat al-a‘yan (Cairo, 1299 A.H.) I, 597,

3. Ms.A, £.173D.

4. MS.A’ f.171a-ba

5. On another occasion, Ibn Khallikan replaces Ibn al-Azraq's

use ofd-a-ﬁby JL& ('op. cit., I, 597).

n



In an earlier part of the text, Ibn al-Azraq writes¢®!oladlols

[ o4 *
_}*‘laj",ﬁe)’ 1, "when they arrived in the area of the citadel".,

Verbs with various meanings are not unusual but the fact that in

one short anecdote Ibn al-Azraq chooses to use ‘}uzdbin this way

is an indication of his limited ability to express himself in

Arabic.2

In Ms.B, which is the earlier version of his text, Ibn al-

- o
Azraq writes that Zangi "took Edessa by force in ..._...a”)‘w,;-e'“

which was 23 Kanun al-awwal." By the time he writes Ms.A, the

date of ZangI's capture of Edessa has been altered to read 25

Jumada II or 23 Kanun al-awwal. According to Lane, al-asabb

is a dialectal variant of al-asamm, which is one of the epithets

of the month of Rajab.3

The use of the verb C.}-‘-':c’ is also worthy of note. On the
occasion of the deposition of the caliph al-Rashid, Ibn al-Azraq
records that the ‘ulama’ gave a fatwa to that effect. He then

. o ot o*
writes QMIDMW&J]JJ‘}*:[’ 4. In the
equivalent account in Ms.B a participle is used instead:-
GA}'{I&JB'L&}J)JJJOLLG&&W'UVQ 2

1. Ms.A, £.162b; cf. Ms.B, f.105a.
* - N
2, Cf. also Ms.A, £.176a:- By=) o %9 led Ol oha>
"They became his followers and under his command."

3. E.W. Lane, An Arabic-English Lexicon (London, 1872), Bk.I,

pto4, 1640.
4., Ms.A, f£.167a.

5, Ms.B, £.115b.
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WN1l1ST (Y~~~=] 1S pertectly accepfable for expressing the concept
of the adoption of a belief or a doctrine, it is not the usual
verb to employ for a judge pronouncing a verdict or taking
responsibility for a decision. Significantly, Ibn Wasil, who
copies Ibn al-Azraq's accounts of this ivncident,replaces ‘3:‘-:"
by rr(z> in this context.1 It is difficult to assess whether
Ibn al-Azraq's use of‘j;:az,was caused by the influence of a
provincial usage or whether he was consciously trying to use the

correct judicial term but chose the wrong one through ignorance.

Possibly also in this category of unusual vocabulary is Ibn al-

Azraq's usage in the sentence:-2 J:“A)D‘J-;.JOJ’ d-s;_,
CLN U i) rsatilad 59l AU )
The phrase M})” may mean M“G since the person

concerned was a gadi.

The verb :LA” is used consistently in Ibn al-Azraq's text
("to give birth to"). .}))) is followed 'by a direct
ob;jec'c.3 The preposition (y® is added if the mother is
mentioned, e.g. N
$ITC NPT calalgesds)
"He begat by her the lord Najm al-Din Alpi."

1. Ibn Wasil, Mufarrij al-Kurub fi axhbar Bani Ayyﬁb, ed. Jamal

al-Din al-Shayyal (Cairo, 1953), I, 67.

2. Ms.A, £.173b.

3. E.g. Q}j‘?&’))’ »)’ "he sired four sons"
(Ms.A, £.177a).

The normal construction here is the use of

4. Ms.A, f£.163a.

two accusatives.
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Alternatively, .)J_Q’ may be used of a woman bearing a child:-

¢ o* P e * P . o -~ Y

T S{C WAV VRS IV ASTT Y- QP C Y S g
"She was the wife of Husam al-Din and she had by him Safiyya
Khatun."

This usage may also be provincial in origin.

iii) Colloquial vocabulary

There are traces of colloquial words and phrases in the
Arabic of Ibn al-Azraq, especially in the snatches of conversation
: 22
which he records. Colloquial words such as the interrogative‘.ffg’

and the verbd h.-'L?B occur occasionally and the colloguial verb

o L 2 4 L]
J_Q.bo‘ is used in preference for the classical C)‘“A .

The dialogue between gassan al-Manbiji and ‘Ali at the siege
of Qalfat Ja‘bar just before the assassination of Zangi contains
colloquial phrases in both of Ibn al-Azraq's accounts. Ms.A has
the phrase:- | "
SO AN S LC) 9 2L 9 GtleAD 5

whilst the version in Ms.B runs as follows:-

Lo s SCEY 20,5000 A3 na0 008G 5 e (A 6
‘ & Adc)so

1. Ms.A, f.175a.

2. Ms.A, £.172a; Ms. B, f£.127a.
3. Ms.A, £.174a.

4, Ms.A, f£.175a.

5. F.172a.

6. Ff.126b - 127a.
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"You know the friendship (that exists) between us and you (also)

know the atabeg and what he is like."

In the account of the Tiflis campaign, the phraseology is

colloquiél in pa.rts:--1 C{.}J‘ “:;L?‘”M&a’ ‘_9:;‘&:’
-
Ao sl Al e A sE a5
. O S R V- VR VY
"Phe people of Tiflis got in touch with Najm al-Din 11-Ghazi
asking him to come so that they might hand over Tiflis to him.
The inhabitants had run (the admin.stration) by themselves for

forty years."

General remarks on the language and style of the text

It is difficult to ascertain the linguistic background of
Ibn al-Azraq. A wide variety of languages were spoken in Diyar
Bakr in the sixth/twelfth century. The military governors and
their soldiers in the citadels belonged to the Turkish-speaking
minority, whilst the indigenous inhabitants of the area spoke
Arabic, Syriac and Armenian. There were also important groups
of Kurdish speakers in the countryside. Socin drew attention to
the importance of other languages, especialiyVSyriac and Kurdish,
in any study of the lexicography and grammar of the Arabic

dialects spoken in the region of Mosul and Mardin.?

1. Ms.A, f.161a.

- ”" -
2. A. Socin, "Der arabische Dialect von Mosul und Mardin,"

ZDMG 36 (1882), 1.
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It seems unlikely that Ibn al-Azraq was of Syriac origin
since he mentions that he needed a Syriac text translated for him
before he could include it in his history.1 It is also improbable
that he was a Christian. He relates that a Syriac book, the
Tash‘ith, was translated for him into Arabic by "one of the
Christians". The author also gives prominence in his text to his
own personal discussions in Baghdad with the most fgmous Shafi‘ite
‘glggé’ of his day.2 It seems logical therefore to assume that
he was a Sunni Muslim, although he may conceivably have begun
life as a Christian. His ethnic origin becomes narrowed therefore
to Kurdish, Armenian or Arab. Even if he was an Arab, his
grounding in classical Arabic was poor. But the evidence is not

strong enough to permit a definite conclusion about his ethnic

origin.

If the text of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid is read

through as a continuous narrative, it becomes clear that there

are certain variations of style. It is true that a number of
general linguistic features are perceptible throughout but the

work contains passages which deviate more sharply from classical
usages and which stand out because of syntax which is unconventional
even by the standards of the‘rest of the text. The flavour of

these parts of the text is almost that of a translation from
another language. This phenomenon could well be attributable to

the influence of Diyar Bakr with its mixed linguistic traditions.

1. ‘Awa?, op. cit., 35; Ms.A, f.7Db.

2. Ms.A, £.169b.
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Significantly, these passages in Ibn al-Azraq's text are
lengthy anecdotes, culled from his own personal experience or based
on eye-witness accounts which he himself recorded.1 There is
little doubt therefore that these passages were written by Ibn
al-Azraq himself and not borrowed from other written sources,
which would have been couched in an Arabic different or better
than his own.2 It is important to note that these are sections
of the text which were written early since they are found in

Ms.B, composed in 560/1164~5, as well as in the later Ms.A.

Side by side with the passages which mirror Ibn al-Azraq's
own particular style are others where the phraseology seems less
alien., His material which deals with the caliphate, for example,
is written in a much clearer style and the syntax deviates less
dramatically from that used in other roughly contemporary

historical chronicles.3

It is difficult to account for the uneven quality of the
Arabic, except to postulate that the slightly more correct
language may be due to greater scribal tampering in the actual
1. E.g. the account of the Tiflis campaign (Ms.A, ff.16%a -

162b; Ms.B, £f.102a - 104b) or the anecdote about al-Rashid

and the slave-girls (Ms.A, £ff.165b - 166a; Ms.B, ff.112b -
113a).
2. E.g. the borrowed accounts of the rise of ‘Abd al-lu’min

(Ms.A, ££.168a - 169a; ls.B, ££.118b - 119a) or the short

excursus into Fgfimid history.

3. E.g. Ibn al-Qalanisi or Ibn al-Athir.



107

phrasing of the text.

The text of Ms.A presents two clearly distinct strands:
one is a series of disjointed scraps of information which resemble
terse diary entries and are linked only by the framework of
chronology, while the other consists of disproportionately long,
detailed accounts of a few isolated episodes which Ibn al-Azraq
had the opportunity to record from eye-witnesses or his own

experience,

In general, Blau's analysis of the stylistic weakness of
Middle Arabic writing may be extended to apply to Ibn al-Azraq's

work, for which the following description seems tailor-made:-

"The accurate fixed style of Classical Arabic is
largely replaced by careless language. Many authors
of Middle Arabic texts seem not to bother to arrange
their thoughts before writing. Instead, they
directly write down the first idea that occurs to
the, fitting it afterwards, as well as possible,

into the frame of the sentence."1

Quite apart from the outright instances of colloquial words, Ibn
al-Azraq'é text is permeated with a conversational, almost
gossipy flavour. Its phrasing is éxtremely loose anq its
ordering of material chaotic. One memory awakens another, which

is immediately recorded, regardless of its inappropriate
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position in the text.

Conclusions

The language briefly discussed in this chapter is by no means
an isolated phenomenon. It should be set against the standards
of written Arabic prevalent in the sixth and seventh centuries
A.H. and assessed within the genre of Arabic historical chronicles.,
Like similar works of the period, Ibn al-Azraq's text is written

in an Arabic which displays a number of non-classical features.

Although the language in this text falls short of the ideal
of ‘Arabiyya, it is the result of an attempt, at least, to
conform to some of the standards of classical Arabic. Because
of an inadequate grasp of grammar on the part of both the author
and the scribes, elements of the vernacular language have crept
in. The grammatical mistakes, especially those of morphology,
and the non-classical spellings give some indication of the
state of the literary language in the seventh/thirteenth century
when the scribes copied the two manuscripts. Some of the
syntactical features of the text, as well as its style, vocabulary
and colloquial flavour, probably reflect the spbken Arabic of
Diyar Bakr at the time of Ibn al-Azraq, a hundred years or so
earlier. Generally, however, the restraining framework of
classical Arabic just manages to hold this text in check and to

prevent a flood of non-classical features from pouring in.

Ibn al-Azraq's language shares certain similarities with

Middle Arabic texts written long before it in Christian and
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Jewish miljeux, It alsorresembles in some characteristics the
language of Ibn §a§r§ some two centuries later. The text of Ibn
al-Azraq, like those studied by Graf and Brinner, reveals a
partial disintegration of grammatical rules, especially those
concerned with case endings and moods. In place of a highly
inflected Arabic, there are signs of the emergence in the written
language of the simplifying tendencies of the vernacular. The
system of case-endings is simplified, the differentiation between
the imperfect indicative and subjunctive is blurred and the rules
for the concord of verb and subject in verbal sentences are
ignored. These linguistic features, then, make the work of Ibn
al-Azraq a fertile field for grammatical analysis, while at the
same time providing glimpses of linguistic developments in the

vernacular.



CHAPTER IV

THE CAREER OF NAJM AL-DIN IL-GHAZI
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THE CAREER OF NAJM AL-DIN I1-GHAzI

Introduction

il-GhEzi has received scant treatment by Islamic and western
historians alike. Historians of Islam have concentrated inevitably
and justifiably on the vital task of establishing a basic
chronology from the tangled information provided by the medieval
chroniclers.1 Scholars of European history, on the other hand,
have treated il-Ghazi merely as an incidental figure in the wider
sweep of Crusader history which spanned so much more than the
career of this one Turkish amir, active at a time of Muslim
disunity and Crusader conquest.2 Had I1-GhazI lived half a
century later, he might conceivably have.been accorded more
systematic scholarly study, such as the impressive corpus of work

1. Cf. W.B. Stevenson, The Crusaders in the East (repr.

Beirut, 1968), 97-109; R. Grousset, Histoire des Croisades

et du Royaume Franc de Jé€rusalem I (Paris 1934), 548-83;
and R. R8hricht, Geschichte des Konigreichs Jerusalem

(Innsbruck, 1898), 106-8, 115-7, 134-6, 138-43, 150-5.

I1-Chazl is also discussed in K.M. Setton and M.W. %?ldwin,
and Oﬂd’onl

A History of the Crusades I, (Madison ,Milwaukee M969),

114-6, 171-4, 403-5, 412-8, 450-2.

2. Cf. S. Runciman, A History of the Crusades II (Cambridge,

1954), 107-8, 111-2, 121-3, 128-9, 131-4, 147-55,

158-62,
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that has appeared on Nur al-DIn1 and especially Saladin.2

It is perhaps premature to attempt to analyse the career of
I1-Ghazi in a way which déviates from the standard approach of
outlining the various stages of his career in chronological
sequence and providing documentary support for the information
given. Yet many good studies of the chronological kind have
already been made, notably the article by Claude Cahen3 in which
from a wide array of sources he gives in broad outline the complex
political history of the period covered by the Artuqid section of

Ibn al-Azraq's Tarikh Mayyafarigin wa Amid. This deals with the

period from the establishment of I1-Ghazi in Diyar Bakr to the
reign of the third Artuqid ruler of Mardin and Mayyafariqin,
Najm al-Din AlpY. More recently, the Turkish scholar, Ali Sevim,

1. Cf., especially N. Elissdeff, Nur ad-Din, un grand prince

musulman de Syrie au temps des Croisades I - III (Damascus

1967), and H.A.R. Gibb, "The Career of Nur ad-D{n? in

Setton and Baldwin, op.cit., 513-27.

2. Cf. especially S. lLane-Poole, Saladin and the Fall of the Kingdom

of Jerusalem (London and New York, 1898); H.A.R.Gibb, "The Rise

of Saladin, 1169-89", in Setton and Baldwin, op.cit., 563-89;

idem, Saladin (Oxford, 1971); A.S. Ehrenkreutz, Saladin

( Albany, Hew York, 1872) .
3. C. Cahen, "Le Diyar Bakr au temps des premiers Urtukides", Journal
Asiatique CCXXVII (1935), 227-40. These pages deal specifically

with Il1-Ghazi's political career. Cf. also'M.F. KSprﬁlﬁ's

"critique" of the above article in Belleten, Cilt 1, sayi 1 (1937)

283-8, Koprull raises few major objections to Cahen's article,

contenting himself with criticisms of Cahen's renderings of

Turkish names.



112

has written at some length about "the political deeds" of Artugq,
il-Gh;zi's father, Sukman, his brother, and I1-Ghazi himself;1

and Osman Turan devotes six pages to !1-Ghazi in his recent history
of Eastern Turkey.2 He adds nothing new, however. More summary
and general still are the articles on the Artuqids, and more

3

especially on Il-Ghazl, in the Encyclopedia of Islam’ and the

Turk Ansiklopedesi.4 Although of varying standard, these provide

a skeletal chronologiéal'framework for the career of Il-Ghazi.

The various works listed in this paragraph'may differ in points

of detail but their basic concerns remain similar; to establish

a chronology which includes the major political events of I1-Ghazi's

life and not to analyse the implications of the various facts cited.

If a new primary source came to light, there would be
justification for a fresh analysis of.the detailed facts year by
year. In the absence of such a bonus, there is a need, as Gibd
indicated many years ago, for monographs on the important figures

of the Pirst Crusade, such as Tegh-Tegin, Zangl and 11-Ghazi.”

1. A. Sevim, "Artuklarin Soyu ve Artuk Bey'’in Siyasi
Fasliyetleri", Belleten, Cilt xxvi, sayi 101, (1962), 121-47;
mArtukoglu Sokmen’in Siyasi Faaliyetlefi", ibid., 103, 501-20;
"Artuk Oglu Ilgazi", ibid., 104, 649-91.

2e O. Turan, Dogu Anadolu Tirk Devletleri Tarihi (Istanbul,

1973), 145-51.

3. C. Cahen, art. "Artukids", Elz, 667; E. Honigmann, art.
"Ortokids", 221; K. SSssheim, art. "Ilghazi", §£1.

4, M.F. Koprvlu, art. "Artuk Ogullari", I.A. 617-25,

5. H.A.R. Gibb, "Notes on the Arabic Materials for the History

of the Early Crusades", BSOAS VII (1933-5), 739.
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In this chapter, therefore, the career and personality of I1-Ghazi
will be considered under certain broad themes, in the hope that

new light may be shed on this little-known but significant ruler.

The sources used are those concerned with the Pirst Crusade,
which are too well-known1 to be described yet again and which in
any case are cited throughout the commentary on the Tarikh

Mayyafariq{n wa Amid contained in this thesis. The work of Ibn

al-Azraq will also be used as a source, but principally for
I1-Ghazi's activities in Diyar Bakr and above all for the author's

account of il-GhEz{'s campaign into Georgia in 515/1121-2.

