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I. Introduction

The evolution of the Mongolian empires of the thirteenth cen-
tury can be divided into three periods. The first period, which
roughly encompasses the political life of Cinggis Qan (1206-1227) ,
is the period of the great tribal confederation of which the tribe
of Cinggis formed the central and ruling nucleus. During this
period the confederation grew by the continuous inclusion of new
nomadic tribes, Mongolian and Turkic, into an ever greater con-
federation. The armies of Cinggis invaded China, Central Asia,
and Persia, reaching the banks of the Indus River. However, no
permanent occupation of territory resulted, for once the enemy
had been destroyed, the invaders retreated back into the steppe.
The sedentary societies were regarded as sources of booty and
technical specialists such as artisans. As yet, the Mongols did not
conceive of any permanent exploitation of the conquered seden-
tary societies.

The second period begins, more or less, with the destruction of
the Chin Empire in North China (1234). For the first time, the
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Mongols developed concepts of permanent exploitation of con-
quered territory. Lacking any organized state power for cen-
tralized administration, the Mongolian ruler detached whole
provinces from the conquered territories and turned them over to
members of the ruling Mongolian nobility as their personal ap-
panages. At first, the Mongols thought not in terms of territory,
but in terms of people; the ruler gave to the nobility not territory
but classes of people; thus, subjection was personal rather than
territorial. However, as the attached peoples of the conquered
sedentary societies were permanently settled within a given
area, this personal thinking soon became transformed into terri-
torial thinking. The second period may be considered a period
when the ruling Mongols attempted to extend the principles of
nomadic confederation to the conquered sedentary areas. Such
was the case not only in China, but in Central Asia (the wlus of
Cayatai), and in the Dist-i Qipéaq (the ulus of Joéi) as well.
This was a period of great confusion, for underneath the Mon-
golian overlay, the political and social principles of the conquered
sedentary societies continued to operate. In China, the bureau-
racy still continued to function, and in Central Asia, the Khwa-
razmian political system still operated in the oases of that region.
It was during this period that the Mongols made their final great
conquests. China was occupied down to the banks of the Huai
River (historically, the conquest of the Southern Sung and the
other Far Eastern ventures form a sort of anti-climax). Persia
and Mesopotamia were conquered by Hiilegii, and the Il-khanate
was established. Russia and the Qiqtaq were reduced, and the
realm of the Golden Horde was established.

During this second period, the bonds between the component
parts of the Mongolian Empire weakened. The khaghanate in
China and Mongolia, the ulus of Cayatai in Central Asia, the
Golden Horde in the Qipéaq and Russia, and the Il-khanate in
Persia each developed into a separate, independent political entity.
Thus the time of the next great political transition varied from
place to place.

We can think of the third period as one of the resurrection of
the traditional state power of the sedentary societies on a grand


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

306 H. F. SCHURMANN

scale. This period began in China with the rise to power of Qubilai
(1260) , and in Persia with the enthronement of Ghazan (1294).
It never came about in any other wlus, for there a tradition of
absolute state power was wanting. The motives for this resur-
rection of state power sprang not only from a consciousness of the
failure of the policy of the extension of the principles of nomadic
confederation onto the sedentary societies, and from a desire to
overcome the confusion and chaos thus produced, but also from
a realization by the ruling Mongols that the traditional state of
the conquered sedentary society provided them with a means of
power that nomadic confederation could never give them. Partly,
this new manner of thinking was brought about by a gradual
alienation from the steppe. The civil war between Ariy Boge,
who dominated Mongolia, and Qubilai, whose center of power
was China, further increased the dependence of the latter on
China. Likewise, the continuing hostility of the houses of Caya-
tai and Joéi left the Il-khans with Persia and Mesopotamia as
their centers of power. The resurrection of state power not only
provided the Mongolian rulers of China and Persia with new
means of exploitation, but gave their rule a stability which here-
tofore it had not enjoyed.

The establishment of state power did not result in the ruling
Mongols’ losing their identity and fusing into the native ruling
classes. No real Sinicization or Persianization took place. If we
take China as an example, we can describe the process as follows:
In China the ruling class traditionally consisted of three seg-
ments: the gentry (i.e. the land-owners associated with the eco-
nomic center of power located in Central and South China), the
bureaucracy (associated with the political center of power in
North China), and the imperial family. The Mongols made no
attempt to become a part of the Chinese gentry, nor did they
attempt to usurp the property rights of the Chinese gentry (par-
ticularly after 1260). In their conquest of South China, they
explicitly ordered the invaders to respect all property rights. On
the other hand, the traditional Chinese bureaucracy was re-
established with greater and more absolute powers than ever be-
fore. Mongolian elements were grafted onto this structure, giving
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it yet more strength and power. Its local basis remained Chinese,
but the top was largely Mongolian (or foreign). Between the
base and the top was established an intermediary structure (the
various “ mobile ” [hsing 47] bureaus) , composed of both Chinese
and Mongols, which prevented the traditional alienation of the
lower bureaucracy from the center. The imperial family and the
allied and related nobility remained purely Mongolian, in lan-
guage, custom, and culture. The new political system which arose
after 1260 was Chinese in principle. The diverse and separate
powers of the ruling nobility were abolished, and power centered
in the throne. The qayan became an absolute emperor in the
Chinese tradition. The lower and upper bureaucracy were unified
and strengthened. The military power of the Mongolian rulers
permitted a degree of centralization rarely achieved before in
China. The gentry remained largely unaffected. However, just
as the rulers remained Mongols in culture and spirit, they likewise
retained all their basic prerogatives as Mongolian rulers, but to
them they added the prerogatives of a Chinese imperial family.
There occurred no real fusion of societies, for the Mongols and the
Chinese remained separate and distinct to the end of the dynasty.
However, the nature of the Chinese state was affected and
changed. In effect, it was absolutized to a degree not known
before. Specifically, it was the role of the emperor which took on
a new form. Similarly, the administration—on the upper levels
of the bureaucracy—was profoundly affected. On the lower bu-
reaucracy and on the gentry, the effect was weaker and less
permanent.

In Persia a similar process occurred. In Central Asia and in
the Golden Horde the third stage was never reached, for the ele-
ments which would have permitted the establishment of a strong
centralized state power were lacking. It is for this reason that we
have no important body of historical literature from either the
ulus of Cayatai or the ulus of Joci. Only indirectly, through
travelogues and foreign sources, through occasional documents
and archival pieces, do we gain an insight into the workings of
those “ societies.”

Here we are concerned with the fiscal principles, and specifically
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with the modes of exploitation, operating within Mongolian
society in all three stages of its evolution. First, there are those
basic modes of exploitation which existed in the first stage, when
the Mongols were only the central nucleus of a nomadic, tribal
confederation. Secondly, there are those secondary modes of
exploitation which arose when they entered the second stage, and
permanently occupied certain sedentary societies. Lastly, there
are those modes of exploitation which existed after the great
rationalization and centralization coming with the resurrection of
traditional, sedentary, state power. Just as the Mongols never
abandoned their basic character during these three successive
stages, neither did they abandon their original modes of exploita-
tion. As the extent and nature of their power changed and grew,
they grafted new modes of exploitation onto the old ones. The
result was the fiscal systems of China, Persia, and the Golden
Horde in the periods of the Mongols’ greatest power.

In this introduction, I shall anticipate the argumentation to be
given below, and give a short outline of my views. If we analyze
the fiscal structure of China and Persia in the third period, we
can divide it into three parts: (1) those fiscal obligations which
represented the traditional modes of exploitation within Mon-
golian society, specifically tribute and service due the ruler by his
subjects, (2) those fiscal obligations resulting from control by the
Mongols of commerce and production, e. g., the commercial tolls,
and (3) the traditional fiscal obligations, taxes, tolls, and corvées
of the conquered sedentary societies.

All three fiscal principles continued to operate during the high-
point of the Mongols’ power in this third stage. However, the
second and third modes of exploitation arose with the extension
of conquests. As the Mongols seized the customs stations through
which commercial caravans proceeded, and the cities in which
manufacturing took place, they acquired the power and preroga-
tive to levy the traditional tolls on commerce and manufacturing
(the well-known tamya). This source of revenue began as soon
as they acquired possession of those segments of sedentary socie-
ties in which commerce and production took place. The fiscal
obligations in the third category were acquired only after the
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Mongols had permanently taken possession of the sedentary
societies, an event which had already occurred in the second period.
In the third period, all these diverse fiscal obligations were rationa-
lized and ordered into a unified fiscal system. The rationalization
did not take place all at once, but grew up gradually toward the
end of the second period. In the Golden Horde, no rationaliza-
tion ever took place. There, as well as in Russia, only the confused
multiplicity of obligations remained. However, in China and in
Persia a unified fiscal system was set up.

In this picture, two of the three legs of this fiscal tripod are
relatively well known: the commercial tolls and the traditional
taxes. What is relatively unknown is the mode of exploitation
within traditional Mongolian society, and secondly the process
by which the rationalized fiscal structures of the Yiian and the
Il-khanate came into being. Much confusion has existed in studies
of Il-khanate and Yiian fiscal practices because writers have not
attempted to analyze the evolution of these fiscal structures. Par-
ticularly, in the case of China, attempts have been made to relate
certain Yiian fiscal practices with dubious Chinese precedents.
Much of the confusion can be dispelled by a comparative study
of the fiscal situation in each ulus, particularly those in China and
Persia. That is precisely what I shall attempt to do.