Historians of the Crusades have discussed what they take to
be the flamboyantly barbaric personality of 11-Ghazi and despite
the somewhat lacunary information available have pronounced strong
judgements upon him. Rghricht, as a creature of his times,
condemns Il-Ghazi as a brute given over to drunkenness and
exceesz, whilst the same opinion is expressed with greater restraint

3

by Grousset, who labels him a coarse o0ld trooper. Runciman has

4, but even he judges him

more level-headed criticisms of Il-Ghazi
to a great extent, though not entirely, from the viewpoint of
Crusader history. Such an attitude is entirely justified in a

1. Cf. the bibliography in Runciman (op. cit., 480-5) and in

the individual chapters on the First Crusade in Setton

and Baldwin (op. cit., 135-76 , 368-403, 410-48).

2. Op. cit., 136.

3. OQp. cit., 560.
4, Op. cit., 155.
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scholar who ié writing about the Crusades but it presents a rather
one-gided view of il-GhEzI, leaving undiscussed many vital facets
of his career. From the Muslim standpoint his dealings with the
Franks were of secondary importance in comparison with his crucial

role in the Jazira.

It is indeed a commonplace of Islamic history that the advent
of the Franks in the last decade of the eleventh century and their
territorial expansion in Northern Syria thereafter exercised no
dominant influence in the internecine political struggles of the
Islamic heartland. Furthermore, I1-Ghazi, throughout his career,
was orientated eastwards towards the Jazira and Baghdad, even to
Western Iran - that is, to the territory of his overlord the
sultan - and his ambitions and activities were inextricably linked
with developments in the Saljuq empire. It is especially against
the background of late Saljuq history, therefore, that I1-Ghazi's

achievements should be evaluated.

2 . o
In the discussion which follows, therefore, Il-Ghazi's

career will be assessed primarily in the context of Saljuq decline.
His role as a semi-nomadic chief will also be considered. His
relations with the Pranks cannot of course be ignored, but the
Franks will be accorded subsidiary status as a small but
significant political entity operative only in Northern Syria in

1. Cf. especially the analysis of the Muslim attitude to the

Pranks in E. Sivan, L'Islam et la Croisade, Idéologie et

Propagande dans les Réactions Musulmanes aux Croisades

(Paris, 1968), 24-35,

) N 1 i B - R . . .
i e “er tae 1list o aosdrevi-.tions useld for Fhoa o kg

Jr1mers sources in this cbfgter, zea ir” - 2187
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the early twelfth century. They will not take over the foreground

of the discussion, as is standard practice in works on the Crusades.

The career of I1-Ghazl - first phase

The decline of the Saljuq empire did not manifest itself
markedly until the deaths in quick succession of Nigam al-Mulk and
Sultan Malik-Shah in 485/1092-3, although the seeds of its decay
had been sown long before.1 During the early part of his career,
that is before 485/1092-3, I1-Ghazi's role was most probably
identical with that of many prominent leaders of the Turcoman
tribes who had helped to bring the Saljuqs to power in the Islamic
world. He fought in the service of the Saljuq sultans wherever
they might send him and was presumably rewarded. At this stage
there would have been little opportunity for him to gain independence
or to acquire territory on his own account. Sultan Malik-Shah
and Ni?am al-Mulk seem to have exercised a tight control and
commanded loyalty from their military commanders, whé were ordered

to take cities and subjugate enemies but in the name of Malik-ShEh.2

1. For an analysis of Saljuq history after the death of Malik=-Shah,
cf. C.E. Bosworth, "The Political and Dynastic History of the

Iranian World", in The Cambridge History of Iran, ed.J.A. Boyle

(Cambridge, 1968), especially 102-18, and M.F. Sanaullah,

The Decline of the Saljuqid Empire (Calcutta, 1938).

2. For example, the campaign conducted by Ibn Jahir against the
Marwanids in Diyar Bakr in 477/1084-5. The purpose of this

campaign was to quell the Marwanids and secure Diyar Bakr for
the Saljugs (Ibn al-Athir, X, 86-8, 93-4; Ibn al-Azraq, ed.

¢ owad, 208-12; Ibn al-Athir, Atab., 5).



Before 485/1092-3 11-Ghazi probably fought with his father, Artug,
on his various military campaigns to Diygr Bakr1 and Jerusalem,2
and while Artuq was alive, I1-Ghazi was under his controlling

influence.

The career of il-Ghazi - _second phase

The death of Malik-Shah in 485/1092-3 and that of Artuq shortly
afterwards afforded il-GhEz{ the beginning of a freedom from
constraint, both personal and governmental, which was further
aided by the death of his elder brother Sukman in 498/1104-5,3
whereupon I1-Ghazi became head of the Artuqid family. Between the
death of Malik-Shah and I1-Ghazl's acquisition of the fortress of
Mardin some time around 502/1108-9, I1-Ghazl played an important
part in the bitter and protracted conflict between the successors
of Malik-Shah. He also participated in the equally dangerous
struggle for power amongst the Saljuq military commanders themselves,
of whom he was one. All of them were eager to emancipate themselves
from centralised control and acquire territory of their own. Il-
Ghazi's brother, SﬁkmEn, as well as Aq-Sonqur.al-Bursqu,

Chokermish and others all played the same game. They aligned
themselves according to political expediency with one or other of
1. Ibn al-Azraq, ed. ‘Awag, 210.

2. Tutush gave Jerusalem to Artuq as anviggé‘ in 478/1085-6

(Ibn al-Athir, Atab, 7); Ibn Khallikan, III, 171-2.

3. Ibn al-Athir, X, 268; Ibn al-Qalanisi, 147; Matthew of

Edessa, 256,
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the Saljuq contenders. According to the caprice of fartune they
could gain wealth and power if they had backed the winning side,
but they found death or imprisonment if they lost. In the last
decades of the eleventh century, then, 11-Ghazi sought advancement
in the same way as the other Turcoman chiefs in the Saljuq empire
by attaching himself to a powerful scion of the Saljuq family. He
was active in Northern Syria in the struggle between Duqaq and

Ridwan' and he held power briefly in Jerusalem.

Artuq, Il-Ghazi's father, had been given Jerusalem as an
;ggé‘ by Tutush in 478/1085-6. When Artuq died, Sukman and I1-
GhazI succeeded him there. It is not altogether clear which of the
two brothers was in charge or whether they ruled jointly.2
Whatever the arrangement in Jerusalem, it was short-lived, since
the FE?imids, profiting from Saljuq weakness, attacked the city
1. Before he died in 488/1095, Tutush asked his supporters

to pledge their allegiance to his son Ri?wan. Amongst

the amirs who were in Tutush's service was 11-GhazI whom

Tutush had left to fight alongside his son Rigwan

(Ibn al-Afhir, X, 167).

2. It would appear that at one stage I1-Ghazi was governor

in Jerusalem, and not Sukman, since after Duqaq had

detained 11-Ghazi in Damascus, as a move in his struggle

against his brother Ri?wan, Sukman went to take over from

his brother's deputies in Jerusalem (Ibn al-‘AdIm,

Bughyat, 139; idem, Zubda . ., 124). On the other hand,
Ibn al-AthIr says that Jerusalem had been given to Sukméin

by Tutush (X, 193).



in 489/1095-6 and took it from the Artuqid family.1 At that point
both Sukman and 11-Ghazi were there, with their cousin Sevinch and
their nephew Yaqﬁti. The presence of this cluster of Artuqid
princes may be interpreted as an attempt by the family to carve
out an appanage for themselves in the Jerusalem area. After
al-Afdal had granted them safe conduct out of Jerusalem, the two
brothers parted company, Sukman staying in Edessa whilst Il-GhazI

went to Iraq.2

The Jerusalem interlude is not of great significance in Il-

118

Ghazi's career but it is an interesting foretaste of the geographical

distance he was time and again to cover in his search for profit.

O0f paramount importance, however, to an understanding of
11-Ghazi's motivation and later career is the move he made from
Jerusalem to the service of the future Sultan Mu?ammad at a time
when the latter was struggling for the supremacy in the western
part of the Saljuq empire, namely Western Iran and Iraq. Sanjar,
1. it is hard to share the enthusiasm for Artuqid rule

expressed by Ibn Khallikan in his biography of the FEt.;imid
caliph, al-Mustall. Describing the capture of Jerusalem by
al-Af?al, he writes that al-Af?al "then appointed a governor
to rule it in his name, but this person, being unable to
resist the Pranks, yielded the city up to them; had it been
in the possession of the Ortuk family, it would have been
better for the Muslim people" (tr. de Slane, I, 160).

2. Ibn al-Athir, X, 193; Ibn al-Azraq, f.160b.
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Mu?ammad's full brother, was already ruler of Khurasan. The move

to Iraq by il-GhazI was not necessarily an obvious one, for he could
have thrown in his lot with Ri?wan who was operating just north

of the Jerusalem area. Sukman, it will be noted, decided to

remain in Syria, and this decision may have influenced il-GhEzI.

It is also possible that representatives of the Artuqid family

were still at Hulwan, his father's old igta‘.1'

$1-Ghazi's relationship with Sultan Mugammad overshadowed
his whole career and henceforth he was never free of the spectre
of Mu?ammad at his shoulder until the latter's death at the end
of 511/1118. The presence was not always a malevolent one. When
11-Ghazi went to Iraq, some time after 489/1095-6, he probably
went to gulwan, and thereafter gave military service to Muyammad.
In 494/1100-1, Sultan Muyammad and Sanjar made their way to
Baghdad and were joined at gulwan by 11-Ghazi whom Ibn al-Athir
praises, saying that he served the sultan well.2 No doubt as a
reward for his services, Sultan Mu?ammad appointed him shi@na of

Baghdad in the following year.3

The post of shi@na in Baghdad was powerful and prestigious.
The shihna was the main representative of the sultan in Baghdad,
charged with maintenance of law and order and with the task of
restraining any attempt by the caliph to interfere in the sultan’'s
1. Ibn Khallikan, op. cit., III, 171.
2. Ibn al-Athir, X, 210,

3. Ibid., 225; Ibn Khallikan, op. cit., III, 171-2.
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sphere of influence.1 The evidence given by Ibn al-Athir reveals
that I1-Ghazi became attached to this office, although the people
of Baghdad did not share this enthusiasm., The presence in and
around Baghdad of Il-Ghazi's Turcoman groups engendered civil
unrest and riots. On one occasion, in Rajab 495/April-May 1102,
Il-GhEz{, instead of using diplomacy and his power as their

legder to subdue his men, set about looting the city in retaliation
for the seizure of one of his followers. Only the efforts of the
caliph, al-Mustazhir, prevented I1-Ghazl from extending the
pillaging elsewhere in the city.2 There is no record that Muhammad

exacted retribution for this gross misrule,

Perhaps the enjoyment he found in controlling Baghdad and his
lack of any territory apart from gulwan contributed to a disastrous
political mistake which 11-Ghazi made in 497/1103-4 when he changed
his allegiance from Mu@ammad to Berk-Yaruq. Under the terms of
the uneasy peace-treaty made between Mu?ammad, Berk-Yaruq and

3 Berk-Yaruq was to be overlord of Baghdad.

Sanjar in that year,
Instead of removing himself from that city to seek service elsewhere
with Mu?ammad, who had beenvgiven the territories of Armenia,
Azarbaljan, the Jazira, Mosul and Syria - territories which lay

1. For an analysis of the role of the shihna, see C.L. Klausner,

The Seljuk Vezirate, A Study of Civll Administration, 1055-

1194 (Cambridge, Mass., 1973), 20, 28 and 123.
2. Ibn al-Athir, X, 231-2. The caliph sent the chief gadi and
a professor from the Nizamiyya madressa to intercede (ibid.).

3. Ibn al-Qalanisi, 147; Sibt b. al-JauzI, ed. Jewett, 8;

Ibn al-Athir, X, 253,



more within 11-Ghazi's sphere of operations then south-western
Iran and southern Iraq - I1-Ghazl remained in Baghdad and inserted
Berk-Yaruq's name in the khufba in Jumada I 497/February 1104.1
It is not hard to guess il-GhEzI's motivation in changing sides,
He explained his reasons to §adaqa who announced his intention of
driving I1-Ghazi out of Baghdad. He told Sadaga that his only
possession until he became shihna of Baghdad had been Hulwan,

and that it was because of Baghdad that he had recognised Berk-
Yaruq as his sultan. §adaqa apparently understood these arguments

and returned to Hilla.2

Nor was Il-Ghazi's new-found loyalty likely to ingratiate him
with Sultan Berk-Yarugq, who, if Ibn al-Athir's chronology is to be

3 had already sent his own shihna, Gamash-Tegin, to Baghdad

trusted,
in Rabi‘I 496/December 1102, in an attempt to oust 11-Ghazi, his

brother's candidate. 11-Ghazi had allied himself with Sadaqa, the
lord of gilla, who had recently shifted his allegiance from Berk=-

4

Yarug to Muhammad,  with his brother Sukman, whom he had summoned

1. Ibn al-Athir, X, 254,
2. Ibiad.

3. Gibb has shown that Ibn al-Athir frequently changes the
dates given by Ibn al-Qalanisi "and always does so wrongly"
(op. cit., 747).

4. §adaqa had originally sided with Berk-Yaruq. He changed his
allegiance to Mu?ammad after Berk-Yaruq's vizier, Abu’l-
Mahasin al-DihistEnI, demanded a large sum of money from him
in 494/1100-1 and threatened to use force against him (Idn

al-Athir, X, 209).
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from Hisn Kaifa, and together they had succeeded in driving
Gamash-Tegin out of Baghdad.1 It seems unlikely that their joint
action was instigated by Sultan Muhammad although he was no doubt

glad of the discomfiture of Gﬁmﬂsh-Tegin.

But }1-Ghazi had now rendered himself unacceptable to Sultan
Mu@ammad and was at best reluctantly allowed by Berk-Yaruq to
continue as ghihna. I1-Ghazi's visit to Isfahan in 498/1104-5 to
‘see Berk-Yaruq may well have been motivated by a desire to persuade
the sultan of his loyalty, as well as to press him to come to
Baghdad to strengthen his precarious hold over the city. It was

en route to Baghdad that Berk-Yarugq died.2

Instead of attempting at this point to make amends to
Muhammad by mentioning his name in the khutba at Baghdad, a move
which might conceivably have reinstated l1-Ghazi in Muhammad s
favour, f1-Ghazi proceeded with Berk-Yaruq's infant son, Malik-
Shah, and his atabeg Ayaz, as far as Baghdad. There they proclaimed
Malik-Shah sultan.3 This move was of course prompted by a desire
to acquire more power for themselves since they could rule through
the small boy. I1-Ghazi's attachment to his post in Baghdad had

induced him to make another egregious error of judgement.

Soon after, Muhammad marched on Baghdad and assumed control of

1. Ibid., 244-6.
2. Ibid., 262; Bundari, 90.

3. Ibn al-Athir, X, 262.
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his brother Berk-Yaruq's territories,1 thereby putting an end to
I1-Ghazi's ambitions in Iraq. Sultan Mu?ammad's coolness towards
him was understandable; so too was the sultan's next move, which
was to replace 11-Ghazi® at Baghdad in 498/1105 by Aq-Sonqur

3

al-Bursuqi.

With the establishment of Sultan Mu?ammad as sole Saljuq
ruler in the west in that year, in view of 11-Ghazi's record of
insubordination and unpredictability, a rift between the two was
inevitable. In the years that followed, Sultan Mu?ammad's attitude
was to harden from probable coolness to anger and hostility,
whilst 11-Ghazi's personal animosity towards the sultan provided

a bitter spur for many of his subsequent acts of insubordination.

By a strange coincidence, l1-Ghazi found himself deprived of
position and prestige at the same time as his elder brother Sukman,
1. Bundari, 90; Ibn al-Athir, X, 265.

2. There seems to be no record of a quarrel between Muhammad
and 11-Ghazl although Sussheim justifiably infers that one

did take place (§£1 art. "I1-Ghazi"). The chronology of

t1-Ghazi's departure from Baghdad and the death of his

brother Sukman is not clear. Perhaps he left Baghdad of his
own accord, out of fear of possible reprisals from Mu?ammad
and with the aim of taking over his brother's lands.

Alternatively, Mu?ammad may have sent him away on his own

arrival in Baghdad.

3. Ibn al-AthIr, X, 268; Ibn al-‘AdIm, Bughyat, 204 (he gives

no date).



124

who had possession of gign Kaifa and Mardin, died on his way to
answer an appeal from Tagh-Tegin in Damascus.1 Y1-Ghazi's decision
to go to Diyar Bakr and assume the leadership of those members of
his family who were already there was to pave the way for his

eventual acquisition of his own territory.

The career of il-Ghaz{ - third phase

After the struggle for power between Berk-Yaruq and Muhammad
had ended and the latter had become ruler of western Iran and Iraq,
the Saljuq empire gained a sovereign who recognised the need to
impose his control over the dissident factions within his
territories and to restore unity.2 His removal of f1-Ghazi from
the post of shi?na of Baghdad indicated clearly his determination

to tolerate no amir of doubtful loyalty in such a key post.

After his departure from Baghdad, 11-Ghazi stayed in Diyar
Bakr, far from the new sultan’s capital. His deliberate policy
appears to have been to ally himself with the enemies of the
sultan, whilst initially, at least, maintaining a semblance of
obedience. In 501/1107-8, the caliph attempted to mediate in a
quarrel between §adaqa and the sultan. In his reply, §adaqa
informed the caliph that Chavli Saqao and 11-Ghazi had agreed to
make common cause with him in any war that he might have with the
1. Tbn al-Athir, X, 268; Ibn Khallikan, op. cit., III, 171-2;

Ibn al-Qaldnisi, 147. |
2. ¢f. Sanaullah, op. cit., 114. Whether Mu@ammad was stronger

than his brother, as the sources imply, is discussed later

in this chaptexr.
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sultan or any other person. He had only to call and they would
come with their troops.1 This is one explicit indication of il-
Ghazi's declared willingness to lend support to powerful enemies

of the sultan.