The sources relating to the Mongols in the early thirteenth
century are full of descriptions of innumerable exactions practiced
by the invading armies. Too often writers have considered these
exactions as nothing more than pillage and have failed to discern
any social principle behind them. Such social principles existed,
and, in fact, are known by name. They were the principles of
tribute and service. Mongolian society was a hierarchical tribal
society in which each individual was subject to his particular lord
(ejen) , the hierarchy culminating in the gan or qayan. The rela-
tions of servitude were personal rather than abstract or territorial.
A subject was obliged to furnish his own ruler with whatever
goods and services were necessary to enable his lord to carry out
his functions as lord. No basic distinction was made between pay-
ment of goods and rendering of service, for a lord could demand
either or both as occasion required. However, a distinction existed
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between the permanent, customary tribute or service which each
subject regularly rendered, and the extraordinary demands of
tribute or service arising from special situations such as war. For
purposes of simplification, we shall call the former the trtbute, and
the latter the levy. The former was known in Mongolian as alba
~alban, and the latter as qubdiri~qubdirin. Because of the lingu-
istic diversity in each wulus, these Mongolian terms were often
called differently in the various languages used. In Persia (or
rather, in the Persian literature), they were known as gqaldn
(Turkic) and qubédr (Turkie, from Mongolian). The Chinese
made no distinction between the two, calling them both ch‘ai-fa
Z2%% (a term they had acquired from the Chin dynasty under
which similar fiscal practices existed) . In the Russian literature,
they were known as dan’ and poslina. In the Golden Horde and
in Central Asia, they were known as galdn and yasdq (Turkic) .
When these terms, and the fiscal practices they designate, are
encountered in the literature, they usually relate to a much later
period, when the early Mongolian fiscal practices had already
undergone a systematization and rationalization. The evolved
forms are so dissimilar to the early forms that only by analysis of
the evolution of the evolved fiscal practices can the connection be
discerned. Thus the qubdir tax of the Il-khanid period in Persia
hardly resembles the early qubdéiri levies mentioned in the Secret
History, yet the evolution of the former from the latter is there
and can be traced.

As a more ordered and systematic administration evolved in
each wulus, specifically in China and Persia, the erratic and arbi-
trary tributes and levies began to change into fixed, permanent
taxes. What changed was not their basic nature, for they still
represented the source of revenue of the imperial family and the
related and allied nobility. What changed was the form of the
fiscal obligation. The manner of assessment was fixed in terms
of rates. Individuals were henceforth subject to given yearly
payments instead of an unlimited series of payments. Whereas
the primitive tribute and levy was paid by individuals as a sign
of subjection to their lord, the unit of assessment in some cases
(as in China) became the household rather than the individual
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(such was the case in China in the early 1230’s). Even in the
early days, what mattered was that the quota decreed by the
ruler (e # in Chinese; muqarrar in Persian) be filled. The man-
ner of assessment or repartition of the quota amount on the popu-
lation (k‘o-cheng #H# in Chinese; gismat in Persian) was of
secondary importance. Whereas exactions were arbitrary in the
early days, they became more systematized as time went on. Out
of the early tributes and levies, there developed the taxes of the
second and third periods. However, before we can understand
the nature of these evolved taxes, we must understand their
origins in terms of the tributes and levies from which they arose in
early thirteenth century Mongolian society.

We may formulate our views on the tribute and the levy in
early Mongolian society as follows: The tribute was a formalized,
permanent payment of goods and rendering of services which
symbolized and actualized the subjection of a given individual or
social group, such as a tribe, to its ruler. The levy was an extra-
ordinary exaction, imposed by the ruler on his subjects, to fulfill
some particular need. The criterion of exaction, both in the case
of the tribute and the levy, was personal rather than material;
i.e., payment of goods or rendering of services occurred on the
basis of a given individual’s or a given social group’s subjection to
his or its ruler. The nature of the goods and services used in the
payment of the obligation, as well as the distribution of the quota
among the members of a given social group, may or may not have
occurred on the basis of the wealth possessed by the members;
1. e, relative wealth may or may not have been a criterion in
fixing the rate of payment. The nature of the assessment of
payments varied from time to time, and from social group to
social group. In some tribes, the tribute and levy payments took
the form of “ herd taxes,” payment of which was made by giving
a certain percentage of animals from the total herd possessed.

The kind of fiscal obligation known as a tax is to be associated
with sedentary and not nomadic societies. Such taxes (as in
China or Persia) are burdens, of limited or unlimited continuity,
laid on persons or property for purposes associated with the
functioning of the state. We shall not go into the question of
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the concept of the tax; we shall consider it here as a kind of fiscal
obligation characteristic of sedentary societies. Some taxes un-
doubtedly have their origins in erstwhile tributes (the Han suan-fu
HBRX certainly was a kind of tribute). Some taxes are based on
an individual’s relationship to the state because of territory owned
(e.g., the land tax). Other taxes are based on a personal rela-
tionship to the state (e.g., the poll tax). In sedentary societies,
fiscal obligations tend to take on a permanent, fixed, rationalized
character. Such an obligation we shall call a tax in this analysis.
Extraordinary levies, if they exist, tend, within a short time, either
to disappear or to take the form of more regular obligations. It is
my view that the early Mongolian tributes and levies tended to
take on the character of taxes in the second and third periods
mentioned above.

II. Tribute (Alban) and Levy (Qubdiri)

Our knowledge of the fiscal practices of the early Mongols
derives largely from non-Mongolian sources: from the Chinese,
the Persian, the Armenian, and the European literature which
took note of the Mongols. Perhaps the most explicit description
of Mongolian fiscal practices of the early thirteenth century is
contained in the Hei-ta shih-lich BEEEBE written in 1236, and
containing observations which its two authors, P‘enc Ta-ya X
# and Hst Ting 2, made several years earlier during their
travels in North China and Mongolia: *

Their collecting of taxes is called ck'ai-fa 22%% . They rely on horses for
milk; they require sheep for food. In all cases, they collect them (i.e., the
taxes) on the basis of the size of the people’s herds. It is like the ¢ provisioning
of the ruler’ (shang-kung J-fit) of the Chinese [fiscal] system.? In regard to
the system of setting up postal relays,® it permits all [their] chiefs and leaders

* Hei-ta shih-liieh (Kuo-hsiieh wen-k‘u §iﬁ ed., vol. 25) (Peiping, 1936),
pp. 47-116. The passage translated and the commentaries by Wane Kuo-wei can be
found on pp. 75-78.

? The “ provisioning of the ruler,” shang-kung, represented one of the three divisions
of revenue carried out during the time of the Emperor Hsiian-tsung i% of the
T‘ang. The revenue designated as “ provisioning of the ruler” was paid directly to
the imperial court. Cf. Téoyo-rekishi daijiten 4 (1937).325a.

? Cf. Paul PeLuior, “ Sur yam ou jam, ‘relais postal’” TP 27 (1930).192-195.
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freely to determine the amount of time the sending of envoys takes.* So far
as the people of Han (i.e., North China) are concerned, with the exception of
artisans, be they male or female, the annual tax is: adults in the cities, 25
liang of [silk] yarn, and, per ox and sheep, 50 liang of yarn—this means the
sum wherewith they borrow Muslim silver to buy sustenance for the passing
envoys; 3 village cultivators, per individual, 100 liang of yarn. As concerns
[husked] grain, regardless whether the acreage and crop be small or large,
annually [each] household [pays] four stone. The silver transport convoys,
taking all regions together, [carry] about 20,000 ingots annually.® The way
they [use] side roads and crooked paths to impose taxation defies description.?

This rather brief exposition is followed by the more expansive
comments of Hst T ing:

In the desert area which [I,] T ing, traversed, from the Tatar ruler, the
pretended queen, crown princes and princesses, and [royal] relatives down, all
have their domains. Their people all give forth oxen and horses, vehicles and
weapons, laborers, mutton, and mare’s milk as ch‘ai-fa. Without doubt, in the
steppe which the Tatars have split up [into domains] and administer, everyone
gives forth ch‘ai-fa. Noble and mean, there is not one who may be exempted.
There is another matter, namely that each gives forth ch‘ai-fa for the require-
ments within the postal relay [system] of each domain. Again, it is the same
with high and low. This, thus, is the ch‘ai-fa of the steppe. As far as the
chai-fa of the land of the Han (i.e. North China) is concerned, in addition
to the fact that each adult of each household [pays] silver in commutation for
yvarn and floss, every time envoys pass by, they requisition food and imple-
ments for the army and cavalry. As far as all the expenditures of the ruler
are concerned, moreover, they always calculate the total amount needed and
levy it on the people. The people of all the conquered countries greatly con-
sider it an affliction. Their imprecations reach Heaven. But in the end there
is nothing they can do. The Tatar rulers, at unexpected times, dispatch officials
from the steppe to the land of the Han to fix the ch‘ai-fa. [I,] T‘ing, was in
Yen-ching [when] the present commissioner Assistant Minister Hu 8 came. His

* The punctuated edition of 1903 breaks the sentence between the characters 4E
and 2£. T do not see how any sense can be made out of such a version.

® This phrase appears in all texts in small print. I am not certain of the translation
nor of the significance of the passage.

®Wane Kuo-wei, in his commentary (pp. 77-78), has shown that this figure of
20,000 ingots accords with other figures given in other sources; this amount of silver
was equal to 1,000,000 taels.

"On page 1b of the errata of the edition of 1908, it is noted that the character £f
may be a mistake for

® Wanc Kuo-wei, in his commentary on this passage (p. 78), states that the Assisting
Minister Hu of the text is the same as the Hu-tu-hu (also written Hu-t‘u-hu) of
other texts relating to this period. He may also be the same as the Sigi Qutuqu
mentioned in the Secret History (cf. Erich HaeniscH, Manghol un Niuca Tobca'an
[Leipzig, 1987], §260, p. 91). The phrase ﬁ,i‘éﬁﬂﬂg*ﬁﬁi is unclear. In other
contexts, Hst often says: “when I was in such and such a place, I saw B, etc.” Thus
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financial outrages were yet more to be dreaded. Down to the guilds of classical
teachers and beggars guilds as well, [all] gave forth silver to make up the

chai-fa. Within the Yen-ching guild of classical teachers, there was a poem:
9

In this way one can see what their system of collecting taxes was like.

In these two descriptions, we have as complete a formulation
of early Mongolian fiscal practices as exists in the literature.
P‘ing Ta-ya visited the north in the years 1232-33; Hst T ing
went later in the years 1235-36.° Both P‘Enc and Hst use the
term chai-fa to describe Mongolian fiscal practices. Although the
term is Chinese, it was a term already current in North China
during the Chin dynasty to describe a kind of fiscal obligation
peculiar to the barbarians and not associated with China (vide
wnfra) . Both P‘’ENc and HsU divide the ch‘ai-fa system into two
types: that imposed on the Mongols themselves in the steppe, and
that imposed by the Mongols on the conquered North Chinese.
On the ch‘ai-fa system among the Mongols, P‘ENG states that the
Mongols were assessed a certain percentage of their herds. He
compares it to the Chinese shang-kung. The shang-kung was not
so much a tax, as a certain quota of revenue (one part of a three-
fold division of revenue) which was paid directly to the imperial
court. Though first introduced in the T‘ang, it was still practiced
during the Southern Sung. Thus P‘Exc means here that the “ herd
tribute ” was paid directly to the ruler. Furthermore, the Mongols
had to maintain the postal relay system, another obligation under
the ch'ai-fa system. Hst adds to these remarks of P‘enxc by
pointing out that the *“ desert area ” (i.e., Mongolia) was divided
into a series of domains ruled over by the “Tatar ruler” (i.e.,
the gan or gayan), the queen, the crown princes or princesses,

the phrase might be rendered: “[I,] T‘ing, was in Yen-ching and saw [them] send the
Assisting Minister Hu here.” However, FJ, is also used commonly in this period as the
equivalent of ﬁ, ,» “present, actual.” Nevertheless, the general meaning of the
sentence is quite clear.

® The poem, consisting of eight verses, mentions that the guild of classical teachers
was exempted from these levies, probably in accordance with Mongol policy favoring
the clergy and learned institutions in general with tribute exemption.

*°On the dates of P‘énc’s and Hsi’s mission to North China, cf. Wane Kuo-wei’s
comments in the Hei-ta shih-liieh, pp. 48-49.

** Although these titles do not appear in the text, we may say a few words about


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

MONGOLIAN TRIBUTARY PRACTICES OF THE 18TH CENTURY 315

and the various royal relatives. In other words, each member of

them at this point. The titles gayan and gan occur early in the annals of Central
Asiatic history. What interests us, however, in this article, is the relationship between
qgaryan and gan during the Mongolian period. SHiraTORI claims that both titles were
used indiscriminately during that period and were often confused. Cf. Kurakichi
SHiraTORI, “ A Study on the Titles Kaghan and Katun,” Memoirs of the Research
Department of the Toyo Bunko 1(1926).19-26. However, in my opinion, this is not
so. It is true, as SHIRATORI points out, that gan was not used solely to designate
“lords and subordinate kings.” For example, one finds the following passage in the
Secret History: . . . Temiijini Cinggis qahan ke'en nereyidéii qan bolyaba (cf.
HaeniscH, op. cit., p. 25). This passage may be rendered: “. . . having named
Temiijin Cinggis qahan, [they] made [him] gan.” The Chinese glosses of gayan and
qan in both cases are huang-ti E‘%ﬁ? Cf. Suirator: Kurakichi, Onyaku-mobun gencha-
hishi (Tokyd, 1942) 3.44a. The Sino-Mongolian vocabulary of the Chih-yiian period
also renders han Z& (i.e., qan) as huang-ti. Cf. Shih-lin kuang-chi EJHU%%‘E,
“Chih-yiian i-yii” ZEJCAReE, Japanese edition of 1684-85 (£s6 7) 10.53b. Never-
theless, there is sufficient regularity in the use of the two titles during the thirteenth
and fourteenth centuries to justify the conclusion that they meant and designated
different things. First of all, in the sections of the Secret History dealing with the
period preceding the enthronement of Cinggis, the ruler of the Chin is referred to as
Altan gahan; in the section following the enthronement of Cinggis, he becomes Altan
gan. Cf. HaEniscH, op. cit., §53, §182. Ogédei, in the passages dealing with the period
before his enthronement, is sometimes referred to as éy&dei qan (op. cit., §255, §269) .
The word gayan was regularly used during the Yiian to refer to the emperor of China.
During the early Ming, the emperor of China was addressed as gayan in both Mon-
golian and Uighur documents. Cf. Hua-i i-yii 3£ FREE, “Ta-tan kuan lai-wen ”
%@ﬁ;ﬁ&‘, photographic copy of mss. in the library of the Kydto Institute of
Humanistic Sciences, pp. 19-20; also, “ Kao-ch‘ang kuan lai-wen ” {5} B eE3k 3L, pp.
29-30.

In the Persian sources, the title ga’dn is used almost exclusively for the Mongolian
rulers of the East, starting with Ogddei, but omitting Giiyiig, the legitimacy of whose
reign was questioned. In the period after the disappearance of the Il-khéns, the title
qa’dn does not appear in the sources. As a matter of fact, even the Chinese emperor is
addressed as khdn in Persian tributary documents of the early Ming. Cf. Hua-i i-yii,
“ Hui-hui kuan lai-wen ” [E]JEJBE3R 3L, pp. 57-58.

It seems clear from a number of sources that SHIRATORI is correct in rejecting the
idea that gan meant subsidiary ruler. In the Russian edicts of tribute exemption,
the rulers of the Golden Horde are regularly referred to as car’. Likewise, in the
Persian sources, the Il-khans are usually referred to as pddisdh. In both cases, car’
and pddisdh render khdn and not ga’dn.

The problem is too complex to go into at this point. Nevertheless, I think that
SHIRATORT'S claim that gayen and gan were used indiscriminately must be empha-
tically rejected. All evidence points to the conclusion that in theory only one gayan
could exist at a time. On the other hand, there always existed, in theory and in fact,
more than one gan. The absence of primogeniture among the Mongols and other
Central Asiatic peoples tended to divide rather than consolidate political power. The
division of the realm into four segments after the death of Cinggis resulted in the
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the Mongolian nobility had his own area where he ruled. This
apparent “feudalism,” one may remark in passing, is in reality a
consequence of the Mongol system of inheritance, whereby adult
sons split off from the family and established themselves inde-
pendently upon marriage.’*> The people in each domain paid

creation in each of an wlus, independently ruled by a gan descended from Cinggis,
but of whom only one, the third son Ogddei, assumed the title gayan. In addition
to these, there also existed a number of other rulers subjected by or allied to the
Mongols who bore the title gan. Qan seems to have been a title referring to the actual
ruler of a people, to a king, emperor, noble etc. It is significant that the word gan is
used in contemporary documents occasionally almost in the sense of government. In
one of the Sino-Mongolian documents of tribute exemption, the phrase: gan-u c'ay
amu, literally “the warehouse (i.e., the land tax) grain of the gan,” is rendered by
the Chinese kuan-liang 'E’*E, “government grain.” Cf. Erich HaeniscH, Steuer-
gerechtsame der chinesischen Kloster unter der Mongolenherrschaft (Leipzig, 1940),
p- 65. On the other hand, Zeki Velidi ToGan has indicated that gayan was related to
the function of preserving and transmitting the tore, the traditional Turco-Mongolian
religious law. Cf. Zeki Velidi 1'oGan, Umumi Tiirk Tarihine Giris [Introduction to a
General History of the Turks] (Istanbul, 1946), pp. 106-108.

One problem arises because of an apparent discrepancy in the accounts of the
Secret History and Juwaini. The former states clearly that Temiijin was given the
name Cinggis qayan at the time of his enthronement. The latter, however, states
that he was given the name Cingiz-khan. Cf. Ta’rikh-i Jahdn-gusé [=E. J. W. Gibb
Memorial Series, Volume XVI 1] (Leyden-London, 1912), p. 28. To my knowledge, the
name é’inggis gayan (i.e., in its Persian form) never appears in the Persian sources.
Furthermore, in the Sino-Mongolian edicts of tribute exemption, only the form
Jingis qan (= éinggis gan) appears. However, in the Sino-Mongolian inscriptions
studied by Francis W. CLeaves, we find the form é’inggis qayan. Cf., e.g., Francis
Woodman Creaves, “The Sino-Mongolian Inscription of 1862 in Memory of Prince
Hindu,” HJAS 12(1949). 98, note 26. On the other hand, Juwaini, in the section on
the enthronement of Ogddei, states that Ogodei was given the name ga’dn (Juwaini 1,
p. 148). In the Persian sources, and in the Sino-Mongolian edicts of tribute exemp-
tion Ogddei is often simply referred to as ga’dn (or its variants); similarly, in the
Chinese sources, he is often called simply ho-han BT, i.e., qa’an.

Tentatively, therefore, I should like to propose the following:

Qan designated the supreme ruler in the political sense.