Once secure in the fortress of MardIn, well-known to be
virtually impregnable and situated far from Mu@ammad!s centre of
government - a fortress which he took in 502/1108-9 ~ }1-Ghazi
gradually became bolder in his hostility to the sultan. Mu@ammad
appointed Maudud to the post of governor of Mosul, dismissing
Chavli Saqao in 501/1107-8.2 This position was of key importance
in consolidating the sulfan's authority over the Jazira and carried
with it great prestige. Opinions vary as to the extent to which
the successive armies which were sent out from Mosul between 500/
1106=7 and 509/1115-6 acted on the direct orders of the sultan.
Some scholars have seen these campaigns as expressing the ambitions
of successive governors of Mosul; others regard them as inspired
at least in part by the sultan, who called on his ggigs to
participate in a joint enterprise against rebel amirs (11-Ghazi
and Togh-Tegin) and the Franks, in order}to restore his direct
control over Syria and Diyar Bakr.3 Whatever the exact motivation
1. Ibn al-Athir, X, 308.

2. Idem , X, 319.

3. Gibb thinks that Grousset was wrong to regard every offensive
against the Franks as a rcounter-Crusade" ("Notes on the
Arabic Materials for the History of the Early Crusades", BSOAS
viI [1933-5], 741). Gibb regards as misleading the idea that

the expeditions sent out under the governors of Mosul were the



126

of such campaigns, a series of armies were sent out from Mosul,
under Maudﬁd, Aq-Sonqur al-Bursuql and Bursuq b. Bursuq, within

the space of five years. Their activities directly affected 1l1-
Ghazi, already incensed by the appointment of Maudud as governor
of Mosul. Two of these armies were sent via Mardin so that efforts
could be made to bring 11-Ghazi to heel. These efforts were
invariably unsuccessful. In the event, the latter two armies also

experienced humiliating reverses.

At first, I1-Ghazi's own actions betrayed indecision. He
may well still have cherished hopes of the sultan'é favour,
especially if after a period in disgrace he had shown his behaviour
to be éxemplary. This is a plausible explanation for his
inconsistency with Chavll, the dispossessed ruler of Mosul, who
wanted to enlist 11-Ghazi's help in 502/1108-9. Il1-Ghazi was too
weak at that time to resist Chavli's threats, especially when the
latter actually came to Mardin, and so he unwillingly accompanied
him. But he grasped the first possible opportunity to escape

back to Mardin.'

result of Saljuq interventién. The one exception to this
was the expedition of Bursuq in 509/1115-6 which was directed
against the Muslim princes, not the Franks (ibid., 742).

1. Ibn al-Athir, X, 321. This retreat by I1-GhazI was not
prompted by loyalty to Mu?ammad, as Turan impiies when he
says that I1-Ghazl, in spite of the fact that Muhammad had
dismissed him from the post of shi?na of Baghdad, would not
help and returned to Mardin (op.cit., 146). Turan also

confuses Chokermish (who died in 500/1106-7) and Chavly.

t1-Ghazl did not reveal himself to be loyal to Muhammad either



A similar inconsistency marked I1-GhazI's conduct in 503/
1109-10, when he went to Syria with his Turcoman groups in answer
to the sultan's appeal to take part in a joint campaign with other
ggzzs under the leadership of Maudud, lord of Mosul. Although
he participated in the fighting, 11-Ghazl quarrelled with Sukman
al-Qube during the campaign. Sukman was & close territorial
rival of his and his career, in contrast to il-GhEzi's, had
advanced smoothly through his calculated loyalty to the sultan.
After the quarrel, Il-Ghazi withdrew to Mardin.’ There he

shortly before or after this incident. His refusal to

co-operate with Chavli was probably caused by an awareness

of his own lack of strength at that point and perhaps by a

feeling that he might still be restored to Mu?ammad's

favour eventually. He may also have had doubts about the

particular suitability of Chavli as an ally.

1., Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 154-5; Ibn al-Qalanisi, 169-70.
According to Ibn al-Qalanisi, 11-Ghazi and his Turcomans
joined up with the troops of Maudud and Sukman al-QuEbi at
JazIra Banl Numair. During the campaign I1-Ghazl and Sukman
quarrelled; I1-Ghazi went off to Mardin whilst Sukman seized
Balak, I1-Ghazi's nephew, and took him back to hie own city
(Akhlat) in chains. |
This campaign is not mentioned by Ibn al-Athir.

5. Ibm al-QalsnisI, 170. Cahen's article on the Artugids (EI°)
is misleading in its analysis of 11-GhazI's relationship with
Sultan Muhammad. Cahen dates the cooling of relations between
them to the rupture in mid-campaign between I1-Ghazl and

Sukman al-Qutbi. A more likely moment for the beginning of
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remained, refusing to fight. When the campaign was renewed the

following year (504/1110-11) a vast army assembled under the

leadership of Maudud. As 11-Ghazi did not dare at this early stage

to refuse the sultan altogether nor to oppose his army, he did

send troops, but under the leadership of his son Ayaz, not

himself. He was the only amir summoned to fight who did not

1
appear in person.

The murder of Maudud in 507/1113-42 removed one powerful
animosity between Mu?ammad and 11-Ghazi would be in 498/
1104-5 when Muhammad dismissed 11-Ghazi from the office of
shiyna of Baghdad after he had shifted his allegiance to

his brother Berk-Yarugqg.

For an account of this campaign, see Ibn al-Qalanisi, who
gives the date as 504/1110-1 (op.cit.,174-5) and Ibn al-Athir,
who has two versions (X, 340-1 and Atab.18). In the Kamil

he records the episode under the year 505/1111-2.

It was on this campaign that Sukman al-Qu?bi died. According
to Ibn al-Athir, I1-Ghazl made a surprise attack on his men
who were taking his body back to Akhlaf (ibid.3 see also

Ibn al-Furat,lf.54b.)

Ibn al-QalanisI, 187; Ibn al-Athir, X, 347-8; Michael the
Syrian, 216; Matthew of Edessa, 285-6; al-‘Azimi, 382;

Anon. Syr.Chrom., 85. According to Fink, Maudud of Mosul
was motivated by religious idealism in his offensives against
the Franks (H.S. Fink, "Mawdud of Mosul, Precursor of

Saladin," The Muslim World, XLIII (1953), 18-27. Sivan

refutes his claims saying that Fink does not give convincing



rival from I1-GhazI's path but in the event its consequences were
to fan still further his resentment against Muhammad. I1-Ghazl
had already been ignored once by the sultan when the latter had
appointed Maudud as governor of Mosul. Now, in 508/1114-5, the
sultan replaced Maudud with Agq-Sonqur al-Bursqu, the man who
had taken over l1-Ghazi's position as shihna in Baghdad.1 I1-
Chazi's short-lived attempt at conformity with the sultan's
wishes had proved fruitless, and he refused to answer the next

call to arms from the sultan.,

In 508/1114-5 Aq-Sonqur al-Bursuqi went to Mardin and forced
the reluctant amir to submit to the sultan's authority. The most
11-Chazi would concede was to hand over a body of troops under
his son, Ayaz. Aq-Sonqur did not accepé this insult lightly. He
subsequently arrested Ayaz and plundered the countrjside around

2

Mardin.© I1-Ghazl enlisted help from his nephew, Da’ud of Hisn

3 By this

Kaifa, fought and defeated Aq-Sonqur and freed Ayaz.
defeat of Aq-Sonqur al-Bursuqi, t1-Ghazi's transparently half-

hearted support of the sultan had given way to open defiance.

At this juncture, 11-Ghazi apparently began to fear the wrath

of the sultan, even in the security of his fortress at Mardin,

evidence that Maudud attempted to give his campaigns a

religious character (op. cit., 56, n.8).

1, Ibn al-Athir, X, 350-1; Sibt b. al-Jauzi, 52.

2. Ibn al-Athir, X, 351.

3. Ibn al-Athir, X, 352; Michael the Syrian, 216-7; Matthew

of Edessa, 287; Ibn al-Azraq, ed. ‘Awa?, 284.

129
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especially after he received threatening letters from Muhammead.
Seeking an ally with a similar outlook, he fled to Tagh-Tegin in
Damascus and joined forces with him.1 Togh-Tegin had just cause

to believe that he had incurred the sultan's displeasure after
Maudud had been murdered in the previous year whilst in his company
at Damascus. Although the blame for the assassination had been
placed as usual on the Ismzfilis, some of the chroniclers suggest

Tagh-Tegin's own complicity in the deed.2

The alliance formed by l1-Ghazi and Tagh-Tegin in 508/1114-5
was of long duration and mutually beneficial. Together they made

3 and awaited the

a treaty that same year with Roger of Antioch
arrival of the combined forces of the sultan sent out under a new
general, Bursuq. The twin objectives of this campaign were to
quell the pride of 11-Ghazi and to prosecute the jihad against
the Franks.4 The order of priorities is significant here. After
t1-Ghazi, Togh-Tegin and Roger of Antioch had assembled their

troops and Bursuq's army had arrived near Aleppo, no battle

actually took place., After eight days, Bursuq retreated, fell

1. Michael the Syrian, 217; Ibn al-Athir, X, 352.

2.  Tbn al-Athir, X, 352; Matthew of Edessa, 285. Sibt b. al-
Jauzi mentions the rumour but rejects it as untrue (gp.cit.,
51). 1Ibn al-Qalanisi, as the Damascus chronicler and from
a viewpoint of warm enthusiasm for Tagh-Tegin, places the
blame squarely on the Isma‘ilis and emphasises Tagh-Tegin's
profound grief at Maudud's death (op. cit., 187).

3. Ibn al-Athir, X, 352; Matthew of Edessa, 292.

4. Ibn al-Athir, X, 356-7T.
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into an ambush set by Roger at a place called Danith, and was

defeated. The battle took place in Rabi‘II 509/September 1115.

This serious defeat of an army sent out under the auspices
of the sultan appears to have aroused feelings of guilt and fear
in Togh-Tegin and perhaps in }1-Ghazi too. Tagh-Tegin in Damascus
was closer to Frankish territories and had more to lose from a
complete break with the Saljuqs. He therefore broke off his
alliance with Roger and made his peace with Sultan Mu}.lammad.2
It seems that Togh-Tegin was not asked to break off relations
with }1-Ghazi as the price of peace; he may even have spoken up
for 11-Ghazi at Baghdad. }1-Ghazi did not feel the same pressures
as his ally, although he did not fight again on the same side as
the Franks. He apparently saw no'need to seek pardon from the
sultan since he had no cause to fear any more reprisals.3
Nevertheless he did not provoke the sultan further by continued
defiance. He waited until the sultan's death at the end of 511
and then sent his son, Temar-Tash, to Mu?ammad's successor,
1. Matthew of Edessa, 292; Usama, tr. Hitti, 102-6.
2. Ibn al-Qalanisi, 193; Sibt b. al-Jauzi, 55-6; Ibn al-

Athir, X, 360.
3. Runciman mentions only Ta@gh-Tegin's reconciliation with

Sultan Muhammad (op., cit., 133). Stevenson, on the other

hand, states that "Ilgazi and Tugtakin both effected their

reconciliation with the sultan™ (op. cit., 100). There

would appear to be no evidence of this rapprochement in the

chronicles. Indeed, it would be more consistent if Il-

Ghazi made no move towards the sultan.
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Ma?mﬂd, with whom no doubt he hoped to have more friendly but

indirect relations.1 i

For his part, after Danith Sultan Mu?ammad made no other
serious attempts to quell the ambition of Il1-Ghazl not did he send
out another large army into Syria. il-Ghazi's rebellious stance
had prevented direct interference by the Saljuq sultan in his
affairs, if somewhat belatedly (the sultan died in 511/1118 and
$1-Ghazi himself in 516/1122), and had permitted him to establish
his own small but independent territory in the Jazira. After
Mu?ammad's death, and the succession problems that ensued, I1-Chazi
wielded genuine power in his own right. PFrom the viewpoint of the
external enemies of Saljuq power in the Near East, especially the
Franks, and the Georgians, who had begun harassing the northern
borders of Mu?ammad's territories,2 the sultan's struggles to
impose order within his empire by disciplining ggigs like il-GhEzI
successfully diverted Mu?ammad's attention away from their own
activities, wasted his valuable time and energy and prevented him

from undertaking serious military action against them.

These reflections prompt a somewhat critical assessment of the
role of Sultan Muhammad., Muhammad has been praised by Muslim

chroniclers who see him as a strong ruler who brought order and

1. Ibn al-Athir, X, 418.
2. Ibn al—QalEnisI, 168; M.F, Brosset, Histoire de la Géorgie

(St. Petersburg, 1858) I, 358-361; Ibn al-Azraq, Ms. A,

£.161b; Ibn al-Athir, X, 398-9.



GRS ERCE) . 133

el

unity to a decaying state, torn apart by internal strife.1 Whilst
fortune favoured him by the absence of any strong rival claimants
to the throne, his efforts to establish his authority over his
ggi;s, especially il-GhazI and Taegh-Tegin, were remarkably
unsuccessful. Fear of reprisals by Mu?ammad may have dogged the
steps of these two rebels but it did not generally deter them
from continuing to pursue their own independent policies. Once
Maudud had been killed, and two successive armies from Mosul had
been defeated, one by I1-Ghazl himself and one by the Franks at
DEnIth, Sultan Mu?ammad's hold on affairs in Syria and Jazira
became seriously enfeebled. His death provided the opportunity
for even more independent actions by the amirs of the Jazira and

Syria.2

Although his turbulent relationship with Mu?ammad looms
large in t1-Ghazi's career from the fall of Jerusalem onwards,
that career may also be viewed as a continual effort by 11-Ghazi
to establish himself in the area of Diyar Bakr and to extend his

sphere of influence in the surrounding area. The process by which

1. Bundarl, 134; al-Husaini, 82; Ibn Khallikan, Wafayat al-
A:igé, (Cairo, 1310) II, 47. The latter two writers praise
Muhammad's efforts against the Isma‘ilis.

2, It is difficult to agree with Turan's view that "Sultan
Mahmud inherited a strong state from his father, Sultan

"
Muhammad" (0. Turan, Selcuklular Tarihi ve Turk Islam

Medeniyeti, 182). A closer analysis of the period would

indicate that at least in the west Sultan Muhammad's

authority had been seriously undermined by I1-Ghazi and
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he acquired territory must have been arduous and complex. The
difficulty of holding onto any city or citadel in a land where the
central government barely controlled the contending local warlords
was a perennial one in the medieval périod. But at this time it
was exacerbated by the presence in Diyar Bakr of the nomadic or
semi-nomadic Turcoman groups from whose ranks }1-Ghazi had come.
The two major exigencies of nomadic existence had to be satisfied:
one was grazing lands for their flocks, the other was booty. The
inherent mobility of nomadic life, and the raids necessary to

make a livelihood, explain on the one hand the vast geographical
area, extending from Jerusalem to Tiflis, from Aleppo to Igfahan,
which was covered by t1-Ghazi and his Turcomans, and on the

other highlight some of the difficulties they must have experienced

in becoming entrenched in one specific geographical area.

The area which I1-GhazI had selected for his territory was
Diyar Bakr. He had probably visited it with his father, Artuq,
who took part in Ibn Jahir's campaign to seize Mayyafariqin in
the name of Malik-Shah, stamp out the Marwanids and take their
treaaures.1 The territory of Diyar Bakr was eminently suitable
for Il-Ghazi's purposes, His brother had possesaion of Hisn

Kaifa and Mardin and other members of the Artuqid family were
Tagh-Tegin. At best, he left a state strong in the central
area of his empire only. For a balanced assessment of
Sultan Muhammad, cf. C.E. Bosworth, "The Iranian World"

113'-'4.

1. Ibn al-Azraq, ed. ‘Awad, 208.
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there too.1 Diyar Bakr had good grazing lands as well as a chain
of citadels which had existed since early Islamic times to man

the frontier against Byzantium.2 Moreover the area was conveniently
far from the heartland of Saljuq power and this made it fairly

safe from interference on the part of the central government.

The interplay between the settled areas - the cities of
Mardin, Mayyafariqin and other smaller Artuqid possessions - and
Il-GhazI's Turcomans must have been violent and disruptive,
although the custom of the times demanded that a city should be
protected by its citadel, held by some armed force. The sources

3 Aleppo4 and

abound with examples of cities such as Tiflis,
Mayy;fariqin desperately seeking military protection from
various Turcoman and other leaders, since to be defenceless was

even more of a disaster than to be ruled despotically.5

1. Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, £.160Db; ‘Awag, op, cit., 269.

2. These are listed by Ibn Shaddad (Marsh 333, ff.65a-b).

3. According to Ibn al-Azraq, the people of Tif1is had already
sought the protection of the Saljuq malik, Toghril, in
Arran, but in 515/1121-2, as his help had proved inadequate,
they asked I1-Ghazl to come (Ms.A, f.161a).

4, Aleppo had a succession of rulers after the death of Ri?wan
in 507/1113-4. The initiatife for their taking command
frequently came from influential citizens, especially Ibn
al-Khashshab.

5. This attitude was shown by the people of Aleppo who finally
asked 11-Chazl to take over control of their city in 511/

1117-8. He was clearly their last resort (Ibn al-‘Adim,

Zubda, 185).
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Ibn al-Azraq is an unreliable source for any assessment of
the effect of il-Gh;z{ and his Turcomans on the cities he owned.
His testimony is blatantly pro-Artuqid, since he worked for 11-
Ghazi's son, Temﬁr-Tash, who incidentally receives far more
eulogies than his father. The changes which Ibn al-Azraq claims
that }1-Ghazi made are therefore intrinsically suspect but they
are nonetheless revealing. t1-Ghazi is said to have abolished
billeting in the houses of Mayygf;riqin, most of which was in
ruins, and to have made the countryside safe from robbers who
-plundered the caravans in the immediate area of the town.1
There is, however, no reason to assume that in the years 502-516/
1108-1122, when }1-Ghazi's centre of operations was Diyar Bakr,
there was any improvement in the uneasy relationship between his
Turcoman troops and the local inhabitants. The detailed
description given by Ibn al-Athir of one turbulent incident at
Baghdad during 11-Ghazi's time as shi}.ma2 is probably a more
accurate picture of the impact of the Turcomans on Mardin,
Mayygfariqin and Aleppo than that implied by Ibn al-Azraq's

bland eulogies. The real beginnings of a fruitful relationship

1. Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, f.161a.

2. In Rajab 495/April-May 1102, whilst il-GhEzI was away from
Baghdad, some 6f his men wanted to cross the Tigris., A
sailor who took a long time to answer their request for a
boat was promptly killed. The murderer, who was seized by
the populace, was then rescued by 11-Ghazi's son, whilst
the townspeople threw stones at the Turcomans. Although

the hajib al-bab seized those people who were involved in

the incident, il-GhEzI was not satisfied. He went over to
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between the Turcomans and the people of the cities ruled by the

Artuqid family must have been made in the reign of Temgr-Tash,

who held on to Mayyafariqin and Mardin for thirty years. Genuine

sedentarisation of course took very much longer than a éingle

. 1
generation.,

After acquiring Mardin around 502/1108-9, il-GhEzi must have

wielded power unofficially in Mayyafariqin t00° and his grip on

1.

2.

the sailors' quarter and pillaged it.

The story did not end there. Some of I1-Ghazi's men were

killed; still more were drowned crossing the river. Only
the efforts of the caliph, who sent the chief gégi, with

a professor from the Nigamiyya madrasa, prevented 11-Ghazi
from taking more retaliatory measures on the western side

of Baghdad (Ibn al-Athir, X, 231-2.)

Cf, S. Vryonis, Jr., The Decline of Medieval Hellenism in

Asia Minor and the Process of Islamization from the

Eleventh through the Fifteenth Century, (Berkeley, Los

Angeles and London, 1971), 143-288,

The fate of Mayyafariqin need not necessarily, of course,
have been linked to that of Mardin. Mayyafariqin had

been the centre of Marwanid power, whereas under Qilich
Arslan b. Sulaiman b.Qutlumush the town had been ruled
from Malatya. It was subsequently taken over by Sukman
al-Qu?bI, who ruled it from Akhlaf. It was therefore no
novelty for the fortunes of Mayyafariqin to be linked with

those of a neighbouring city ruled by a dominant power.
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the city must have tightened after the death of its overlord,

Sukman al-Qutbi, in 504/1110-1. The official date given by Ibn
al-Azraq for his acquisition of the city is 512/1118-9.1 The
vulnerability of the hinterland of this city after Sukman al-
Qufbi's death was soon revealed, as "despotic hands reached out"

to snatch whatever territory they could.2 Prominent amongst the
claimants for this temporarily ungoverned territory was il-GhEzf
himself, who by that time had probably established himself as

the overlord of the other ggigs in that area. These included Toghan
Arslan of Arzan and Bitlis, who answered his call to arms on the

3 and Amir Ibrahim, the lord of Amid.?

Tiflis campaign, The more

recent rulers Qf Mayyifﬁriqin had been local ggigs and it must

have seemed natural for the pattern to continue. Thus in 498/

1104-5 Qilich Arslan of Malatya had entered Mayyafariqin and

received oaths of allegiance from the local amirs alreadyA

1. Ibn al-Azraq is very specific on the date of Il-Ghazi's
acquisition of Mayyafariqin: 14 Jumada II, 512 (Ms.A,
£.161a). According to Ibn al-Athir, however, 11-Ghazi
received Mayyafariqin in 515/1121-22 (X, 418)., This may
well have been only the formalisation of his de facto rule
over the city.

2. Ibn al-Azraq, ed. ‘Awa?, 283.

3. Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, f£.161b.

4. Ibn al-Azraq lists the local princelings of Diyar Bakr
(ed. ‘Awad, 272). They include Qizil Arslan of Is‘ird,

Shahrukh of Hani and Ibrahim of Amid.



established in the area.1 After Qilich Arslan had drowned in
the Khabur in 500/1105-6 Sukman al-Qutbi had assumed overall
control of Diyar Bakr from his centre at Akhl'a'.t.2 With his death

the most likely choice was Il-Ghazi.

t1-chazi's centre of-power was clearly Mardin. The sources
refer to him constantly as lord of Mardin and it was a key city
for him to hold in view of his predominant political interests
in Diyar Bakr-and the Jazira. The area of Diyar Bakr seems to
have held considerable appeal to Artuq and his sons and Mard{n,
in particular, became the principal base for il-GhEzi, the place
to which he always returned, no matter how far afield he campaigned.
Sukmaﬁ, the brother of Il-GhEzi, had already in 490/1096-7
specified the future Artuqid connection with the area. Declaring
his intention to march first on Diyar Bakr and take it from the
rebels who had seized it, he announced:- "Once strengthened in

3 yardIn was the

that country, I will leave my family there".
key to the continuance of Artuqid power after his death. If he
had chosen Aleppo instead, his family name would probably have

sunk without trace.

I1-GhazI at Aleppo

I1-GhazI showed an unfortunate lack of judgement in his two
major attempts to secure territory outside Diyar Bakr. His first

1. Ibn al-Azraq, ed. ‘Awag, 272.

2. Ibid., 275.

3, Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 129.

139
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blunder was his involvement in the affairs of the city of Aleppo.
After the Crusaders had gained possession of Tripoli in 502/
1108=9, a rough equilibrium had been established in Northern

Syria. This uneasy balance was liable to be disturbed at any
moment if Aleppo acquired a new ruler, Muslim or Frank. This
city therefore became the focal point for the ultimate hegemony

in Northern Syria. At first, 11-Ghazl was only one of many chiefs
interested in possessing Aleppo but by a series of complicated
events, described in detail in Ibn al-‘Adim,1 he became master of
the city in 511/1117-8. According to Ibn al-fAdim, the townspeople

sent for his help only very reluctantly, as a desperate measure.

Aleppo was a vital strategic point but, as indicated above,
it was dangerous to own, especially as the Franks, now masters
of Antioch and Edessa, became increasingly aggressive; and its
economy was in a lamentable state. Although the other cities
owned by I1-Chazi - Mardin and Mayyafiriqin - had been subjected
to constant changes of government and their surrounding country-
side had been ravaged,3 the plight of Aleppo seems to have been
especially pitiful. It had fallen prey to the depredations of
the Turcomans some thirty or forty years earlier and had been

continually ha rassed thereafter.4 According to Ibn al-‘AdIm,

1.  Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 180-6.

2. nThe inhabitants, despairing of finding support from any
Muslim prince, decided to send deputations ... to il—GhEzi"
(Tbn a1-‘Adim, ibid., 189

3. Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, f.161a.

4. Cf. S. Zakkar, The Emirate of Aleppo 1004-1094, (Beirut

1971), 186-234.
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11-Ghazi was not the Aleppans' first choice of protector though
they desperately needed someone to guarantee the security of the
city.1 Nor was his first attempt at gaining possession of the
city successful.2 He departed, leaving his son Temiur-Tash behind,

3

according to some sources as a hostage.” On his second entry into

4

Aleppo, however, 11-Ghazl gained access to the citadel” and

managed to make himself acceptable as the new ruler of the city.

Reference has already been made to the numerous vicissitudes
experienced by the once prosperous city of Aleppo in the previous
two decades. A succession of rulers - Tutush, Ri?wﬁn, Alp Arslan
al-Akhras, Sulfan-ShEh (the two latter controlled by the eunuch
Iu’lu’) had taken the city ever further from centralised control
by the Saljuq government and by gross misrule had brought it to
a lamentable state. Thus the Aleppo which greeted Il-GhazI and
his Turcomans was not destined to exert a permanent appeal to
1. Nor was he the only ruler interested in acquiring Aleppo

(Ibn al-‘Adim, Jubda , 180).

2. In 511/117-8, 11-Ghazi was invited to come from Mardin and

rid the city of Aq-Somqur. On this first occasion, Il-

Ghazi was not able to gain access to the big citadel and

had to make do with the Qqal®at al-sharif (ibid., 179-80).

3. TIbn al-Athir, X, 373; Ibn al-Qalanisi, 199; al-‘AgImi, 384,

4, Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 185. Sivan says that the personal
intervention of Ibn al-Khashshab was needed before power
in Aleppo could be transferred to 11-Chazi (op. cit., 41,

citing Ibn Abi Tayyi®' in Ibn al-Furat, I., £f£.121b - 122b),



142

them. Above all, 11-Ghazi found the treasury empty.1 There was
nothing with which to satisfy his Turcoman supporters who had
come with him from Mardin. He stayed long enough to put the
affairs of the city in order, placed his son Temar-Tash in charge

as his deputy there and hastened back to Mardin. 2

In the period between his taking of Aleppo and his death in
516/1122, I1-GhazI seems to have visited the city regularly but

3 His choice of

never to have held it in particular esteem,
Mardin rather than Aleppo as the centre of his power was astute.
It would have been understandable had he opted for Aleppo, since
it was a large and prestigious city, far more significant than
Mardin on all counts. But it was much nearer the Franks' sphere
of operations, and the Isma‘ilis were very strong there. These
factors would quickly have made his tenure of the city precarious
and would have required a greater commitment on his part. As a
result his descendants would probably not have entrenched them-
selves so firmly in their chosen area.
1. According to Ibn al-Athir, the treasury in Aleppo was
empty because the eunuchs had shared out its contents
amongst themselves (op. cit., X, 372).
2. According to Ibn al-‘Adim, the revenues of Aleppo were not
adequate for the needs of I1-GhazI and his Turcomans.
He became estranged from the people of Aleppo and left
for Mardin (Zubda, 180).
3. $t1-Chagi's attitude to Aleppo is summed up by Ibn al-‘Adim

who says that the city was too weakened to be a suitable

place in which I1-Ghazi might live (ibid., 193).
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il-thz{, after the revolt of his son Sulaimgn, whom he had
left as his deputy in Aleppo during the Tiflis campaign, seems to
have made in 515/1121-2 a final bid for strong rule in Aleppo.
He allied himself with Ri?wan's family by marrying his daughter
and removed his own son from the role of deputy there, appointing
his nephew Sulaiman b. ‘Abd al-Jabbar in his stead. He tried to
give himself and the city a respite by concluding a truce with
the Franks for a whole year. But it was too late for the
Artuqids to keep a firm foothold in Aleppo. Temﬂr-Tash, who was
to suceed his father at Aleppo, lacked the grandiose territorial
ambitions of his father and was indifferent to the fate of the
city after I1-Ghazi's death. This indifference culminated in
his probably deliberate move of letting the city slip from his
hands. This was in fact a logical extension of the policy of
t1-Ghazi, who considered the city unsuitable to serve as his
base. The account which relates how on the way to Tiflis 11-
Chazl offered Aleppo to Dubais, his son-in-law, on condition
that he helped him on their return in a plan which 11-Ghazi had
to take Antioch, is an indication of the little value which 11-

- = 1
Chazi placed on his possession of the city.

Becoming involved in the affairs of Aleppo was exhausting
and unprofitable. Answering the appeals for help from the people
of Tif'iis,2 however, was an egregious error. Sultan Toghril,

1. The report that Dﬁbais joined in an attack on Aleppo after
$1-Ghazi's death reveals his continuing interest in the

city (Ibn al-‘Adim, Bughyat, 205).

2. Such is the version of Ibn al-Azraq (Ms.A, f.161a). Ibn
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who ruled in Arran,1 and who was therefore the nearest person to
whom the people of Tiflis might turn in trouble, had been
unsuccessful in curbing the incursions of King David the Restorer
into the aresa. il-Ghazi, whose reputation was at its height at
the time of the request for assistance from Tiflis, must have
been flattered by this appeal. Besides, Georgia w#s a frontier area,
well suited for someone who wanted - as I1-GhazI had consistently
done - to rule independently of the central power. He had the
requisite military strength, but an analysis of the exhausting
schedule of activities which preceded his departure for Georgia
reveals that he was foolhardy to undertake such a long journey
into unfamiliar terrain. He had campaigned early in his career
into parts of Armenia2 but it is very unlikely that he had pene-
trated Georgia itself. The resounding defeat which David and
his son Dimitri inflicted on 11-Ghazi and his army (the battle is

analysed in detail below) was a bitter humiliation from which

al-Qalanisi, on the other hand, relates that Il-Ghazl
embarked on the campaign to Tif1is in answer to a call from
Sultan Toghril (op.cit., 204-5). Cf. also Matthew of Edessa, 304,
1. Toghril was the brother of Sultan Ma?mﬁd. He had first ruled
in the area of Zanjan (Bundari, 134; al-gusainf, 90). 1In
514/1120-1 he rebelled against Mahmud and took Ganja (Ibn
al-Athir, X, 383-5).
2. Minorsky, citing Vardan, states: "In 1092 famine visited
Armenia, and then the country was invaded by Al-Khazi (E1-
Ghazi b. Artug). The latter, with 7,000 men, reached Ani but

the Pahlavid Grigor slew his giant brother and the aggressors

were beaten off"  (Studieg in Caucasian History [;ondon,
1953], 82).
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11-Ghazi's pride did not recover. Most of his men were killed
or taken prisoner and he escaped with Dubais and a small band

of followers to Mardin..

Ibn al-Azraq's account of the Tiflis campaign is the most
detailed one by a Muslim author. Ibn al-Qalanisi attempts to
soften this defeat by the assertion that the Muslim troops were
vitorious initially but were then routed by the Georgians.2

3 In

Other writers have based their accounts on Ibn al-Azraq.
fact, the description of the battle between David and 11-Ghazi is

one of the few sections of the Tarikh Mayyafariqin wa Amid where

greater credence may be placed on Ibn al-Azraq than on other more

reliable historians of the time.

It was typical of I1-Ghazi's unco-ordinated, almost frenetic,
military activity in the last years of his life that he should
have allowed himself to be tempted to undertake the Jjourney to
Pif1is. Instead of acquiring the abundant booty and other
material gain which no doubt to a great extent motivated the
campaign, 11-Chazi sustained considerable losses of men and
possessions. Whether 11-Ghazi seriously contemplated a government
of his own in Tiflis is difficult to say. The Tif1is episode
may well have been regarded as a mere military operation, with
the lure of booty for his men and the chance of another glorious

victory for I1-Ghazi, whose swollen pride is mentioned by the

1. Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, f£.161b.

2. Op. cit., 204-5.
3. Sibt b. al-Jauzi, 101-2; Abu’ 1-Mahasin, RHC III, 499.
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hostile Christian sources.1 This same sentiment may well have
inspired I1-Ghazl briefly with a vision of his rule over a
principality extending from Aleppo to TiflIs. If so, the dream

was soon shattered.

I1-Ghazi's military ability

(a) His relationship with the Turcomans

11-Ghazi depended for his military strength on his bands of
Turcomans who, according to the sources, were based in the area
around Mardin.2 I11-Ghazi would embark on a campaign in the spring

and would return with his Turcomans in the autumn to Mardin.

The Turcomans were known to be fierce fighters and presented
a spectacle which excited and fascinated the oniooker. Ibn al-

Athir describes them thus:-

"Each of them would come with a bag containing flour

3

and mutton®.

Ibn al-QalEnisi likens them to birds and beasts of prey:-

"He (Tagh-Tegin) found the Turkmens already assembled
thither from every quarter and every direction in

vast numbers and manifest strength, as lions seeking

1. Anon. Syr. Chron., 89; Matthew of Edessa, 304.

5. Sibt b. al-Jauzi, 73; Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 193.

3. Op. cit., X, 400.



their prey and gerfalcons hovering over their

victims."1

‘While they were renowned for their undoubted fighting powers,
the Turcomans were also known to be unruly and wayward. They were
motivated only by lust for plunder.2 Any leader who depended on
Turcoman troops therefore had to have the funds to pay them
promptly; at the very least he had to be assured of ample booty

in the campaign undertaken.

il-GhEzi's relationship with his Turcomans moulded his
career, to his advantage and detriment alike. The chronicles
agree that he possessed an unusual power over them and that he
inspired loyalty and devotion from them. Michael the Syrian says

3 Already in

that the Turcomans "were very docile to I1-Chazi".
499/1105-6 when I1-Ghazl was shihne of Baghdad, Ibn al-Athir
describes him as strengthened by the large number of Turcomans
who had joined his service.® 1In Ramagan of that year Il-Ghazi,
accompanied by 10,000 horsemen, went with Malik Ridwan of Aleppo
on his campaign to take Na§ibzn. Through the machinations of
Chokermish, Ri?win turned against I1-GhazI and placed him in
chains., When the news of the capture of 11-Ghazi reached his

" Turcomans they were so enraged at the treatment meted out to

their leader that they attacked Ridwan's men, plundering and
1. Ibn al-Qalanisi, tr. Gibb, 159,

2. Ibn al-Athir, X, 400.

3. Op. cit., 217.
4. TIbn al-Athir, X, 280.
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pillaging livestock and other possessions.1

The behaviour of the Turcoman troops after a victory in
battle could be disciplined and restrained under Il1-Chazi's
command. There was not always a wild rush for booty. After the
victory over Roger of Antioch at Balé?, for example, the Turcoman
chiefs came bearing their spoils to il-GhEzi, who had taken over
Roger's tent. He allowed the chiefs to retain what-booty they
had taken, reserving for himself only a few items, to present as
gifts to other rulers.zv If such calculated generosity was
typical of his dealings with his Turcomans, their loyalty to him

would not be surprising.