Qavyan likewise designated the supreme ruler. However, the qayan may have been
a ruler in some religious sense, in addition to being the supreme ruler in the political
sense.

*2 Mr. Fane Chaoying, in a lecture before the Berkeley Colloquium Orientologicum
on February 29, 1956, advanced a most interesting and startling hypothesis concerning
inheritance and succession among the early Manchus. He related the problem of im-
perial succession among the early Manchus with an original practice of ultimogeniture
(indicated by the Chinese expression wei-fen-chia-tzu ﬂfﬁ”%?) According to
Mr. Fang, as the sons grew up and married, they moved out of the family with a
share of the property. Division of property was relatively simple since it consisted
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ch‘ai-fa to the ruler of that domain. The ch‘ai-fa consisted of a
variety of things: oxen, horses, vehicles, weapons, labor service
(in the form of laborers) , mutton, and milk. All were subject to
the ch‘ai-fa. HstU adds, confirming P‘eEnc’s statements, that all
had likewise to give ch‘ai-fa in order to maintain the postal relays
(the jam) within their domains.

What P‘eEne and Hs¥ said amounts to this: all Mongols paid a
permanent tribute to their personal ruler (whether gayan, or
qatun, or sons or relatives of the gayan), based on the size of
their herds. Furthermore, all were obliged to pay a considerable
variety of goods and render services in fulfillment of their ch‘ai-fa
obligations. In addition to this, they were obliged to maintain
the postal relay system within their domain (i.e., the domain to
which they were attached) .

A different form of the ch‘ai-fa was imposed by the Mongols on
the North Chinese, for here they dealt with peasants and artisans,
not nomads. Each individual adult city inhabitant, male or
female, with the exception of artisans (who paid the ch‘ai-fa with
their special products), paid an annual “poll-tax” of 25 liang
of silk yarn; in addition, a “tax” of 50 liang per head of ox or
sheep. Peasants paid an annual “ poll-tax > of 100 liang of yarn,
per individual. In addition, they had to pay an annual household
tax of four stone of grain. Hst adds that the poll-tax on adults
was usually paid in silver in commutation for silk yarn and floss.
We know that already during the Chin, silver in ingot form had
become the chief medium of exchange in North China. How-
ever, in addition to the regular ch‘ai-fa, the Chinese had to suffer
innumerable levies ““every time envoys pass by.” Hst makes
another important point: the Mongols assessed quotas in terms of
their expenditures. These quota amounts were then levied on the

mostly of cattle. This process eventually left the youngest son as the sole heir of his
father’s property. Mr. Fang further stated that similar forms of inheritance and
succession existed among the Mongols, the Ju-chen, and probably even the Shang
peoples. There is evidence to indicate that such a practice of ultimogeniture did in
fact exist among the early Mongols. Cf. V. A. Riasanovsky, Customary Law of the
Mongol Tribes (Harbin, 1929), pp. 70-71. Mr. Fanc’s theory of ultimogeniture, it
seems to me, provides a better explanation of “nomadic feudalism ” (VvApiMircov’s
term) than any I have yet heard.
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people. The ch‘ai-fa was in reality collected in silver, for annually
20,000 ingots (ting) of silver were sent north by the Mongols.

Here both P‘enc and Hst describe the two basic fiscal concepts
of the Mongols: the permanent tributes and the extraordinary
levies. To the Chinese, both were known as ch‘ai-fa. By the
ch'ai-fa, they understood Mogolian exactions in general. Despite
the appearance of similar terms during the Sung,"” the earliest
occurrence of the term chai-fa is attested for the Chin. The
Chin shih contains the following passage: **

In the ninth moon [of the fourth year of T‘ai-ho ZEH)] (July 29-Aug. 27,
1204) , memorializers mentioned that the “ property tax” (wu-li-chien 7
£%)15 of households which had fled, in Ts‘ang-chou g of Ho-chien iJ
[§], amounted to several thousands of strings [of copper cash]. However, as
far as their ch‘ai-fa is concerned, the authorities only collected from households
actually [there]. It is felt that the people cannot bear this. An imperial edict
was issued ordering the Examining Authorities to stop temporarily the “ prop-

erty [tax]” on mobile wealth, with the exception of the ‘‘ property [tax]” on
land which they were commanded to base on their [actual] property.1¢

In other words, the region of Ts‘ang-chou was liable to the
payment of a tax quota, imposed in the form of a tax on ““ prop-
erty.” Because many households had fled the region, the re-
maining households each had to bear a proportionately larger
share of the tax burden. The memorial called upon the govern-
ment for tax relief. From the context of the memorial, it is clear
that the term ch‘ai-fa was used to designate this tax quota. The
“ property tax” was an innovation of the Chin, a tax of non-
Chinese origin. As it is stated in the Chin-shih: *

Property in land and gardens, houses and sheds, carts and vehicles, herd
animals and crops, and the amount of money saved was calculated, and a tax

in money levied at differing rates. This was called the “ property tax > (wu-
li-chfien) .

During the Chin, two basic categories of taxes existed: (1)

1% See notes 23 and 24.

4 Chin-shih (Po-na-pen ed.) 47.18b.

* On the “property tax,” wu-li-chien, cf. Ocawa Yujin /NI ., “Kindai no
butsurikisen ni tsuite ” Qﬁ @%j]ﬁ IR T [« Concerning the Wu-li-chien of
the Chin Dynasty "], Toydshi-kenkya 5 (1940) .420-437; 6 (1940-42) .43-60; 193-217.

*®On these terms and on the general background of this passage, cf. ibid., pp. 43-45.

Y Cf. ibid., p. 490 f1.
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those payable by the Ju-chen, and (2) those payable by the
Chinese. The Ju-chen were essentially subject only to one basic
tax, namely a tax on oxen. The Chinese, on the contrary, were
subject to two basic taxes: (a) the land tax, and (b) the ““prop-
erty tax” (in addition to other subsidiary taxes).* The wu-li-
ch'ien was introduced by the Chin and represented a special
source of revenue for the Chin ruling family. This source of
revenue was known as the ch‘ai-fa. In other words, the tribute
paid by the Chinese to the Chin ruler was known as the ch‘ai-fa.
The wu-li-ch‘ien represented an evolved form of the early Chin
tribute, in the same way that the pao-yin B8 and the ssu-liao
#Kt represented evolved and rationalized forms of early Mon-
golian tributes and levies.”* Both were known to the Chinese as
ch'ai-fa. The wu-li-ch‘ien disappeared completely from China
after the Mongol conquest of the Chin. It disappeared probably
because it was considered a special tribute payable to the Chin
ruler, and identified with that dynasty. Likewise, the ch‘ai-fa
disappeared completely from China when the Ming took power,
although the Ming emperor still accepted ch‘ai-fa tribute from
non-Chinese tribes on the northern frontier to whom he was the
qayan. A faint remnant of the wu-li-ch‘ien can still be seen in the
first rationalized fiscal system introduced by the Mongols in
China, that of Ogédei in 1236. At that time a system of gradated
taxation (k‘o-cheng) was introduced whereby people were taxed
on the basis of individuals per household, the number of animals,
and the grade of land.?

The etymology of ch‘ai-fa is not easy to explain. ABe Takeo
(see note 19) seems to read it as ch'a-fa, with ch‘a meaning “ dif-
ferentiated.” However, both the reading and the meaning ch‘ai
seem preferable. Paul PeLuror translated the term as “ livraison
officielle,” “ réquisition.” ** The element ch‘ai is used regularly

'8 T'oyo-rekishi-daijiten 2.283a.

*° Cf. Ase Takeo FEFBHEFR, « Gen-jidai no hoginsei no kokyi ” IR D 4R
fﬁ“@ #ZYE [“Study of the Pao-yin System of the Yiian Dynasty ”1 Toho-gakuhé 24
(1954) .227-366; cf., also, Herbert Franz ScHURMANN, Economic Structure of the Yiian
Dynasty (Cambridge, 1956), pp. 88-107.

2% Cf. SCHURMANN, 0p. cit., p. 75.

21 Cf. PeLiior, TP 37 (1944).165.
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during the Yiian in various contexts and compounds. One of the
most common is the traditional expression ch‘ai-shih Z=f#, “+to
dispatch envoys (from the court or the government).” A Yiian
vocabulary gives as the Chinese equivalent for daruyadi, a civil
governor, hsiian-ch‘ai B2 2

During the Sung, the term ch‘ai-chien Z38 designated an official
who performed the functions of an office whose actual holder did
no more than receive the pay and rank concomitant with the
office.® During the Northern Sung, the term ch‘ai-i Zif% desig-
nated a gradated system of corvée decreed by the government.
During the Sung and the Yiian, the term ch‘ai-po Z# was often
used in the sense of “to send.” ** None of these expressions bears
any direct relationship to ch‘ai-fa. Yet in each case ch‘ai seems to
have the connotation of something done by the government.
Since fa obviously connotes levy or requisition, PELLIOT’s render-
ing seems fully justified. However, it must be kept in mind that
ch‘ai-fa denoted a foreign innovation both during the Chin and
the Yiian. Consequently, the “ officielle ” must be considered as
referring to the foreign ruler, the qayan, and not to the legitimate,
bureaucratic government of the Chinese. In this connection, it
seems to me that “ imperial ” would be a better rendering for the
ch'ai of ch'ai-fa than * official.”

To the Chinese, ch‘ai-fa designated all those obligations which
the subjects of the Mongolian rulers, Chinese, Mongols, and
others, owed to them. These obligations consisted essentially of
a more or less permanent and customary tribute in goods and
services, and of a series of extraordinary levies. Now, what did
the Mongols call these obligations? And how were they called by
the many other peoples who, like the Chinese, were subject to
the same tributes and levies? Fortunately, there are in existence
a considerable number of documents and inscriptions from each
ulus which deal specifically with the matter of obligations of sub-
jects to their Mongolian rulers. These are documents which are

22 Cf. Shik-lin kuang-chi, “ Chih-yiian i-yii” 57a.

23 Cf. E. A. Kracke Jr., Ciwvil Service in Early Sung China 960-1067 (Cambridge,
Mass., 1953), p. 80.

2¢ Cf. Toyo-rekishi-daijiten 3.350c; also, ABE, op. cit., p. 237.
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granted by one of the Mongolian rulers to a favored subject,
exempting him from all or most obligations due the ruler. Erich
HagnNiscH, dealing with Sino-Mongolian documents, has termed
them Steuergerechtsame.?® Walther Hinz, dealing with similar
documents in Turkic, calls them Steuerbefreiungsurkunden.*® In
medieval Russian literature, they have been called tarkhannyje
gramoty (“ tarkhan letters”) .*” There are in existence such
documents written in Chinese, Mongolian, Turkic, and Russian.
In the Yiian tien-chang JCHY¥  and the Ta’rikh-i mubdrak-i
Ghdzdni, we have citations from prototypes giving us an idea of
their form and content. They are all, regardless of the language
in which they are written, so similar in form and content that
often one can transpose whole sentences automatically into the
language used in another document written thousands of miles
away in an entirely different language. Their similarity derives
to a large extent from the fact that the originals were almost
always written in Mongolian or Turkic, and then translated into
another language.

These documents form some of our most important sources
for an analysis of fiscal obligations in existence in each wlus. In
particular, due to the similarity in form and content, and to the
similarity in motivation for the issuance of such documents, they
provide us with the means of comparing the fiscal obligations of
one ulus with those of another. Mostly, of course, these docu-
ments give us an insight into the nature of the tributes which
the subject peoples owed their Mongol rulers. Similarities and
correspondences in terminology enable us to see that what at
first sight appears to be a divergence in terminology in East and
West, is largely the fact that these tributes were called by dif-
ferent names according to the language in which the document
was written.

These documents of tribute exemption (as we shall henceforth
call them) were issued by the Mongolian ruler, whether qgayan,

25 HAENISCH, op. cit.

2% See Note 118.

*7 Cf. S. B. VeseLovsk1d, Feodal’noje Zemlevladenije v Severo-vostoénoj Rusi [Feudal
Land Tenure in the Northeastern Rus’] (Moscow-Leningrad, 1947), p. 132f.
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qan (khdn), qatun, or a member of the imperial nobility, to one
or more of his subjects exempting him or them from all tributes
(or such tributes as specified) due the ruler. In the thirteenth
century society of Inner Asia, all peoples, whether Mongolian or
conquered, became the subjects of one or another member of the
ruling Mongolian nobility. Some were the immediate subjects of
the qayan. These were usually called in Chinese the “ government
households ” (hsi-kuan min-hu FRERF ). Some were the im-
mediate subjects of a given appanage-holder. These were usually
called in Chinese the “ distributed households ” (fen-po min-hu
SHMERJF) » Each of the subjects was bound to render tribute
and service to his ruler. If a subject rendered particular service
to his ruler meriting reward, he was often exempted from these
tributes and services, given a document or plaque attesting this
fact, and received the title darqan (Turkic, tarkhdn) .

T a0 Tsung-i BFEHE, the author of the Cho-keng-lu BERFE, an
important work written during the last years of the Yiian, de-
scribes a darqgan as follows: **

The title ta-la-han (darqan) translated expresses the idea of a leader of a
country being able to do what he wants. Unless he be a distinguished [person]
or a relative [by marriage] (i.e., of the imperial family), it is not granted him.
On the dragon flight days (i.e., when he first came to the throne) of T‘ai-tsu
(i.e., Cinggis), the Court was set up in rough form, and the official system
was simple and traditional. There were only assistants (tso-yu 45 ), and
myriarchs, followed by chiliarchs. The great-grandfather of Ha-la-ha-sun
(Qarqasun) ,3° Assisting Minister and Chung-hsien wang B EET of Shun-te
NE7fE, namely] Chfi-hsi-li (Qisiliq) ,3 was well received because of his super-
lative ability. He was selected and appointed chiliarch, and granted the title
ta-la-han (darqan). In the jen-shen year of Chih-yiian (1272-78), Shih-tsu
(1. e., Qubilai), honoring the descendants of distinguished vassals, appointed
[Ha-la-ha-sun] an official in the prince’s night watch, with the hereditary title
ta-la-han (darqan) .

8 Cf. SCHURMANN, op. cit., p. 94.

2% Cho-keng-lu (undated Japanese printed edition of the Tokugawa) 1.23b4-9. I
wish to thank Prof. CH‘Ex Shih-hsiang (Univ. of California) for some interesting
references on the term fzu-yu

**For the biography of Ha-la-ha-sun, cf. Yiian-shih 136. Shun-te, now located in
Hopeh Province, became the domain, i.e., the appanage, of Qisiliq.

of the name Qarqasun, cf. HaeNiscH, op. cit., §275, p. 97.
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A Western writer, Ab(i'l-Ghazi Bahddur Khin, describes the
tarkhdn (=darqan) as follows: *

“The meaning of tarkhdn is this, that they shall take nothing whatever
from such an individual. Whether, as a fugitive, he comes to the gate of the
Khién, no one shall prevent him [from entering]. He shall come, and he shall
go [freely]. If he commit a crime, he shall not be questioned about anything up
to nine [crimes]. Thereafter, he shall be questioned. It shall be such up to nine
generations.”

What this means is that the darqan (= tarkhdn) was exempted
from obligations, specifically the obligations of tribute to his lord,
and was given a certain degree of juridical immunity. We know
that this title was bestowed on people who had performed great
service for their rulers; the title appears in every ulus from China
to Russia. Tribute exemption was also generally granted the
clergy of the diverse religions represented in the Mongolian realms.
This policy of religious favoritism was followed in every wlus.
Even when the rulers of the Golden Horde had already been
converted to Islam, they continued to issue documents of tribute
exemption to the clergy of the Russian Orthodox Church. It is
not clear whether the exempted clerics received the title darqan
(or tarkhdn). This title is never mentioned in the Sino-Mon-
golian and Russian edicts of exemption issued the clergy of those
countries. On the other hand, Nasiru ’d-Din Tisi, in his cele-
brated work on finance, says that the title tarkhdn was given to
members of the clergy.®* Whether the clergy received the title or
not, the edicts of exemption gave them the same exemption from
the tribute and the same juridical immunity as the non-clerical
tarkhan’s received. We cannot go here into the reasons for this
policy. In regard to the clergy, it probably had religious rather

%2 Ablt 'l-Ghazi Bahadur Khén, Sajara-i Turkiyya (ed. of le Baron Desmaisons) (St.
Petersburg, 1871), p. 55. The text, which is in a section concerning the individuals
Badai and Qisliq, is as follows:

Tarkhin-ning ma‘ni-si bu turur kim ol kisi-din hié ndmdrsi almayailar. Hir qaéan
khin esiking kilsa hié kisi man' gilmayai. Oz kirgei; 6z &Gqyai. Agar gundh s
qilsa, toquz-ya-Ca sormavyailar. An-din somg soryailar. Ta toquz arqa bolyunja
Sundaq bolvyai
For a French translation, cf. Volume 2, p. 58.

# Cf. M. Minovi and V. Mivorsky, “ Nasir al-Din Tisi on Finance,” BSOAS 10
(1940) .776.
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than political motivation. In return for the exemption, the clergy
were always asked to invoke the blessing of Heaven or their own
deities for the good fortune and long life of the Mongolian rulers.
As to the other tarkhdn, they generally were not members of the
immediate Mongolian nobility. Tribute exemption was not only a
means of rewarding them, but of making them into allies and
friends. This tarkhdn policy played an important role in every
wlus. In China, it died out after the end of the Yiian. But in
Central Asia, Persia, and Russia it continued as a policy under
the successor dynasties. The soyurydl policies of Ulliy Bég and
the Safawids are a direct outgrowth of the Mongolian tarkhdn
policies.** In Russia, the tarkhdn policies of the medieval knjaz’ja
contributed to the development of the institution of church
immunity.*

Here we are not so much concerned with the policy itself, as
with these documents as sources for determining the fiscal prac-
tices of the Mongols. Despite differences in language, these edicts
were written in extremely stereotyped phrases which remained
remarkably similar throughout every ulus. Even documents of
tribute exemption issued by successor dynasties, like the Kazan
and Crimean khanates, retain the form and even much of the
content of the earlier documents. This in itself attests the continu-
ation of the tarkhdn policy beyond the Mongolian dynasties.
Typical of the Sino-Mongolian edicts of exemption is the edict of
1276 issued by Mangala, third son of Qubilai and “prince ”
(wang) of the appanage of An-hsi &M, to a Taoist leader. As in
the case of similar edicts, this edict begins with a re-statement of
the edicts of preceding rulers concerning tribute exemption to be
granted the clergy. On the basis of this general policy, the edict
granted the recipient similar exemption. This general policy is
formulated as follows: *°

# Cf. V. MiNorsky, Tadhkirat al-Muliak (London, 1943), p. 27.

5 Cf. VESELOVSKIJ, op. cit., p. 891, ff.

*¢See N. N. Porpr, Kvadratnaja Pis’mennost’ [Square Writing] (Moscow-Leningrad,
1941), p. 59 fi. The Mongolian text is as follows:

(6) Jinlgis] qanu ba qa-anu ba jarligdur doyid érke-ud senshiyud dasmad (7)
c'aly t'amgadalé‘a busi aliba alba qubéiri dli ijen (8) [denlriyi jalbariju hiru:er ogun
at'uqayi ge-ek'degsed aju (9) -ue.
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“TIt has been said in the edicts of Jingis qan and the Qa-an (i. e., Ogddei)
that Buddhist priests, Nestorian priests, Taoist monks, and Muslim clerics,
not being subject to (literally, not seeing) any kind of alba qubéiri except the
land and commercial taxes, are to invoke Heaven and give blessings.”