On the other hand, il-GhEzi's operations were also seriously
curtailed by his use of Turcoman troops. Since the Turcomans
could be persuaded to participate in a campaign only if there
was the prospect of booty, I1-Chazi was unable to consolidate his
gains in a given area. Once a battle was finished, the Turcomans
were unwilling to linger. They wished to return to Mardin
straight after the battle with their spoils. According to Ibn
al-Athir, I1-GhazI never embarked on long campaigns against the
Franks. Every hour mattered, since the Turcomans were anxious
to return as quickly as possible. 1In fact, if the campaign became

prolonged, they would disperse as he had no money to give them.3

1. Ibn al-Athir, X, 280.
2, Ibn al-Adim, Zubda, 190.

3. Ibn al-Athir, X, 400.
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It is clear from such}comments, and from the evidence
implicit in the sources, that even on campaign the aims of Il-
Ghazi and his Turcomans were not always very compatible. But in
times of peace the Turcomans were apt to be a much greater
obstacle. They would never be able to share in the ambition of
t1-Ghazi (or any other like-minded ggig) to establish a permanent
principality somewhere. Settling in a given area would mean that
the interests of its inhabitants would, economically speaking,
coincide broadly with those of their ruler. They could not be
plundered like the enemy. In time fhe Turcomans would therefore
have to travel increasingly further afield in search of booty,
for after a comparatively short period they would systematically
have laid waste the border areas. Alternatively, they would
have had to settle on the land, a process which might take

generations to be accomplished.

The Turcoman response to the empty treasury at Aleppo
exercised a great influence on Il-Ghazi's attitude to that city
and made him leave for Mardin, earlier perhaps than he had
intended,’ Furthermore, the blame for I1-GhdzI's failure to
take Antioch after his victory at Balaf may be attributed at
least in part to the Turcomans. They refused to stay on after
the battle and thus rendered Il-Ghazi incapable of moving on to
Antioch, which as Ibn al-QalEnisi stresses lay defenceless after
the death of Roger at Balaf.z Their short-term tactics thus

foiled any possible long-term strategy which I1-Ghazi may have

1. Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 180.

5. Tbn al-QalanisI, 201. This point is also made by Ibn al-

¢adim (Zubda, 191).
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p lanned,

Despite il-GhEzI's much-vaunted power over his Turcoman
bands and their crucial role in his one major victory at Balat,
there are signs that a rift was developing between him and them.
As early as the period before Balay, when Tegh-Tegin and 11-Ghazi
were planning joint operations against the Franks, they discussed
the unreliability of the Turcomans and they both weht personally
to Mardin to attempt to persuade the Turcomans to take part in

the forthcoming campaign:-

"It was agreed between them that the amir Najm al-Din
I1-Ghazi b. Ortuq, for the better executing of his
undertaking, should proceed to Mardin in order to
assemble the Turkmens from his provinces, and urge
them-to destroy the factions of infidelity and

error. It was considered desirable that the amir
Zahir al-Din [Togh-Tegin| should go with him to
reinforce their purpose and facilitate the

realization of their hopes."1

A widening gulf between the Saljugs of Iran and the Turcomans
had long been perceptible and had led to friction and misunder-
standing. Such a gulf was inevitable as the Saljugs assumed
the trappings of Islamic rulers in the Persian style, thus
divorcing themselves from the Turcomans\on whose military support
they had depended and to whose ranks they had initially belonged.

The same development may well have occurred gradually with Il-

1. Ibn al-Qalanisi, tr. Gibb, 158-9.



Ghazi and his Turcomans, as their interests diverged and I1-Ghazi

developed a taste for wider political power.

Such a development is impossible to prove. But certain
evidence which dates from I1-Ghazi's involvement in Aleppan affairs
deserves discussion at greater length in this context. As has
already been mentioned, the Turcomans found Aleppc wanting in
funds and urged il-GhEzI to return home to the area around
Mardin. Aleppo was not an attractive territory to the Turcomans.
It had been much more the arena of war than Diyar Bakr and was
still the focus for great military activity. Il—GhEzi, on the
othér hand, returned to Aleppo the following year and, as Ibn
al-QalEnisi states, spent some time with Tagh-Tegin persuading
the Turcomans to come with them.1 11-Ghazi's political aspirations
in Aleppo, where he had been invited to come after many factions

had been struggling for supremacy there, were clearly in conflict

with the Turcomans' desire to remain in Diyar Bakr.

It is at this point that, according to Sivan's interpretation,
t1-Ghazi made the first conscious use of jihad propaganda to
impose his authority over his Turcoman forces. The particular
occasion - before Balaf in 513/1119-202- made such an appeal
well-timed. $1-Chazi is accorded an important role in Sivan's
analysis of the gradual reawakening of the concept of Jjihad
amongst the Muslims in the early twelfth century.3 After

1. Ibn al-Qalanisi, 200.

2. Sivan, op. cit., 41.

3. Ibid., 32-43.
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explaining the factors which contributed to the absence of an
awareness of ilgég amongst the Muslims of Northern Syria at the
time of Frankish expansion and consolidation in the area in the
period 491-512/1097-1118, Sivan énalyses the beginnings of a
change of attitude in the face of increasing aggression on the
part of the Franks who were threatening to take Aleppo around

11183

Sivan asserts that in 1118, when 11-Ghazl came back to
Aleppo for the second time after the city had been under siege
from the Franks, and when he finally assumed control there, he
seems to have been in no way imbued with the zeal of a "warrior
of the faith". He had been an ally of the Franks in the past and
had been enticed into Aleppo only after the promise of considerable
financial rewards. The following year, with increasing pressure
on Aleppo from Roger of Antioch, however, I1-GhazI found himself
in a city in a ferment with the idea of jihad. He now realised
full well the use he could make of this "galvanising" idea to
boost the morale of his troops in this dangerous enterprise.2
The appearance of the gégi Ibn Khashshab before the assembled
Turcoman troops is seen by Sivan as the first instance of the
use of an official ligég propaganda in the Muslims' fight against
the Crusaders. Il-Ghazi made his amirs swear an oath "to do
their duty courageously, to fight heroically, and not to retreat,
even if they had to shed all their blood for the holy war".3
1. Sivan, op. cit., 39.

2. Ibid., 41.

3. Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 188.



After encountering initial indifference and even contempt,1
Ibn al-Khashshab brought "tears of ecstasy" to the eyes of the
Turcomans, who then went into battle and won a glorious victory

over the PFranks.

Sivan's evidence is certainly persuasive. It may well be
that I1-Ghazi had perceived the benefits of jihad propaganda

and used it to strengthen his flagging hold over his troops.2

The events of the following year are also significant. 1In
that year, 514/1120-1, 11-Ghazi crossed the Euphrates with his
men on a new campaign, having made the unusual prohibition that
they were not to pillage during the campaign. When some of his
men disobeyed, he punished them by shaving and hamstringing
them. At this point, his troops disbanded and deserted him,
leaviné him with only a small handful of men. It was very
fortunate for him that Tagh-Tegin came in time to save him from
Frankish attacks.> The sequel showed, then, that I1-Ghazi was
ill-advised to decree that his soldiers were not to pillage
during the campaign. His motives for teking this unusual step
are not clear. Perhaps he thought it would be wasteful to
pillage territory that would soon be his. Or perhaps he was
1. One Turcoman soldier is reported to have cried out, "Was

it to obey this man with a turban that we left our

courtry?" (Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 189).

2. This whole issue is discussed at greater length in this

chapter on pages 173 -5,

3, Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 195.
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determined that his men would concentrate their energies only on
fighting. Presumably he was confident that he could control them
with the promise of battle plunder, in place of the casual
pillaging of fields and livestock which was their normal practice.
But what most probably motivated his rash decree was a misplaced
confidence in his own abilities as a general, a confidence greatly

strengthened by his recent victory at Balat.

During the years 513/1119-20 and 514/1120-1, therefore, Il-
Ghazi's control over the Turcomans seems to have been slackening.
His troops were subsequently decimated in the Tiflis campaign
and it may well be that if the casualty figures were as high as
the chroniclers suggest1 I1-Ghazi's forces were irremediably
depleted. He engaged in no major offensive after Tiflis in 513/
1121-22, nor is there evidence that he was planning one, and he

died a year 1ater.2

f1-Ghazl - a military strategist?

It would be false to attribute to I1-GhazI a consistent,
well=planned military strategy, even in the period of his success
from 502-516/1108-1122. He took as allies known enemies of the
1. Tbn al-Azraq says that I1-Ghazl €scaped with only twenty

horsemen (Ms.B, f.103b).

5.  TFor accounts of the death of 11-Ghazi, cf. Bar Hebraeus,

250; al-‘Azimi, 389; Ibn al-Athir, X, 426; Ibn al-‘Adim,

Zubda, 206; Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, £.162b; S5ibt b, al-Jauzi,

103; Ibn al-Qalanisi, 208.
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Saljuq sultan Mu@ammad, such as Dubais. He also allied himself
with rulers who were near at hand, such as Togh-Tegin and Roger
of Antioch. But he played the same game of making and breaking
alliances as the other local chieftains in the struggle for power
in Northern Syria. f1-Ghazi's military abilities may be high-
lighted by a detailed analysis of his two major battles, Balat

in 513/1119 and Tiflis in 515/1121. These are well-documented.
They also represent victory and defeat and thus present a certain

balance,

In 513/1119 Aleppo stood in great danger of being taken by
the Franks after Roger of Antioch had harassed the area around
the city and captured Buza‘a. The peoplé of Aleppo summoned l1-
Chazi who came from Mardin in §afar 513/June 1119.1 Roger of
Antioch, ceding to pressure from the lords of Frankish castles
in the area around Aleppo - their territories were being
ravaged by I1-Ghazi - decided to fight albne. He positioned
himself in a valley at Balaf. Despite a marked numerical
superiority2 t1-Ghaz] seems to have been unsure whether to attack
or not, since he was awaiting the arrival of Togh-Tegin with
re-inforcements. Once again the pressing demands of his Turcoman
troops forced his hand and he attacked. His victory was inevitable,
for Roger had placed himself in an extremely vulnerable position
and did not expect 11-Ghazi to attack. The Turcomans rushed

into the valley from three sides at the same time and the Franks

1. Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 187.
2. The sources vary widely as to the quantities of troops on

both sides but it would appear that 11-Ghazi's men greatly

outnumbered Roger's.
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were powerless to resist. Roger was killed and the flower of the
Norman cavalry was cut down. Ibn al-Qalanisi writes that the
Turcomans swooped down like a flight of falcons wanting to protect
their nests1 and even the anonymous Christian writer of the

Syriac chronicle is moved to an unusual descriptive detail, saying
that the Turcomans showered arrows on the camp like clouds of

hail.®

It was a victory calculated to delight the Turcomans., It
had not taken long and afforded booty and prisoners. Yet 11-
Ghazi had been lucky that Roger had made a fatal blunder in
saliying forth too soon and in positioning himself so unwisely.
t1-Ghazi was fortunate too that he had allowed himself, against
his better judgement, to be swept along by the demands of his
troops for an early engagement with the enemy. Moreover, he had
enjoyed a considerable advantage in numbers. Lastly, the battle
had suited Turcoman military tactics and had not required the

talents of a gifted general.

It did require strategic ability, however, to plan the next
move in the territorial game and I1-GhazI lacked the military
acumen to méke it. The accession of Roger of Antioch had united
the Franks in Northern Syria. With his death, the Franks were
in disarray and Antioch lay defenceless. It is clear that the

people of Antioch were afraid that I1-Ghazi was coming to attack.

1. Op. cit., 201.

2. Op. cit., 88. For other descriptions of the battle, cf. Ibn

al-Adim, Zubda, 188-9 and Michael the Syrian, 204.
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They made what preparations they could' but 11-Ghazl did not

follow up the great opportunity that presented itself.

Instead his troops, following the time-honoured practices
of nomadic 1ife, dispersed with their booty and according to
western sources perpetrated a full-scale massacre of Frankish
prisoners.2 The Tufcomans would not contemplate further battles
and thus Antioch slipped from 11-Ghazi's hands. But it is not
even entirely clear that 11-Ghazi himself had intended to exploit
this rare opportunity. The sources say that he was unable to
fight for three weeks after the battle. According to some writers,

3

including Usﬁma, the illness was caused by excessive bouts of
drinking in celebration of his victory. Such a report would
accord ill with the image of a great strategist but it tallies
with earlier accounts of Muslim historians stressing the drunken
habits of Il-Ghazi. At all events, by the time he fought the
Franks again, in August, the outcome was indecisive; Baldwin had
had time to restore the morale of the Franks and forestall any

immediate threat to Antioch.4

t1-Chazi has incurred much opprobrium from modern historians

1. Runciman, op. cit., 151, citing Walter the Chancellor.

2. Ibid. Ibn al-‘Adim gives no indication that there was a particularly

barbarous massacre of Frankish prisoners. He simply states
that il#GhazI took ransom money from rich captives, killing
the rest (Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 193).

3. Usama, tr. Hitti, 149.

4. Runciman, op. cit., 154.



for his failure to follow up his victory at Balat by an attack on

Antioch., As Runciman expresses it:-

"The great Artuqid campaign fizzled out. It had
achieved nothing material for the Muslims, except
for a few frontier-posts and the easing of PFrankish

pressure on Aleppo."1

This kind of criticism is inappropriate to an analysis of il-
Ghazi, since it seems to endow him with an overall strategy, a
master plan, which extended beyond the immediate campaign with
which he was concerned at any time. This was manifestly not the
case with him or his contemporaries. They shifted their allegiance
to meet the demands of the moment. Il-GhazI would have needed
exceptional gifts of imagination, decisiveness and leadership to
have been able to exploit his sudden victory to the full. Zangi
and Nur al-Din may well have been endowed with such qualities but

they did not fall to the lot of Il-Ghazi.

The irony was that this unexpected triumph of his, achieved
by a fortunate concatenation of circumstances, should have been
the first major Muslim victory against the Franks, who called it

the ager sanguinis. With his Turcomans, this rebellious enemy

of the sultan had achieved a feat that had been denied to more
official campaigns mounted with the blessing of the sultan himself.

Some lines of al-‘Azimi express the extent of I1-Ghazi's prestige

1. Op. cit., 155.
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after Balat:-

"Say what you want, your wish will be granted. After

the Creator, our reliance is on you."1

It is all the more ironic, therefore, to reflect that after

Balat 11-Ghazi's career petered out dramatically.

t1-Ghazi did not, however, entirely lose sight of a possible
attack on Antioch. In 514/1120-1, he made for the city but it
was too late for him to recapture the victorious mood of the
previous year. He forbade his troops to pillage and had to
withdraw from the neighbourhood of Antioch, and it was at this
stage, as mentioned above, that his Turcomans, disgruntled at the
lack of plunder and money, left him in the lurch.2 It is
conceivable that I1-Ghazi still had his eye bn Antioch during
the Tiflis campaign in the following year, since he is‘reported
by one source (as noted above) to have sworn an oath with Dubais
that he would give him Aleppo, if Dubals would bring money and

troops to help him attack Antioch.3

When he returned from Tiflis in 515/1121, he was occupied
for some time with affairs at Aleppo, where his son, Sulaiman,

had risen up against him.4 The Franks could, therefore, continue

1. These lines are quoted in Ibn al-Athir, X, 390.
2. Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 195.
3. Ibid., 200.

4. This event is discussed in Chapter VIIIof this thesis.
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to consolidate their position in Northern Syria unhampered by

their principal opponent.

One source describes il-GhEzI before the Tiflis campaign as
"uplifted".1 Certainly the immediate consequence of his victory
at Balaf was a complacency expressed in an orgy of festivities
and this held him back from a sustained effort at Antioch. Soon
the news of Balaf was resounding throughout the Near East, and
it brought him glory. Robes of honour came from the caliph
and verses were penned in his honour. This new-found fame and
sense of his own achievement, coupled with the recent arrival of
Dubais - who brought great wealth and more troops - and with
the promise of future plunder in Georgia must have all contributed

to il-GhEzi's decision to answer the appeal from Tiflis.

Several accounts of the Tiflis campaign survive.2 Ibn al-
Qalanis{ is anxious to soften the humiliation of the Muslim
defeat. He relates that the Muslims were initially victorious
but that the Georgians subsequently routed them, inflicting great

3 Ibn al-Athir's short but factual account mistakenly puts

losses.

the campaign in 514/1120-1 but the protagonists are the same;

Toghril, Dubais and I1-Ghazi. Greater credence than usual may be

placed on Ibn al-Azraq's account. He himself visited Georgia some

thirty years after the battle and probably discussed it with

1. Anon. Syr. Chron., 89.

2. Ibn al-Athir, X, 398-9; Ibn al-Qalanisi, 204-5; Sibt b. al-
Jguzi, 101; Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, f.161a-b; Matthew of Edessa,
304-5; al-‘A?imI, 388; Anon. Syr. Chron., 89.

3, Ibn al-Qalanisi, 204-5.
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who only the year before had brought such glory to the Muslim
cause, was now lucky to escape with Dubais and a handful of men

and return in disgrace to Mardin. His men he could not save.