The Chinese version, adhering closely to the Mongolian and
couched in the colloquial chancellery style found in the Yian tien-
chang and other collections of official literature of the period, con-
tains as an equivalent for the phrase aliba alba qubdiri ilii iijen
(literally, “ not seeing any kind of alba qubdiri ), the following
phrase: AREBEZEBEAREEE, “ do not cause them to be sub-
ject to any kind of ch‘ai-fa.” ¥

Other Sino-Mongolian edicts of tribute exemption composed
during the years between the middle of the thirteenth and the
middle of the fourteenth century are written in a similar style,
often using exactly the same words. In all these edicts, alba
qubd&iri emerge as the principal obligations from which the recipi-
ents are freed. Likewise, in all of them we find alba qubd&iri
translated by the Chinese term ch‘ai-fa. It is difficult to say
whether alba qubd‘iri is to be taken as a single or a dual concept.
However, comparisons with similar edicts issued elsewhere will
show that we must take it as a dual concept, with alba and
qublirt as separate words. Even though a single Chinese term
(ch'ai-fa) is used to render alba qubé&iri, there is evidence from
Chinese sources which indicates that we must understand alba
qubciri in a plural and not in a singular sense. For example, when
Cu‘1u Ch‘u-chi EFEZHE, the Taoist leader better known under the
name Ch‘ang-ch‘un chen-jen #FEA, visited Cinggis in 1223,
he and his followers were exempted from “all ch‘ai-fa, great and
small ” (ta-hsiao ch'ai-fa) >

We can now say that the Mongolian terms alba and qub&iri
(in the Uighur script, qubéiri) referred to those tributes and
levies owed by a subject to his Mongolian lord, which the Chinese
knew as ch‘ai-fa. Although we have no explicit description of

*"Cf. Edouard CHavANNEs, “Inscriptions et piéces de chancellerie chinoise de
I’époque mongole ” TP 5 (1904) .376.

8 Ch'ang-ch‘un chen-jen hsi-yu-chi chiao-chu BEHEEAWBREREYE Ha-ning
Wang Chung-ch'iieh kung i-shu ?&EEE,&%&%% ed. [ts'é 32]) “fu-lu” Fﬁ'ﬁ
1a.18-2a.2. Cf. Arthur Warey, The Travels of an Alchemist (London, 1981), p. 158.
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alba (or alban) in early Mongolian sources, such as the Secret
History, the term and the institution played an important role in
post-Yiian Mongolian society. VwvaApimircov, writing on Mon-
golian society of the “ medieval period ” (fourteenth to seven-
teenth centuries), states on alban: *

Le premier devoir de chaque vassal par rapport & son suzerain—seigneur
féodal de tel ou tel rang—est le  service, le recrutement ” alba (n) ; alban, c’est

le lien de base de la société féodale mongole, correspondant au “ hominium et
fidelitas ” de ’Europe médiévale.

During the post-Yiian period, the “ free subjects” among the
Mongols were called albatu (i.e., [those] having alba). On the
obligations of the albatu, VLADIMIRCOV states: *°

Le dernier des arat est albatu de son seigneur, mais les seigneurs eux-mémes,
mémes les princes impériaux, peuvent étre dénommés albatu par rapport &
leur d@jin, le hagan . . . L’alban d’un simple particulier vis-a-vis de son maitre
féodal comprenait en fait les éléments suivants: 1° redevances en nature, bétail
et produits d’élévage (alban qubliur, $i’isiin); 2° service dans le quartier en
ce qui concerne la recherche du combustible (’argol) (argal tigiiki), etc.; 3°
service dans la milice du seigneur et participation aux battues (ayan aba); 5°
redevance des charrois, c’est-a-dire service postal, et ravitaillement des couriers
seigneuriaux de passage (ulaga $%isii); 5° participation aux procés devant les
tribunaux en qualité de témoin (gdrdéi) et de juré (siha’a).

All individuals who owed obligations of servitude to a superior
were called albatu. Slaves (boyol) were not called albatu because
they were in a different social category from the “ free ” tribute-
owing subjects, 1. e., the arad. As Vvapimircov shows, alban in-
volved not only the payment of tribute in goods, but implied the
rendering of a variety of services. His formulation of the alban
closely resembles that given in the Hei-ta shih-liieh. We find the
term alban in the multi-lingual dictionaries of the Ch‘ing.** Alban
alone is usually defined as kuan-ch‘ai ‘B2 or kung-wu 2%, i.e.,
“ government mission ” or “official business.” However, in a
slightly different context, alba is defined as kung H, “ tribute.”
Zaxuarov defines alban, as used in the Manchu language, as
“imperial or social service, tax in kind, direct tax, obligations,

* B. Ya. ViapiMircov, Le régime social des Mongols (Paris, 1948), p. 204.
4 Ibid., pp. 204, 211.
1 Yii-chih wu-ti ching-wen chien ﬁ%i%ﬁiﬁﬁ 5.1a.
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tribute paid to the court,” and adjectively as ““crown, social.” **
KowaLEwsKI, in his Mongolian-Russian-French dictionary, gives
all the above definitions plus another: “ state treasury.” *

If one attempts to reduce the different meanings recorded for
alba~alban in these dictionaries to a common denominator, one
might postulate the following hypothetical, general meaning: alba
~alban designated imperial affairs relating to the collecting of
tribute and service from tribes subject to the [Ch‘ing] Emperor.
In a given instance alba~alban might refer to all, some, or one of
its different connotations deriving from the above general mean-
ing. Thus in the expression alba jarulyan-u jiil (the Chinese
rendering is kuan-ch‘ai lei ‘BZHH, “ section on government mis-
sions ) , which may be rendered as “ section on imperial service,”
its general connotation is expressed.** Another similar instance
is the expression alban-u soryayul, “imperial school.” On the
other hand, in an expression like alba barimui (the Chinese ren-
dering is chin-kung ¥EH, “to present tribute ”), which may be
translated as “ [one] brings tribute,” only one of its connotations,
viz., the rendering of tribute, is expressed. Again, in the expres-
sion alba-dur oroyulqu (undoubtedly derived from the Chinese
mo-kuan ¥'E, “ to confiscate ), which may be rendered literally
as “to cause to enter the crown [treasury],” alba assumes the
connotation of crown or government.*®

In short, alban (or alba) meant not only the tributary obliga-
tions of a subject to his lord, but designated in general the rela-
tionship between subject and lord. In the case of alban used in
the Ch‘ing dictionaries, it designated the relationships of the Mon-
golian subjects to the Ch‘ing Emperor, their qayan. This was
because the rendering of tribute was not merely a financial trans-
action, but the expression of a bond of personal servitude on the
part of a subject to his ruler.

If alba~alban designated the basic tribute (in goods and ser-
vices) owed by a subject to his lord, what was the qubé&iri? In

42 Zaxuarov, Man’ursko-russkij Slovar’ (St. Petersburg, 1875), pp. 38b-39b.

2 Kowarewskl, Dictionnaire mongol-russe-francais 1 (Kazan, 1844), p. 83a.

* Mongyol-un iifiig-iin quriyaysan bidig (mss. in the Naits Collection in the Kydto
Institute of Humanistic Sciences) (¢se 2).70a-b.

45 KOWALEWSKI, op. cit., 1.83a-b.
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the multi-lingual dictionaries of the Ch‘ing, qubdiyur (a variant
form of qubéiri [in ’Phags-pa script: qubcéiri], from which the
Turco-Persian qubdiir is derived) is defined by the Chinese fu
BE, “tax,” and the Tirki khardj (an Arabic word, derived from
kharaja, “to go out,” which traditionally designated the land
tax) .** Here we are dealing with an evolved meaning of the term,
which is quite dissimilar to its primitive meaning. During the
thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, qubdiri appeared frequently
in Turkie, Persian, and Armenian texts of the West in its variant
form qubéir. The expression qubéiri qubdi- occurs often in the
Secret History in the sense “ to levy a levy.”* This expression
is regularly translated by the Chinese gloss lien ¢ or k‘o-lien %
#.#® K‘o-lien literally means “ to impose [taxation] by categories
and collect.” Although these glosses were made during the early
years of the Ming, the compound k‘o-lien is not a term peculiar to
the Ming; it was used frequently during the Yiian. A memorial
complaining of injustices in the administration of the silver tax
(pao-yin) speaks of corrupt officials in the following words: *
“In imposing and collecting (k‘o-lien), they do their utmost to
get a surplus, [but] in paying [to the government] they secretly
make deductions.” The ko-lien actually refers to the assessment
of a quota amount of taxes on the population. We know that the
Mongolian fiscal system operated on the basis of fixed quotas (e
%, muqarrar) . These quotas were decreed in accordance with the
fiscal needs of the ruler. They were then assessed on the popu-
lation. This assessment was usually called k‘o-lien or k‘o-ch‘a: in
Chinese, and qismat in Persian. Such assessment was used par-
ticularly when extraordinary levies were decreed by the ruler.

That qubdéiri is associated with the concept of levy is shown by
its use in a passage of the Secret History. When Cinggis gave
refuge to the fleeing and destitute Ong Qan, he, “levying a levy ”
(qubéiri qubéiju) , gave [it] to Ong Qan, caused him to enter his

¢ Yii-chih wu-tt ching-wen chien 5.la.

" Cf. HAENISCH, op. cit., §208, pp. 65-66; cf. also, Paul PrLLIoT, “ Qubéiri ~ qubdir et
qubdiur ~ qubéar,” TP 37 (1944) .158-165.

8 Cf. SHirATORI, Onyaku-mobun gencho-hishi 5.12a.

** Tung-chil t‘iao-ko 5 14 ¥ 17.2a5-2bs: BHEICI s o £3: , WAR RIS m 477 %€
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camp, and nourished him.”* The Chinese translation formulates
the incident as follows: ** Ch‘eng-chi-ssu (Cinggis) thereupon
had the people provide [for him].” Tt is clear from this passage in
the Secret History that qubéiri designated a levy imposed by the
ruler on his subjects to take care of some special need. The ety-
mology of qubdiri is obscure. Ultimately, it may be related to the
word qubi, “ part, share.” The late Paul PeLLIOT, in his detailed
study of qubdiri and its variant forms, unfortunately suggested no
etymology for the word.®”® In the Hua-i i-yii ZERiFaE, the term
alban qubdirin is glossed as ch'ai-fa k‘o-lien.”* This makes it clear
that in the early Ming, the expression alba qubdiri was taken as
two separate words. Alba~alban was taken in the sense of chai-
fa, and qubdéiri~qubdirin in the sense of k‘o-lien. Whereas the
primitive meaning of qubdiri was “levy,” the later formalizations
of the extraordinary levies into fixed taxes (see the * Introduc-
tion ”) led to a change in meaning from “levy > to “ tax.”

We can now say that the two basic concepts underlying Mon-
golian fiscal practices within nomadic Mongolian society itself
were the concepts of alban and qubdiri. One was the concept of
the permanent customary tribute, in its widest, most inclusive
sense. The other was the concept of the extraordinary levy based
on quotas. Both were based on the concept of personal servitude.
They were rendered by individuals to their lord. We must re-
member this point, for in the subsequent evolution of these two
concepts (specifically their transformation from tribute-levy to
tax), they always retained certain of their basic elements. Thus
the qubdiir, even in its evolved form, remained a poll tax paid by
individuals (or, as in China, by households) on the basis of fixed
tax quotas. The Chinese of the Yiian used the generic term
ch'ai-fa to describe alba qubdiri in general, both in its primitive
and evolved forms.

*® Ong-qan-a qubéiri qubéiju 6géi kire'en dotora oro'ulju teji'eba; cf. SHIRATOERI,
Onyaku-mébun genché-hishi 5.12a.

1 Ibid. 5.12b.

52 PELLIOT, 0p. cit.

* Hua~i iyii (Han-fen-lou pi-chi TRAMEILF ed) (ts'e 27). 1.2a.
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ITI. Mongolian Tributary Practices in the West

The same fiscal obligations which existed in Mongolian society,
and which the Mongols imposed on China, also came into being
in the western regions which they conquered. The same tributes
were collected, the same levies carried out, and the same service
and subjection demanded from the population. There too we find
a confusing welter of terminology, made more confusing by the
fact that new and different languages were involved, i.e., Persian
and Turkic. However, as we shall show, the alban and the qubdir:
there too formed the basis of those fiscal obligations introduced
by the Mongols.

1. Persia

After Mongke became gayan in 1253, the Mongolian armies
again set in motion. In southern and western China, armies
headed by Qubilai, younger brother of Méngke, carried on the war
against the Southern Sung. In the West, other armies headed by
Hiilegii, the younger brother of Qubilai, conquered Persia. There,
in 1258, Hiilegii established a new ulus and assumed the title -
khdn. The Mongols introduced into Persia essentially the same
practices which they had introduced earlier into North China.
In China, the conquered population had been divided into two
groups: (1) those who were the direct subjects of the gayan and
(2) those who were granted by the qayan to the related and
allied nobility. In Central Asia and Persia, a similar division took
place, except that there the supreme ruler was the khdn and not
the qayan. There these two categories of people were called dalay
and njii respectively.”* In time, these terms came to designate
not only the population groups, but categories of land as well.
Dalay land was the immediate property of the ruler, the khdn;
injii property designated the appanages belonging to the rela-
tives of the ruler. Along with the appanage system, the Mongols
also introduced their fiscal practices into Persia.

The early accounts of the Mongolian invasions generally speak
of the countless levies and requisitions practiced by the Mon-

5¢ Cf. ToGaN, op. cit., pp. 278-279.
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golian armies and itinerant envoys. The Armenian account by
Grigory of Akanc® speaks of “tribute known as mal and t'ayar,”
“tzyu, mal, tayar, mal, and yp'cur,” and “mal, t'ayar, and
zalan.”* Each of these terms designated an important fiscal
practice introduced by the Mongols. However, of these, yp‘cur
and walan (or, as they appear in the Persian sources, qubcéiir and
qaldn) represent the most important and basic of the group, as
will be shown in the discussion below.

Edicts of tribute exemption were granted by the Mongolian
rulers to clerics of the West as well as to those of China. Al-
though, to my knowledge, none of the edicts granted the Muslim
clerics of Persia has survived, Rasidu ‘d-Din has preserved an
edict issued by Ghazan Khan on the subject of tribute exemption
to be granted the clergy. This edict contains the following
passage: °°

And as the judgment of the Great Decree of Cinggiz Khin was such that
[Muslim] judges, ‘ wise men’ (i.e., mulld’s), and the ‘Aliites (i.e., Shi‘ites)
were not to pay qaldn nor qubéir. We (i.e., Ghizin Khin) have decreed
that in that manner they be exempted and freed, that one not collect either
mdl nor qubéir [from them], nor that one take relay animals and food 57 from
them, nor that one take lodging in their houses, nor that envoys carry any-
thing off, and that their beneficia, in the manner in which they are registered
in the [tax] registers, be paid from year to year without fail.58

®5 Cf. Robert F. Brake and Richard N. Frye, “History of the Nation of the
Archers,” HJAS 12(1949) .297, 318, 321; also, Francis Woodman Creaves, “ The Mon-
golian Names and Terms in the History of the Nation of the Archers,” HIAS 12
(1949). 442 ff.

58 Jamiw ’t-Tawdrikh, “ Ta'rikh-i Mubérak-i Ghazani ” (ed. Jahn = GMS, Series 2,
XIV) (London-Leyden, 1940), p. 218:

Wa &in hukm-i yarliy-i buzurg-i Cinggiz-khin Sundnast ki qazdt wa ddnismand-dn
wa ‘alawi-in qalin wa qubéir na-dahand, farmidim ki bar dn majib mu'éf wa musal-
lam bdsand. Wa mdl wa qubdir-i i5dn na-sitinand. Wa dldy wa stsin az i5én na-
girand. Wa khdna-hdi-i i5dn nazil na-kunand. Wa #& fard ni-Grand. Wa idrir
ba-mijib ki ba-mi‘amarat wa dafitir dar dmadé sil ba-sdl bi qusiir mi-rasénand. For
a Russian translation of this passage, see Rasid ad-Din, Sbornik Letopisej 3 (Moscow-
Leningrad, 1946), p. 235.

*"On dldy, cf. Francis Woodman CrLeaves, “The Mongolian Documents in the
Musée de Téhéran,” HJAS 16 (1953) 91, note 3. On siisin, cf. Antoine MOSTAERT et
Francis Woodman Creaves, “ Trois documents mongols des Archives secrétes vati-
canes,” HJAS 15(1952). 441.

*® On idrdr, cf. ToGAN, op. cit., pp. 284-285. On these two types of tax books, see
Walther Hinz, “ Das Rechnungswesen orientalischer Reichsfinanzimter im Mittelalter,”


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

332 H. F. SCHURMANN

The form and content of this edict closely resembles those of
the Sino-Mongolian edicts discussed above. As in the case of the
latter, the edict of Ghazan first cites the general policy of fiscal
exemption for clerics formulated in the “ Great Decree” of
Cinggis, and then lists the contemporary obligations from which
the recipient of the edict was freed. The two terms qaldn and
qubcir thus must be the equivalents of the alba qubéiri and the
ch'ai-fa of the Sino-Mongolian edicts. Since both the Persian and
the Sino-Mongolian edicts refer to the same Mongolian institu-
tion, we are justified in regarding galdn as the equivalent of alba,
and qubdir as the equivalent of qubdiri.”® Regardless of their
ultimate etymology, we must regard qaldn and qubé&ir as Turkic
words, because the principal language of the Mongols in the West
was Turkic, not Mongolian. This is indicated by the fact that in
the Persian sources of the period the overwhelming majority of
foreign words relating to Mongolian institutions is Turkic and not
Mongolian. As far as the terminology relating to Mongolian in-
stitutions in general is concerned, we must keep the following
duality in mind: Mongolian language terms used in the East have
their counterpart in Turkic language terms used in the West.

In the above edict, Ghazan exempted the clerics from the pay-
ment of mdl and qubéiir. The mdl and qubéir of the time of
Ghézan represent two of the major taxes of the period, amply
described in the Persian sources.”® As in the case of the pao-yin

Der Islam 29(1949).19. On md‘amarat, Hinz says: “Steuerpachtvertrige mit Biirg-
schaft des Einhebers doch ohne Festlegung der Verausgabung des betreffenden
Steueraufkommens.” On daftar (plural: dafdtir), he states: “Band in dem die
Steuerpachtvertrige die der Divin mit den einzelnen Steuerpichtern schloss zusam-
mengefasst wurden.”