In defeat as in victory, then, I1-Ghazl showed little of the
military panache and resourcefulness of Zangi or Saledin. His
victory at Balaf had restored Muslim morale for a while but it
did not mark the beginning of a counter-Crusade, and it was quickly
balanced by an equally spectacular defeat, significantly enough
at Christian hands. I1-Ghazi lacked the qualities of a general,
though he was on the whole a good leader of Turcoman nomads.
Sultan Mu?ammad may have been influenced by his awareness of
I1-Ghazi's rash nature and military limitations, as well as by
their mutual animosity, when he systematically refused to appoint
I1-Ghazl as overall leader of his military campaigns, naming
instead Aq-Sonqur al-Bursuqi and then Bursuq b. Bursuq.

Subsequent events proved that his judgement was sound.
-Ghazi tical gbilit

I1-Ghazl was fortunate in the period from 502-513/1108-1120
in that his potential rivals were gradually eliminated. In 507/
1113-14 the murder of Maudud, the energetic governor of Mosul,
probably instigated by Tagh-Tegin, who was tired of Maudud's
interference in Syrian affairs and jealous of his military
successes, removed a skilful military commander from Sultan

Muhammad, and one who might conceivably have quelled I1-Ghazi.

In the immediate area of Mardin, Qilich Arslan, to whom the
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-t

ggigs of Diyar Bakr had declared their allegiance in 498/1104-5,
had been defeated in battle and drowned.2 The career of Sukman
al-QuPbi, which, as noted above, had advanced smoothly thanks to
a policy of strict adherence to the sultan's commands, reached
its apogee when he took Mayyafariqin, now without an overlord,

3

in 502/1108-9.” He had already ruled the area around Akhlat and

the local princelings thought it prudent to declare suzerainty

4 It is significant that Sukman took possession of

to him,
Mayyafariqin in the same year as il-GhEzi gained Mardin, already
in the hands of his family. It seems likely that both had their
eyes on Mayyafariq{n and that by seizing it first Sukman was
underlining his dominance in Diyar Bakr, Their peaceful co-
existence was virtually impossible. Fortunately for Il-Ghazi,

2 and thereby vacated the overlordship

Sukman died soon afterwards,

of Diyar Bakr for his rival. Ibn al-Athir describes the raid

which il-GhazI led on Sukman's men as they returned to Akhlaf

with their master's doffin.6' This was not merely an attempt to

obtain plunder but was a deliberate move to destroy Sukman's

1. Ibn al-Azraq, ed. ‘Awag, 272,

2, sibt b. al-Jauzi, 17-18.

3. Sukman al-Qutbi fought on Muhammad's side in 496/1102-3
(Ibn al-Athir, X, 247-8) and in 498/1104-5 (ibid., 264). Ibn
al-Azraq relates his taking possession of Mayyafariqin (op.
cit., ed. ‘Awa?, 274-5).

4., Ibid.

5. For the death of Sukman al-Qutbi, cf. Ibn al-Athir, Atab., 18;

Sibt b. al-Jauzi, 36,
6. Ibid. Cf. also Ibnal-Furat, f£.54b (apud Cahen, "Le Diyar Bakr", 233).
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troops and thereby weaken the power of the principality nearest
his own. Although the attack on Sukman al-Qu?b{'s troops was
unsuccessful, Sukman's son, Ibrahim, never offered a serious
threat to 11-Ghazi's growing power in Diyar Bakr. The struggle
for power within the Artuqid family itself, and especially between
1t1-Ghazi and his brother's son, Ibrahim b. Sukman, seems to have
been resolved with the death of Ibrahim around 502/1108-9.

For a short time Sukman had ruled Mardin and Hisn Kaiszjointly.
Ibrahim had wished to do likewise after his father's death in
498/1104-5, when he inherited Mardin and ruled it from Hisn

Kaifa. Thereafter, when il-GhEzi came to Diyar Bakr, dismissed
from his post as shi?na and without obvious territorial possessions,
there must have been a struggle for control of Mardin betweep him
and Ibrahim, culminating in Ibrahim's death. Ibrahim's brother,

3 whilst I1-Ghazi ruled at Mardin.

Da'ud, then took Hisn Kaifa,
Thus these fwo cities, the cornerstones of Artuqid power, began
to be ruled separately, a pattern which was to continue for a
long time, After the death of Ibrahim, I1-GhazI wielded supremacy
1. Ibn al-Azraq writes that Ibrahim succeeded Sukman, his
father, but he does not give a date for Ibrahim's death
(ed. ‘Awa?, 269; Ms.A, £.160b).
2. Sukman had acquired Hisn Kaifa after he had helped Musa in
a campaign against ChB8kermish in 495/1101-2 (Ibn al-Athir,
X, 235). He gained possession of Mardin sometime between
this date and his own death, after ‘Ali, the wali of its

citadel, had invited him to take the town (ibid., 270).

3, Ibn al-Azraq, ed. ‘Awad, 269.
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over the Artuqid family.  The amir whose power most nearly
approached his own was his nephew Da’ud, whose subordinate status
may be inferred from the fact that he sent troops to 11-Ghazi

when he was called upon to do so.2

il-GhEz{'s relationship with his two most prominent sons,
Temur-Tash and Sulaiman, will be discussed in Chapter VIII.
His nephew, Da’'ud of Hisn Kaifa, seems to have maintained good
relations with 11-Ghazi and not to have interfered with his uncle's
territorial ambitions. Such deference and restraint were not
evident once I1-Ghazi had died, for the two cousins, Da’ud and
Temar-Tash, were destined to clash on several occasions in their
power struggle in Diyar Bakr. Another of I1-Ghazi's nephews,
Balak, is mentioned as his constant companion in arms in the last
year of I1-Ghazi's life and seems to have possessed greater force
1. The struggle between Il-Ghazi and his brother's son,

Sukman, epitomises a major problem of succession amongst

the ruling Turcoman families; namely whether a bréther of the

eldest son should inherit territories. After the death of

Alp Arslan in 465/1072, Qavurt, his brother, claimed the

greater right to the inheritance whereas alik-Shah adduced

the argument "A brother doesAnot inherit where there is a

son" (Bosworth, op.cit., 88). In this unresolved

inheritance problem the outcome usually depended on a

trial of strength.
2. I1-Ghazl called on his nephew to help him fight Agq-Songur

al-Bursuql in 508/1114-15 (Michael the Syrian, 216-7;

Matthew of Edessa, 287; Ibn al-Athir, X, 352).



of personality and energy than either the wayward, frivolous
Sulaiman or the more docile Temur-Tash. Certainly, from the
viewpoint of the continuation of jihad against the Franks, Balak
was 11-Ghazi's heir, not his sons. Balak's qualities as a
warrior were recdgnised by more than one medieval historian. He

died, however, soon after his uncle in 518/1124,.

Between 502/1108-9 and 511/1117-8, 11-GhazI managed to
entrench himself at Mardin and extend his sphere of influence
over the amirs in the surrounding area. After the death of

Sultan Muhammad in 511/1118 and the succession quarrels that

ensued, the Jazira was at last freed from the interference of the

Saljuq sultans. il-GhEzi now wielded genuine power in his own
right. Even a hostile source such as the Anonymous Syriac
Chronicle cannot deny the extent of Il-Ghazi's prestige and

power just before his death:-

"Ghazi had become powerful and was uplifted because

he ruled his own land, that of his brother Suqman's
: /

sons, and that of his uncle's son Daud, as far as

Assyria, Armenia, and the land of the Iberians.Jl'

El-GhEzI and administration

In his long article on the Artuqids, which spans the
political careers of I1-GhazI, Temiur-Tash and Najm al-Din AlpI,

Cahen discusses briefly the nature of the state which t1-Ghazi

1. Sic,
1. Anon. Syr. Chron., 89.
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built up in Mayyafariqin and Mardin.1 Although he emphasises
that I1-Ghazl was still a nomadic leader who spent his time in
wide-ranging expeditions, he adds that while other Turkish chiefs
were mere pillagers 11-Ghazi busied himself with administration
and religious matters.2 This statement is self-contradictory and
is not supported by evidence. The events of the last years of
11-Ghazi's life and the vast geographical areas he covered left
him little time for administration, even if he had possessed the

inclination or ability for it. The two cities for which

documentary evidence is available, namely Aleppo and Mayyafariqin,

seem to have been governed under I1-GhazI in the manner customary
during the period. Local families, such as the Banu Nubata in
Mayyafariqin, would be handed the task of the day-to-day

3 Whether in the winter months Il-

administration of the city.
Ghazl took a direct part in the affairs of Mardin, a city which
he seems to have preferred to Mayyafariqin, is impossible to say.
But it is unlikely that his interests went further than the
initiel removal of burdensome taxation to ingratiate himself with
the inhabitants, as in‘ManyfEriqin,4 followed by the use of

customary methods5 to raise funds for his men and for his

military activities.

1. Cahen, op. cit., 237.
2. Ibid.
3. Members of this family consistently held high office in

Mayyafariqin in the Marwanid period and also under the Artugids.

4, Ibn el-Azraq, Ms.A, f.161a.

§. In 511/1117-8 I1-Ghazi mulcted Alepp@n officials of large sums

of money with which to buy a truce with the Franks. This
move was intended to give him time to fetch reinforcements

from Mardin (Ibn al-aAthir, X, 373).
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It is hard to join in Cahen's eulogy of I1-Ghazi, when,
basing his enthusiasm upon the naively pro-Artuqid statements of

Ibn al-Azraq, he writes:

"Par sa force m%me, il redonne aux chemins une relative
sécurité profitable au commerce, et peut alléger les

imp3ts qui écrasaient les populations ruinées."1

The same sweeping praise is lavished on I1-Ghazi by Sevim
who labels him "not only a shrewd soldier but also a politician
and a good administrator".2 This is hard to reconcile with the
description by Ibn al-‘Adim of events at Aleppo when Il1-Ghazi
and his Turcomans arrived to take command of the city. Rapacity
was then the key motivation and it was not mitigated by the
slightest interest in the well-being of the urban populace.3
Ibn al-Athir's account of I1-Ghazi at Aleppo agrees in spirit
with that of Ibn al-‘Adim, whilst adding more details.?
Descriptions of a conquering military chief entering a city and
removing burdensome taxation from its inhabitants abound in the

sources and are couched in stereotyped phrases.5 There is no

justification for attaching particular significance to the actions

1. Cahen, op. cit., 237.
2, Sevim, op. cit., 690.
3. Op. cit., 180.

40 OEQ cito’ X, 372-30
5. Cf. the phrases used by Ibn al-‘Adim to describe how

Ag-Sonqur al-Bursuq{ removed the burden of taxation from

the people of Aleppo (Bughyat, 204).

168



of I1-Ghazi when he in turn conquered a city.

It may, however, be conceded that by the time I1-GChazl had
become a significant power in the political struggle in Northern
Syria around 511/1117-8 he seems to have acquired confidence
and some rudimentary political skills. His alliance with Togh-
Tegin of Damascus in 508/1114-5 and his earlier experience as a
military leader for Tutush and Ri?wan had given him a knowledge
of Syrian politics. The support of Togh-Tegin proved invaluable.
Alone, I1-Ghazi might not have withstood the pressure exerted on
him by Sultan Muhammad. But the relationship between I1-Ghazl
- and Tagh-Tegin was not always harmonious. Whilst, according to
obviously biased sources, they had both been guilty of savagery
after Balaf, especially at Aleppo where the Frankish prisoners
were massacred for the enjoyment of the population,1 the death
of the Frankish leader, Robert, at the hands of Tagh-Tegin
himself seems to have angered even I1-Ghazi. I1-Ghazi had sent
Robert to Tagh-Tegin in an attempt to extort a higher ransom
from him but Tagh-Tegin rashly beheaded him with his own sword.2
In general, I1-GhazIi's attitude to Frankish prisoners seems to
have been level-headed. He saw his most prominent captives as
a source of ransom money, especially as he was often short of

the funds needed to pay his troops.3

1. Runciman, op. cit., 151.
2. Usama, tr. Hitti, 149.

3. n{1-Ghazi sent a messenger, reproaching the atabek, saying,

"We are in need of even one dinar to pay our Turkoman soldiers.

Here was a man who had fixed his own ransom at ten thousand
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By a fortuitous set of circumstances, il-GhEzi did not wait
for Tagh-Tegin to arrive with his troops before Balat. Since
he attacked alone, the glory of the first major Muslim victory

against the infidel fell exclusively to I1-Ghazi.

In the years between his taking Mardin and his establishment
in Aleppo, Il-Ghazi's relations with the Franks were characterised
by flexibility and pragmatism. Contacts on the personal level
between Frankish and Muslim rulers at this time are well-
documented.1 il-GhEzi was impressed on occasion by individual
Frankish leaders, one of whom he allowed to live because of "his
proud bearing".2 Since the Franks were a significant power-
group in Northern Syria, Il-Ghazl inevitably came into conflict
with them on occasions, sometimes emerging triumphant, sometimes
not. When Bursuq was sent out at the head of a large army in
Dhu’l-Hijja 508/May 1115, to take reprisals against I1-Ghazi
and Thgh-Tegin, the two rebellious amirs were in abject fear of
the sultan and did not feel strong enough to face the forthcoming
attack alone. They therefore made an alliance with Roger of
Antioch, Thus, when Bursuq's army arrived, the local princes
of Northern Syria, Muslim and Frankish alike, Jjoined forces
against the outside aégressor. The defence of territory clearly

dinars ... and thou hast killed him!" (ibid., 149-50).

1. Cf. especially the memoirs of Usama.
2. Runciman, op. cit., 150. I1-Ghazi sent this leader,

"
Reynald Mazoir, his ring as a guarantee of safety (Rohricht,

op. cit., 135).
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counted for more than the defence of the faith. But it would
appear even then that the two rebel amirs were reluctant to

actually engage with the army of Bursuq, which fell into an

ambush set by Roger alone.

After Roger's victory over Bursuq's forcés at Tall Danith
on 22 Rabi‘II, 509/14 September 1115, Syria was indeed rid of
the Saljuq army. Tegh-Tegin understpod (possibly more clearly
than I1-ChazI) the wider implications of this defeat of Bursugq
and immediately went to Baghdad to seek a reconciliation with
Sultan Mu?ammad. No doubt he feared the ever-growing power of
the Franks in Syria and felt isolated. He might also have
experienced a certain guilt at fighting with Christians against
fellow Muslims and he can scarcely have been unaware how his
behaviour might be construed in Iraq, where the Franks offered
no threat. As for il-GhEzI, he reaped one tremendous benefit
from the defeat of Danith: no longer were his projects thwarted
by the sultan. But he too never again allied himself with the
Franks. Indeed, after the battle at Danith there were some
signs of a hardening of I1-Ghazi's attitude towards the Franks.

Various reasons may be adduced for this change.

The accession of Roger of Antioch had united the Franks in
Northern Syria and their firm establishment in thet area had
been helped by increasing dissensions amongst the Muslim ggigs
after the deaths of Maudud and Ri?wan in 507/1113-4. By the

year 511/1117-8, Roger of Antioch was harassing the area around
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Aleppo and was threatening the city itself.

Combined with a heightened awareness of the danger of his
new foe was il-GhEzi's new-found freedom from direct Saljuq
interference and from opposition from within his own territory
of Diyar Bakr. Sultan fuhammad died in 511/1118. Sanjar was
still preoccupied with affairs further east. Ma?mud, the new
sultan, was embroiled with the problem of rival contenders for
his throne.' In his own territory of Diyar Bakr, I1-Ghazi could
at last feel secure, The new sultan had asked him to take over
Mayyafariqin in 512 probably in response to a request from Il-
Ghazi. Indeed, Ma?mud was scarcely in a position to refuse such
a request from a senior amir whose lands were distant and whose
loyalty was suspect.2 11-Ghazi also ruled garran, Ra's al-‘Ain

3 Armed with a new confidence and the ability to act

and Nagfbin.

independently, I1-Ghazi and Tegh-Tegin planned a joint campaign

against the Franks in 512/1118-9. According to Ibn al-Athir,
il-GhEzi could muster 20,000 ﬁen at Mard§n4 before embarking on

1. Cf. Bosworth, op,cit., 119-121,

2. Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, f£.161a. The date of 515/1121-2 given
by Ibn al-Athir is less trustworthy than that of Ibn al-
Azraq who gives the exact day, month and year of the entry
of 11-GhazI into the city. According to Ibn al-Athir, Il-
GhazI sent Temur-Tash to Sultan Mahmud in 515/1121-2 to

plead for mercy for Dubais. It was at this point that the

sultan added Mayyafariqin to the iqta‘s already held by
I1-Ghazl (X, 418).
3. TIbn Shaddad (Marsh 333, £f.17b, 43b and 39b).

4. Ibn al-Athir, X, 389.



the undertaking which culminated in Balat (513/1119-20). Although
Y1-chazi sent a perfunctory message to the new sultan asking for

. 1
help against the Franks, he appears to have received no answer.

This request was probably nothing more than a formality in any case.

It is difficult to assess the extent to which Sivan's
arguments may be accepted when he suggests that in the short
period between 11-Ghazi's entry into Aleppo in 512/1118-9 and the
battle against Roger of Antioch in 513/1119 11-Ghazl changed
from someone in no way imbued with the zeal of a mujahid to a
leader who was fully aware of the benefits of using jihad
propaganda.2 If such a theory could be proved it would show that

t1-Ghazi possessed a certain awareness of political realities.

It is perfectly possible that brief contact with pietist
circles in Aleppo, where the idea of Jjihad was re-awakening,
could have given an extra edge to 11-Ghazi's attitude towards
the Franks. Yet it is well known that he stayed in Aleppo for
only very short periods at a time. Certainly the presence before
the troops at Balaf of Ibn al-Khashshab, the ggg; who had played
an important role in establishing t1-Ghazi at Aleppo and who
is shown by Sivan to have made a major contribution to the
re-awakening in Aleppo of an awareness of jihad, is very
significant. Further support for Sivan's theory is provided
by the oath of allegiance which 11-Ghazi made his amirs swear

before going into battle against Roger. Ibn al-Khashshab may
1. Ibid., X, 383.

2. This was mentioned briefly supra, 1651~ 3,
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well have suggested that the taking of such an oath, backed up
by his own eloquence to the Turcoman troops, would be a possible

means of holding their loyalty a little longer.

There is, however, a major flaw in Sivan's argument. His
theory would be persuasive if it could be demonstrated that 11-
Ghazi continued to use iiﬁéi propaganda in his subsequent
campaigns. After his vidtory at Balé?, the caliph sent him robes
of honour and adulatory verses were penned in his honour. The
efficacity of the formula had been proved, 11-Ghazi's own
reputation had been enhanced, and the Turcomans had fought like

lions, after being moved to tears by the eloquence of the gad’.

Yet it was patently not the case that 11-Ghazi continued to
inspire his troops with the spirit of JEEEQ in his subsequent
undertakings against the Franks. Sivan states rather lamely that
it is not certain that in the less spectacular battles which
ensued 11-Ghazi continued to use these propaganda themes, The
truth of the matter was that 11-Ghazi in no sense built on his
victory over Roger at Balaf. He failed signally to follow up
either the politico-military or the psychological advantages
which he had gained. Instead, he basked in a haze of glory and
then dissipated his energies in a series of minor military
operations.' He may deliberately have invited Ibn al-Khashshab
to speak to his troops and, like his own Turcomans, he may even
have been swayed momentarily by an atmosphere of religious fervour;

1. After Balat, 11-Ghazi took only Ath&rib and Zardana (Ibn

al-Athir, X, 390).
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but his deliberate adoption of a jihad propaganda seems unlikely.
It would have been more in character with the opportunistic

Realpolitik which 11-Ghazi and his ilk habitually practised for

the adoption of jihad propaganda to have been a ploy. If 50,
such propaganda would have been lightly adopted for reasons of
expedience - after all, it could do no harm - and as lightly

discarded when it had served its turn.

After their victory et BalEE, the Turcomans quickly began
to disperse with their booty and could not be persuaded to
linger for any motive, material or religious. Presumably after
so devastating a victory, with its correspondingly rich booty,
it would have been obvious that no further major opportunities
for plunder would present themselves. The ardour of the Turcomans
to engage in battle with Roger of Antioch is not very likely to
have been of a religious nature and could more realistically be
attributed to their desire to acquire more booty for themselves
rather than awéit the arrival of Tagh-Tegin with his troops who
would be as rapacious as they were. In fact, t1-Chazi was very
reluctant to begin fighting until his ally came but was pushed

into action by the urgent demands of his Turcoman amirs.,

In spite of the Tif1is fiasco 11-Ghazi's reputation in
Northern Syria remained prestigious enough, possibly because of
the very remoteness of Tif1is. In his general discussion about
Georgian affairs at this time, Osman Turan says that 11-Ghazi

1. This is certainly the interpretation given by Sib? b.

al-Jauzi (op. cit., 79).

175



died and could not undertake another Ccampaign into Georgia.1

He then mentions a letter which, according to Bar Hebraeus (and
apparently only him) the Byzantine emperor wrote to I1-Ghazi in
which he informed Il-Ghazi that a large Crusader force was coming

to the coasts of Syria. He then added:-

"Prepare to fight them. If you need it, I will

help you with an army of 30,000 men."2

This anecdote, although it has an apocryphal flavour, is testimony
to the prestige which I1-GhazI had gained at Balat. It was to
him, not Taogh-Tegin, that the Byzantine emperor wrote making

this offer of military support.

Relations with the Isma‘ilis

11-Ghazi was aware of the political necessity of establishing

some kind of rapport or at any rate modus vivendi with the

IsmE‘ilIs, especially while he was master of Aleppo, a city which
had been bolstered by their military strength in the area. They
had in fact provided military support for Aleppo for several
years and Rigwan had indeed shown them outright favour. According
to Ibn al-FurEtB, 11-Ghazi seems to have engaged in a wily game

of diplomacy from which he emerged the victor. He was approached

on one occasion in Mardin by a messenger from the leading

1. 0. Turan, Selcuklular Zamaninda Tﬁrkixg, 166,

2. Ibid., citing Bar Hebraeus, tr. Budge, 249-50.

3. Quoted by E.Quatrem?re in "Notice historique sur les Ismaeliens"
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Isma®ili in Aleppo who asked him to hand over the citadel of al-
Sharif to the Isma‘ilis. I1-Ghazi coolly announced that he had
just given orders for the demolition of that fortress and added
that he would hand it over if the work of destruction had not
already begun. Whilst his secretary occupied the envoy, 11-Ghazi
‘despatched a message by pigeon ordering the immediate demolition

of the citadel of al-Sharif and ordering that some prominent
citizens of Aleppo should occupy the ground where it had previously
stood. The messenger from the Isma‘ilis arrived back in Aleppo

to find the building no longer standing. 11-Ghazi later

informed the Isma‘ilis that he would gladly have given it to them
if they had come to him secretly and not announced their intentions
publicly.1 The citadel had been an important strategic point in
Aleppo and clearly t1-Ghazi had at once realised the danger of

ceding it to the Isma‘ilis.

Relations with the Caliphate

t1-Chazi's relationship with the ‘Abbasid caliph was one of
indifference or at times hostility. This was a characteristic
which was shared by later Saljuq sultans and many of their amirs.

Dubais b. Sadaga, for example, who was a thorn in the side of the

1. This incident from Ibn al-Furat is quoted in full by
Quatremdre (ibid.). Cf. also Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 199.
2. Cf. the stormy relationship between the caliph al-

Mustarshid and Sultan Mas‘ud which culminated in the

caliph's murder in 529/1135.
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caliph al-Mustarshid and had ravaged the countryside around
Baghdad, sought refuge first at Qal‘at Ja‘bar with the Arab ruler.
there and then with Il-Ghazi, who became so absorbed with his
guest and accorded him such lavish hospitality that he neglected
his administrative duties. Dubais, as a further mark of their
mutual bond, married }1-Ghazi's daughter, Farkhunda Khatun,°

When al-Mustarshid wrote to }1-Ghazi, sending him robes of honour,
he requested him at the same time to break off relations with
Dubais. Whilst 11-Ghazi agreed to participate in the jihad, he

refused to sever his links with Dubais.3

Religion

If actions are a clue to inner convictions it is unlikely
that 11-Ghazi's commitment to Islam was profound. His drinking
orgies must have exceeded the norms of his time for they are

4 Whilst other

described with evident relish by the chroniclers.
military and religious leaders, including apparently the caliph
al-REshid,s also enjoyed this activity forbidden by Islam, they
are not recorded as indulging to the same extent as 11-Ghazi.
1. Ibn al-Azrag, Ms.A, f£.165a-b; Ibn al-‘Adim, Zubda, 197;
Ibn al-Qalanisi, 202.
2, sibt b, al-Jauzl, 89; Ibn al-Azrag, Ms.A, £.161b,
3, Ibn al-Athir, X, 399-400.
4. Michael the Syrian, 217; Ibn al-Athir, X, 352; Usama, tr.Hitti, 149;
Ibn al-Qalanisi, 191; Sibt b. al-Jauzi, 52.

5. Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, f£.167a.
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It is not appropriate here to discuss in detail the exact
nature of the form of Islam practised by the Turcomans in the
early twelfth century. What is probable, however, is that their
commitment to Islam was only superficial. Il—GhEzi, as leader
of the Turcomans in Diyar Bakr, was essentially flexible in his
approach to the established religious groups with which he had
to deal. Towards the Saljuq sultan Mu@ammad, the champion of
Sunni orthodoxy, and towards the ‘Abbasid caliphs, he was
generally hostile and unco-operative. This sprang from his
desire for territorial independence, not from his championing of
any heterodox creed, He actively supported enemies of both the
sultan and the caliph. Yet he made gestures of reconciliation
towards Sultan Ma?mﬁd, and the caliph, al-liustarshid, as
mentioned above, sent him robes of honour to mark his victory at
Balaf, according him the honorific title Najm al-Din. 11-Ghazi
is also said by Ibn Shaddad to have founded a Sunni madrasa in

MErdfn.1 In this he was following a widespread practice of his times.

On the other hand, 11-Ghazi is likely to have been familiar
with Shi‘ite Islam during his time in Syria, both when he was in
the service of Malik Ri?wan whose Shi‘ite sympathies were well-
known,2 and in his own rule in the latter years of his life at

1. Ibn Shaddad, Narsh 333, £.130b.

2. Ridwan had even given the khu?ba in the name of the FE?imids
for a short time in 490/1096-7 - (Ibn al-Athir, X, 184).
R.W. Crawford views Ridwan's attitude to the Isma‘ilis as
prompted by an awareness of political realities rather

than personal or doctrinal motives ("Ridwan the Maligned" in
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Aleppo. Moreover, the Isma‘ilis were powerful at this time both
in Northern Syria and in Diyar Bakr itself, as the slaughter of
several hundred of their number at Amid in 519/11251 and the
deep influence exerted by one Isma®ili shaikh over 11-Chazi's
son, Temur-Tash, testify.2 11-Ghazi is known to have established
contact with the Isma‘ilis in Northern Syria whilst he governed

Aleppo though it is evident that he distrusted them.

Personality

11-Ghazi was, in short, an energetic military leader and at
times an astute politician. He was wayward and independent,
uncontrolled on occasions in his personal and political life and
erratic in his judgements. Only in the later part of his 1life
did he acquire Mardin and Mayyafariqin, but he clung to them
tenaciously in difficult times and thus assured the continuation
of his family in that area through the agency of his cautious
and peaceable son, Temur-Tash. Indeed, the Artuqids maintained
themselves in their area of choice for three centuries, an
achievement unmatched by any other minor Turkish dynasty in
Anatolia. Il-Ghazi's own career was characterised by tremendous,
indefatigable military endeavours over far too wide a geographical
area, which extended from Tiflis to Aieppo and from gulwan to

Mardin. He did not possess the political maturity to concentrate

The World of Islam, Studies in honour of Philip K, Hittd
eds. J. Kritzeck and R. Bayly Winder (London, 1959), 135-144),

1. Ibn al-Athir, X, 441; Sibt b. al-Jauzi, 69.

2. Ibn al-Azraq, Ms.A, f.171a-b,
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his efforts in a smaller area, but the lesson of his life was
not lost on his less ambitious son Temﬁr-Tash, who consolidated
his hold on the heartland of Artuqid power and deliberately

rejected the unreal aspirations of his father.1

Conclusions

Against the background of the disintegration of the Saljugq
empire after the death of Malik-Shah, 11-Ghazi, as chief of a
large group of Turcomans in the Jazira, succeeded in establishing
himself in the area of Mardin and Mayyafariqin and paving the

way for his successors to remain there,

The process of his emancipation from Saljuq control was
gradual. After serving the minor Saljuq princes of Syria, he
seized Mardin, the key to his future successes. By alliances
with the enemies of Sultan Mu@émmad, above all Tagh-Tegin, 11-
Ghazi managed to ruin the attempts of the sultan to impose his

authority on the western reaches of Saljuq territory.

I1-Ghazi's political approach was pragmatic and flexible,
motivated by territorial and personal ambition. The basis of
1. After his extremely detailed article, Sevim can only pass

a favourable judgement on $1-GhazI in his concluding two

pages. He labels him a shrewd soldier, a politician and

a good administrator (op. cit., 690). He ignores other

less positive interpretations which the evidence provokes,
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his power was his Turcoman forces but vy the end of his long

career there are signs that a rift was developing between them.

Until the last few years of his life, I1-Ghazi's political
fate was linked with that of the Jazira and orientated eastwards
towards the centre of Saljuq power. He did not look westwards
to Byzantium nor were his efforts directed primarily against
the Franks. Only after the death of Sultan Muhammad, when he
began to enjoy true independence and was freed from the spectre
of Muhammad's retaliation , did 11-Ghazi attempt positively to

curb Frankish power in the area of Aleppo.

In the wider sweep of Islamic history, Il-Ghazi played a
significant role in the slow undermining of the central Saljuq
authority and in the gradual establishment of independent
emirates in the Jazira and Northern Syria. His victory at BalE?
was an early indication of the source of the future Nuslim
counter-Crusade against the Franks. That revanche was destined
to come not from the efforts of Saljuq sultans far away in
Western Iran but from small dynasties established locally at
Aleppo and other cities in Syria and at Mosul. Yet it is ironic
that before Balaf $1-Ghazi's actions positively helped the Franks.,
The attention of Sultan Mu?ammad was often occupied in trying to
curb his rebellious stance, whilst in the meantime the Franks
were able to consolidate their position and expand their
territories in Northern Syria. The armies from Mosul, even
under the command of the energetic Maudud, directed their efforts

towards the subjugation of il-Gh;zI and Togh-Tegin instead of

attacking the Franks. Yet even if il-Gh;zi had joined the



armies sent from Mosul in campaigns against the infidels, it is

unlikely that the Muslims would have achieved the successes of

Nur al-Din and Saladin.

The religious climate of the early

decades of the twelfth century was only beginning to betray a

consciousness that the Pranks might be different from other

factions fighting for hegemony in Syria.

I1-Ghazi was too

inconsistent and unpredictable, too bound to his semi-nomadic

heritage, to have achieved the successes of Zangi, whilst he

lacked the religious motivation shown by Nur al-Din in his

later years.
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6. MS. 4o LI
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10 MS. E_j;go

2. NS, b g2

3. MS.

4. Jl added.
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Loy dlea el pladt (1 5o Sl 4 1,00 (I 1 paslly d e
Jeyedl (Al ole g Gaen Geomrn 331 5 Glan sad y mes y L] ys
| e oS dae

Gdadl sas Clemed 4 o ie g G die iy Jud
oSy dae Lyl Lode J5o y Jopadl Glan, ot b taz
ey s S, Gdadl apdolas Ll e pmadl s L
Al ol Logain Leae o pdy Gdidl Gede s i)
donddl (53 Gy phe pe S o JBo 0l ain

b el el Blanss i e e g S
saed laaal g e pe LI ul,__:._\_llg}h_-. Ay s e el

i s 4,0 le )L’JL“‘-'-‘-‘O—fO—fJ-J' .,\_.,').. da s s . QL.S 9

1. MS. s

2. In the margin of the MS. is written G M s
3. NS. gic. i.e., d, ]l

4, MS. |

5 MS. B. adds oL,

6. MS. B. adds elo, , Jwo,ed! 4,510 after Suoaldl o,

7. MS. B. L
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apadl Joy leas 5 o pie 4 ol 3—’“-59-5 s J
0o S 5 Gl e i (I b e el
NECE R UL Ot It ) P E | BV
S S | Ry P 0 | Py | RS DA D R S A TR |
entae L S LV SN | R P

oeadl ot Jeoy Llewss gl Gl e i
sl s (G adl Jal e Tt e od U Gl e
o oy WLl Joe pual e sose pU1 , ooudl sl

- . 8
osle , aas S, dl,

FE) W | R DD IR | S SR TR
oo Gy I e S, Gl b LS el a2
R O = S LT AN S PRT S UL I
T PR T U STE R S S R DT TR

_ (o T
J.L_LL' f"’dJL‘u‘ {‘Jb-u._.d..'l.. AJ,.\_” r.s..a.\_..s rL_ﬂ 9

1. The reading 3,.._*. is very tentative. MNS. B. has
the same word i patdl e L eyl LG
2. (bt is added from MS. B.
3. s has been added. MS. B. oy
4. NS. i
5e o+ o has been supplied from MS. B., which has du. >l 9,
6. Ms. !

T MS. B.L?‘:._,.su_, Jee (gt g-:-p
8. MS. k_,.'.L...;_ﬂ.Jl

9. MS. B. u—_‘_J—Jl UL-'-':
10, MS. MU oSl 1s not legible.
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oy "'Q,,C,_Jl wJJuL,J|3J., wdl ia i,
ol > e der e e La e L_,.‘.IJAJIS‘,.,JJI N IURSIE SN T
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e poge A Olaes Cler spmne ULl A, ol ol e
¢ Ut on,;&J'w;uW;}ewwﬂdrwJ

e
QLS, AJ_S_.J- PR C.‘_r_'«'ﬂja-o.»l.o dae (f.16§a)l.¢_+h& Lils

8
I,I-.S,l,_L:JLiLA.hlj_SdﬁuuLh_lqu s o o
LS o laadl L1 Tyl g gyl da ol

deme I o e LI qO—-{_J.Jl J.J‘,_. RPN | RECS | D% o]

T T L T N B R P SRtV o= L Ry s U] RV

2l pdmedl Jb e dawdl a0 el e ol ek Pl

1. MS. 'JIJJ'}.JI

2. MS. B. o+ ; Marsh 333 4, Lile ol 4o -y
3. MS. Jeoyyduddl son e,

4. MS. oeSdadl 5 MS. B. el

5. MS. SeJl; MS. B, P

6. MS. B. mentions only 528.

7. MS. Sic.

8. Ms. S

9., MS. B. adds dJyoldl oo after o=adl 0 e
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e dgmSy g g dgeme UL LU o @ i), UL
or a1 ye, ey G adl e ) o JLECu) s, A L
I A e R L I s P YUt Y
g Al omadl G2 5l Jao LY i ol Gt e o
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sy s ol adl o QUL Gl ok us Gl S, e
Ldao Leds oLty pdUaal) UL 1o (e o o]l co Lo
i b W T ol G 0 O JGa et el
Wy L JU U5 gl JL b o ol i o2 Il
P L T LI S e s
;l_-._J o G adl g ol Lowa, ¥, L 00 olaa, LG,
Ol adl (I o5 L aldl wlde e o et U0 @ S
e ol ade Glal LoCas, PGl s L oads o a
LY, Lol aslS U Jyis L daaladl o) JGs o Gl
S 7f""i"- Ld'r‘“ >t .r“«.)r“ ‘TJ L, fu"‘"” ol gl

10

s O

2. MS. ¢y 1s written in the margin.
3. After ey ,o 3> g MS. B. adds Q—J.J-J' JLe il
T

4. MS. (. written above the line.
5e MS. 4.as is written on the line and L.J] above it.

6. MS. B. adds i uall, after il

7. After,.l.ll . o>IMS. B. adds o Ll e a5,
8. MS. o]

9. MS. and MS. B. p i

10. MS. B. L
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S pas) 3 s pye o |yl U s ULl 5 ) des
Slaadl caibel Lol ol ded G 5 G gleagr Jon e e S
e I I e e AL I P
Pandl sy dae iy ey BB e U L s
Ol coley 50l Jea y celadl L, dadl A,
’O'.‘ff).}-;o-‘“f;i"L-f oles e ads (A G gl e, Ll
Al el L Dlawssy Gyl oS b Ll wdd 6
oUldl sl Jb Ja ol e ool Ay L,y o]
il o (Al a Jeoy ol (I ol o ol e 0l el
i eydaii Gadadl e i s ade Jous 9l
S ol e o lan WS, anae(£165D) J35 , ae oL

. § )
Clawsdy o fos § pus A doan]l (60 J..:..su-.)Lau-—:-o*-—“ P
6

Sl S B

1. MS. S_(:E—— ; MS. BO has .,'?‘dl

2. MS. B. . ) ) . |- - | - ) 51
L-'l—*-.’urs"-u'ﬁ*"u*’ J?“)*Ju‘uj‘-{‘-]-’)

3, The MS. is damaged here. MS. B. (s _-»

4. MS. wds

6. MS. ul.-‘).{
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ORI U | IR Ry PE el )i pls co dor e e O
oLl madl s sse aplded Ly o S S WS sy I
S e ULl s oo o Jo ..\JL')LS) JI L,
o

!
WLl sae ol zeddl S L nodl ool JU o el

geddl Jlaa y oodl vt sl aad dose Ljasl 0 gaae

?

1. Ms. =

2. Ms. ol !

3. Ms.B adds &lyadlusn in front of et
4, Ms. e

5. Ms.B adds 415 e uLL.L,Jl Jooo aclJlin, @ Jadl A
6. Ms. LS with e written below the line
7. Ms ,=uoJl 1is written on the line, ¢ll. above it. Ms.B
adds ol e |
8. Ms.B adds =, <l o~ after Jeo>
9. Ms.B L all poe e ) O
10. ia- is best placed here, as in Ms.B. In Ms.A =)

is written above D grae



ol i el s eyl e LS, Lty o el e Lo
sl Ly sl LG e G LG da s,

o 5] TN Uy, Lol G gy o @Xadl Ll s
aendl AN o ) g By Rl ey Ll ws U ady el
il Yyt g Tan I L YU el g oaes oY,
G e pae S Oy ! o gy AL i coa U s
Speme Bl e £ 0, Lode pAao U Mo et
Lode ooy = L de o o 5! SLS;‘“) 5}‘1"‘“! U=
Goa 1 g pde,y aadl BT (I ey i sl

6
P PUE U [ N B Y S | T N | T JYSuworl | R WL Sy

7

lpomze L delas 1 odl oy G Jol (e ¥y e 25 Yy pen

D . I R I il
b sotiadl e Gy B H P s Yy 0 e e Y, e U
e;,"—"“'g‘-‘ o Sl oas, el L;J_:‘!,J_,_,S-C__“;
1. MS. B. _aUJl il
. 2. MS. B. . s dane Lasl
3. MS. @LM‘L—N:—'HJ—*-J;-" JUGis oy = oo 18 written in

the right margin. |

4. After O>g»J) s’ MS. B. addsail JI
5. MS. favours this form.

6. Y is provided from MS. B.

7. After a.a. J>!o.Y MS. B. has Iy BN | IR Y
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Nyl e dp3l b Gl S i adl e LS,
la e A dned] e iy, 1Y, o satiad)
D o LI, IPY U IS | DR K O KT DU r at
P O LS [P & [ WP (s | EPURUR J6Y
Oy deler Nyl ady (e zJ-ﬁ‘L“' s o =l pesd
O gy e JJI.\_;.. oJ oy oall )y dels Y, o L))
G oS Ol gy Y udy S, Gladl el e ST T,
Lo ey Jow ~ pdy

Jous O G ol i Gl Gl e A o aid,

.;_:lJ_u"'dJ_;.:l ot el ) pede oo, WYl 1o (I (£.166a)

e, ) 6&“;—") sdJ';-?u-‘-"u—t—'w e s oS L

. n 19 . . , 9 .
Sle ol (A ds (e aas ol o e adean, ol e

1. MS. B. s

2. MS.B. (<!

3. MS. g

4. MS. B. o]
5, MS. B. ol
6. MS. po ol
7. MS. PIS O
8. MS., H,«..L;l
9, MS. RS DT
10. MS. PHRF

11. After dae MS. B. has o PR P oS,
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i, G e oS, JU I gl il () e —

el ol pteedl pdiod e el py ol Leadsl g it ) s

P

Gly ol g I pais Lol cd s Laosa, baal, o, S0

4 3
L oelo Joe i Sl ol SL0 s YL s e JI L

padl ca Bl Lo b L Ltk o Lls 4 L Laas )

. 6 5 -
e ol il adl o3l JasddiS,  ads Ladl,
ol pteadl sl Lol cas, Ll o Lol O S WV N |

7

JJ

1]

ail 1 el e eSS LY ol o

2T G Ll a b o US, el @b e oadl 1 oS,

oaiadl G e JU I e Lagt Sy Dlemady o phey gt Lo

wYadl aad g e ULl o ol lagls den dTJ (I

P is added.
MS. et oS
MS. s
MS. Iy Las
MS. B. A 4o
After oiley Jas, MS. B. has |5 .. i Ol 1y el
LN FRCY S

MS. B. |, .

MS. go-rs
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JO Clawady o pdey s Low bl G0 iy S
o Leay, wbly | e wu Ut Ot gt B0 0 ganee o W L]
oS 1) L1560 s i

et 4] e [ NCUPRR VS | RV GRUSTY o S | dis g s
waley —jedl e e VI #J;-J‘J J s ] s (S
Sy pa, Ly e o ULl &#USdJL-@“ IR RVE_
OB 1 el UG, e ULl el L H—,‘, g
o Ll sal I gay ol o e Wl g e Laa e LY 1 ia
JG & e  GlLddl J o S odl g ped g3l adl
o e L oy JUid ebieddl o aldl e Y
P sl J L

s omodl Gl el e adlae ol YT LS,
Wl il e ol ol o pam el edis Lol w
Ol 5SS, LU wy b el e Ledbs ol o ) Y
csla, dam doss Gy Lpm Jooy 0 Lol a5 31 ol
A e M) Jdl S, WS 1 Bl UG sas

1. 9 has been added,

2. MS. sic.

3. NMS. B. has <! y»J! ale,singtend of adl s

4., Ms. U
5. after Js= Y MS.B.haswaloy ol o, ads pbe o Y
et ol adl oS yane o Le Gatmany 2 LY oS, o ]
6. MS. B. (oy,n a¥,. oWldl Ll
7. MS. B. adde 4,! ;I JI Ja=l =
after *Ladl oo
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A ladl Ul o e ol s, etiad | Jedi

KNS By WUl | Ry PR KRG P S0 Y - RN VAe: ) I | oS, Jus

- |
by slensaly Juyodl (I G WS U I G, s,
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s
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Ly rmdl O b J 2y ol i e oWl o 5 L,
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sl Yl pans d e ] s e o Y oty JJ a2l I GGs

A R S S T TP UR R U | I YK U [V

6
il gl W yadl e grsas ol ol ]l G ol pads,

et OLS’ o>y J,__.l, ’.hv._.L,.JI u...sl: ’bou’ ;_QLA_” Ot ‘?J.t-

oo Leadel ol s SN N R L S T A R L Y

2.

3.
4.
5e
6.
Te
8.

9.

q _ . .. .

MS. B. RSy
After b ok l.]l MS. B. has LS Gied ol St usl

D gade J\l)l e dnee
MS. B. haswdadl , aeblul) & S LN a4ty , after e, Lot ues
MSQ BQ L_’*J—;J'

MS. J-)'

After JL_;_.“ MS. B. ha,SdJ_?'c U)‘J)‘i ul r_'..J.C-) u)_.Lo| 9 f"‘-"“L'J'

on the four occasions this word is used, it is spelt lo
MS. B. d—:’,—"’ H—-’-M
MS. e



JE31 5wl o pmdl b e IS5 51w oL o et s
s L, W5 U Gl ey e i ¥ g g
JUs oo b bl U clopudl mtiy ol po e gl gy 1y iy
NETRRRPINTIT e L e P L= U I | & FRSeN Ty
Ledy Ol g edl ey Jops ULl Lty Gonill (o5 i Jo el
4o e el e b el Ol el L G Lty 5 L LT o
i L s Y U el el e was asl, Lladl 1 Jau,
g S R N T L I 7 N B I O EUR Y | Y I
g Lo ‘(o-v')u;-“ Ll sl P BB LI JULLY
Josadl Gofb e oG A UT Gady L i,

s i85, o Ll wes, modl wnfee sl G
o Ul iy aylo ob Joar dne Lididoy ol sig Glaladl Jio 5yl
Clamady s doe dunidl i p2le Ldysa oUS, L0 o
dne oy PR Slo ol el e aadl e S LG

Al Lo o plaadl Lb,ls, abs 30 Jaiw Lo wiloa,

1. MS. B. cJ_\.J_) S 9=

2. MS. ‘Y)VL.A
3. Ms. _eUWJi; MO B. uob

4. MS. G .

5. MS. yt!

6. (s~ has been added.

7. MS. B. has sl (»~ L., instead of e, Ll G
8. MS. asdb Ll 15 jllegible.
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obdadl W, LIl L, el le b2y wan Lisaas,
dde as 0l Lo pen GUeladl e ey Laes oo Lol slaalel,

- -3
S e sloadely bladl (I

Gvaey woe Lilaicl, iy 0
e oS 1ol g Ul Jw(iiﬁze)te-b#-h,: ey oo, sl
oo Lo a3 a1 Gine Lingsl Ll apns L il
.\,,.:,9‘5___1.:\1 szl y s L) pdas 2l VY e szl adi
adin, s ladadl 0L aadl o el ol el e de les
denl Al gl dlaidl Gt mudloles eladl el Gasel
At polidl sl (B ou,qwi P S
sgndig Ny s Ldladl pasaly,

Gy, Loaalyly piaed! caley 0l adl oo,
Y giziadl G o8y el e e L G
St i YU A saciedly ) el s gazedly ol

7
.:JJL_,..JL:-.‘- FRN]| J..\I M'U‘u_]_u JJJL&,MI?JJLL
1. Ms. ,_,I
2. Ms.B LJ”QL-“ ";LL, r'J_N'-,
3. Ms.B adds dy3k (e

9. Ms. B ouaadl oS, it e Y oaly, and ¢ Lpaadl U_._.
o S et dladdl ol Jad

10. MS. P“-J‘

11. Ms.B alll 4

12, Ms.B J =yl (sic) o Jlis



LY ey Lo cmn e JU,y, Lls, )l LGL wo e po
Jym, iy el QS o guaddl ol ol Y Lazaldl
Jie e ’Lf-L-i-:.) Oedl cale Ladal a2 ol , I
LY gy Lo U Lo ) saq el sun cdal as el
Cle can b Lo e gaaeledl el I LY Gazaedt o ULYI
pldl c L cnS, saps &Y, o el el s, W
w,z---.o e Slodl WS, o oaceos L UL ]l
G by * LAY Gl g0 Gty Lod Dlaasy pe o I iy,
Uy 1 adl I Jooy sose e Laad ps a2l 1y ot sl
vy '*U.L_-.Jl WSy dlasdl y s Leaadl y o Lodadl J.i-a,’u-L;.JI
by ey pld @l say sgmee ULl ey 0gan Lo
dyo oLyl pueay 6;,._’!.: iy ‘Z_;l,&o.. “w ool e>
LWl b azel y Y sl

oy e ems win s @ =me o

1. Ms.B adds ‘.L_“.)

2, Ms. has a lacuna here

3. ol is supplied from Ms.B.
4. Ms.B U)""\'“JI 9

5. Ms, i 45|

6., Ms.B adds Sl
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d s sl gl Y Bue oy e gl eadl Py s
S8 Uode e aly J55 ol (Il e ol G2
PPN R S U D I [P Sar TY SRy S | IR B L.l,
il U aaey Jopadl (I D lamady il ganl e
ol el S ol e o Gl gl adl Py e 1
UL UL, s ol Il dae ot e s iy | e
A iy ede Jhud spmes GUbdl Il ey aie Jaisl g

YJ:»_-.- o Ul Jt

o
Al o i e Jao oyl Gl sas S,
7
doadadl e pei e 5 Lol o, L G

1. Ms. (sl 45l

2. Ms.B S ) I | R W

3. Ms.B adds WP SRR P

4, Ms.B adds ol b r =

5. Ms. o>

6. Ms. -

7o M8.B ol whee dboe e Lo, dl Ll Guadl P il a5 oS,

8. Ms,B Jo,di Jlole,

9. Ms.B Slel (Il Jaon, wilon o gUladl ol Ly

10. Ms. sic

11. Ms. has ,,l¢seol with © written above the line.
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L T L e I T S U oRp ST PO I S NS [
OWLadl ol Jus, Laslah 1asl 5 | et Lt aal 3._,._._..._1_1'-- o
lody e piey s lodl oo ‘J‘-‘-J"’)f‘-’-u) “de Jo0 e i

G g S aped! Ayl U, gl el U
Jiy oL ol Ul s, o J dlaidl LU LI, 5;!4;#
© e Ll t Geadl M Ll e o oley ol wig I
Oy ol sk I by Jsey e G LT, U Liss
R B T LT s LI e N e S Y
VY IRV S 1) -V | B R o |

L Gande o Udadl olo nls, atisl doe goy Joud
el ek pondoy edo dow 95)7 seecee Lpe o,y dus b
e madl i eI daaadl Ghziald oyl

1. Ms.B Ay

3. Ms. ezalll
4. Ms.B adds ol AV Jas,

5. Ms.B adds dJL-a..i..;i DAy J—""-‘JL‘» (_'J‘i-’-'“ JL) at .. < 1 L_"é'L-'L_:-‘-f)

6. Ms- u-f'

Te Ms. has a lacuna here. Perhaps it should read Jb
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6
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Gl O e S e Dlansdy o plsy e L iy
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(3) dome L iy (e de oo S > o o oS My oo, b

10,

wedl v0a,y apledly oy o b Ly o 00 U ey

e S, o LI 9¢,, dame madl et Y by o eol
Gy e 0S5y o dbe e cudyly rudl ples YT by,
u,'buq....... Sl el ples sl gy 55y dowdl eia
iy ealS, ol e wdl s e, colS, o ge, dld) coy
oy by e bey G=,1 0! Sladl e o ede ol oy

]
s‘J).l.;JiJ.m...fu_l-La_)‘-'-L.-S o -‘J) Lr""‘)’-."'l"O“c"'l‘))

Ms. has = -kl s in the margin.
Ms. sic
Ms. sic
has been added.
Ms., !

Ms. has a lacuna here,

Ms.
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sl A el o) Ble gy Pl ol ol LU

LUl J5L Dlaady ooy glas @ i oS, Jos
Laley vy om e gole LBL el @ds mudl pleay, L4
| el Sy pdil ,Jl.;.;,s by omadl plea smdt I
dylo edd S gadl el S, 0yl ol Gl e ZL.I.uL.
p ooy poial 3()) gt o G T ey (£a168a) L,
Lisl , yadl JI Jo0y 4y Sy ael C Ly aylo 14ty ol
Tels Lo T0) el S oy sk el LUl e G
Gy sesb g Jary oL LT 2 Tl e s ol !
oyl dyaldl et o lh Ll s

&

u‘.‘-!J—” u"-i-'-fLJ—:JJ' fL“'"’ J_o' w__._L“ S daw ?;) J_:_;,
7
crdl plas sl G il gy 03 LS, Laied Lasa i,

- &
Sl g S modl pleas Y ae el sl () oyte eV,

Ms. B ! oe>; Marsh 333 (f.1032) ol =
Ms. sic.

Ms. Leos.

9 1is added.

Ms. p L

9 is added.

Ms. l—r—:‘:‘Z
Ms.B O R N | B

9 is added.
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Sk A, 9slo Ve e ey Gl e iy e
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somadl e ey G Les o iy S e LS edai L g,
dyodl et V) e Laadl, oS5 L e gl dl o0l ¢ L
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plos smedl Joy Llawd, ounds, ool dow iy Job
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