5 Cf. Peruior, TP 37(1944).153-165.

¢ Hinz, op. cit., p. 134:

“ Das Reichshebebuch bestand aus zwei Biichern: einem fiir die ‘ Produktionssteuern ’
und einem fiir die Handelssteuern. Das erste buchte vor allem die mal und qubdéar
Steuern und das zweite die tamga Steuer.”

Hinz regards both mdl and qubéiir as “ Produktionssteuern.” However, this is incor-
rect. In the subsequent discussion, I shall show that qubéir, at this time, had become a
poll-tax, payable in money, which evolved out of the old Mongolian tribute-levy. I
shall suggest that the qubéir represented the principal source of revenue of the
nobility as a whole. The qubéir had nothing to do with production. The mdl of the
budgetary books which Hinz has so admirably studied could be one of two things.
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and ssu-liao taxes of China, the mdl and qubdéir of the time of
Ghézan evolved out of the original galdn and qubéir, i.e., the
original alba qubéiri, of the early period.

Unlike qubd&ir, which, in Persia, came to designate a specific
kind of tax during the latter part of the thirteenth century, galdn
always retained the more vague and general sense of * tribute
and service.” Although qaldn does not appear in the sections of
the works of Rasidu *d-Din dealing with taxation during the reign
of Ghazan, it appears in a number of other sections. In an edict
of Ghazan dealing with the fidelity of the ruler to contracts and
treaties, it is stated: **

Repeatedly, he (i.e., Ghazin) reprimanded the amirs, the judges, and the
wazirs [saying] that every time people come with complaints against the
hdkims, and the mutasarrifs,®? they accept their words with haste; he indicated
that it was possible that those people had not given galdn before then and had
placed their burden on others, that the hdkim brought them into the galdn,
and that such people naturally complained.

Either it represents all tax payments in cash, aside from the qubédr (including khardj
payments in cash), or it represents the galdn, the tribute par excellence. There is no
necessary contradiction between these two possibilities, for it is probable that all cash
payments, save those of the qubéir and the tamvyd, were regarded as tribute, i.e., the
personal revenue of the ruler. The edict on tribute exemption cited above would
indicate that in the time of Ghazan the mdl had indeed become the imperial tribute,
generically known as the galdn. In any case, neither mdl nor qubédir have anything to
do with production.

* Tarikh-i Mubdrak-i Ghdzdni, p. 180:

Wa ba-karrdt wa marrdt umard’ wa yaryici-in wa wazard’-rd nasihat farmid ki har
waqt ki td'ifa ba-sikdyat-i hikimi wa mutasarrifi dyand sukhun-i isdn-ré bar-faur qabil
mi-kunand; éi yumkinu ki dn td’ifa pis az dn qaldn na-dddé bdsad wa bdr-i khid bar
digar nihddé wa dn hikim i$dn-ré dar galin awurdé bdsad wa éunin mardum albatta
mutas$aki bdsad.

For the Russian translation of this passage, cf. Rasid ad-Din, Sbornik Letopise; 3.213.
For an English translation, cf. A. K. S. Lamsron, Landlord and Peasant in Persia
(London-New York-Toronto, 1953), pp. 80-81.

*® The hdkim and mutasarrif are often mentioned together in these contexts as civil
officials concerned with fiscal matters. The hdkim, then, as now, in Afghanistan, was a
civil governor of a district or province. Cf. LamsroN, op. cit., p. 429. Hinz, op. cit.,
p- 25, note 1, states relative to the mutasarrif:

“Der Ausdruck mutasarrif bezeichnet im Mittelalter nicht den Inhaber eines bes-
timmten Amts, sondern lediglich den Triger einer Finanzeinheit, etwa einer Provinz
oder Stadt oder auch nur—wie hier—den Verwalter eines bestimmten Steuerauf-
kommens.”
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Moreover, he ordered that: ®

You are to inquire of all the subjects who bear the galdn whether he (i.e.,
the hdkim) is cruel to them or not, and whether they (i.e., the subjects who
pay the galdn) want him or not, so that the manner of his circumstances can

be determined.

In another edict of Ghazan dealing with the granting of special
lands (iqtd") to the military, the revenues from which were to
support them,** it is stated: “ Know that these iqtd" are to be
assigned to men of the army who come into the galdn and who
render service.” ® Again, in another edict dealing with the bride-
price for wives, it is stated: “If the money of the father be ex-
hausted by bride-prices for wives, from whence are to come the
means for the education of his sons, and the needs of their qaldn
and their labor [service]? ”

In these edicts, qaldn is used in the sense of obligations to the
ruler. In the last two edicts mentioned above, qaldn is associated
with two words meaning “ service,” namely, the Turkic kiié¢ and
the Persian kdr. Kii¢ basically means “ strength, force ”’; how-
ever, at that time it was commonly used in the sense of service.
Kar basically means “ labor,” but, like kiié, also meant ¢ service.”
In China, we also find the term ch'ai-fa sometimes paired with
chiai-i 8, imperial corvée,” where the former takes on the
narrower meaning “tribute ” and the latter the meaning “ labor
service.” In the Persian sources, the word mdl, an Arabic word
meaning “ wealth, goods,” is often used in contexts where one

% Ta’rikh, p. 180:

Wa az ‘ummim-i ra‘dyd-i qaldn-kasi tafahbus namdyid td @ zdlim ast yé né, d-rd
mi-khwdhand yd né, td sirat-t hdl-i & muhaqqaq gardad.

°¢ The problem of the ig#d' under the Seljugs and then the Mongols, and particu-
larly its institutional affinities with China, and later with the pomest’e system in
Russia, is one of the key historical problems of this period. For discussions of this
question, cf. LAMBTON, op. cit., pp. 53-76; ToGaN, op. cit., pp. 281-283, and Osman
Turan’s note “’IKTA"” in Islam Ansiklopedisi, the recent revised and supplemented
Turkish version of the Encyclopedia of Islam.

¢ Ta rikh, p. 808: Wa bi-ddnand ki in iqtd* bar mardum-i éirik ki qaldn dar dmadé
and wa kiié dehand mugarrar ast. For a comment on this passage, cf. Lamsron, op.
cit., p. 81.

° Ta'rikh, p. 824: Wa &in mdl-i padar ba-kdwin-i zan mustahlak gardad wujih-i
parwaras-i farzand-in wa md-yakhtdj-i qaldn wa kir-i dn az kujd bdsad? For an
English translation of this passage, cf. LamsroN, op. cit., p. 81.
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expects qaldn. Madl, which designated a tax during the period of
Ghazan and apparently evolved out of the galdn concept, may
have been used to designate galdn in the specific sense of “ trib-
ute,” as opposed to kii¢ or kdr,  service.”

The word qaldn occurs several times in the Uighur documents
from Central Asia studied by Radloff and Malov. One of these
documents, addressed to the Cayataiid ruler Toyluq Tamir
(1348-1362/63) is a plea from inji gardeners (inji baycilari) to
the Khdn complaining that they were being forced to pay qaldn
to the Khdn. The inji domains were in fact appanages granted
members of his clan by the Khdn. The inhabitants of these do-
mains thus became the direct subjects of these appanage-holders.
Consequently, they owed their primary obligations to their ap-
panage lord, and not to the Khdn. As the document states, when
tax officials of the Khdn came through the area: ¢

In imposing qalan, never was galan imposed on the injii gardeners . . . we,
from the time of these previous khdns, together with our elder and our younger

brothers, have been cultivating our gardens; not subject to any other alban and
yasaq, we have continued to serve our khdns.

The document implies that the injii gardeners traditionally
were subject to only one single obligation of alban and yasaq,
undoubtedly that owed to their appanage lord. However, in recent
years, they had been forced to render galdn to the Khdn as well,
and complained to the Khdn of their burden. This is the only
document in the group wherein the term alban occurs. Given
the frequent use of the expression galdn yasaq in the documents,
I feel that the Turkic qaldn and the Mongolian alban essentially
designated the same thing.

The terms galdn and qubéir occur repeatedly in the Persian
sources.”® In one of his letters, Rasidu *d-Din exempts the proper-
ties (amldk) of the people of Isfahin from “levies and divisions

°" RapLorr/Mavov, Uigurische Sprachdenkmiler (Leningrad, 1928), p. 28, lines 1-2:
... qalan kdsip inéii baydi-lar-ya galan kismisi yoq. Also, lines 89-45: Biz burun-qi
bu [qan-llar Cayin-din birii ay-a ini-lirimiz birli bay-ni Gtlip 629 alban yasaq
tutmayin [qaln-larimiz-ya kiié birip yordimiz drdi. (I have changed RapLOFF’s system
of transcription to one more current among West European scholars.)

8 Cf. LaMsToON, o0p. cit., p. 80 ff.
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[of wealth ?], galdn and qubéir.” *® In another letter, Rasidu °d-
Din remonstrates with his son Mahmid for having plunged the
inhabitants of Bam into poverty through state levies (tafdwut wa
taklifat-t diwdni), a succession of ““imperial assignations” (ha-
waldt-i sultdni) (i.e., fiscal documents granted by the Khin
empowering the holder to collect a specified tax quota) , galdn and
qubdir, military service (édrik), and the expenses of his retinue
(tkhrdjdt-i mutafarriqah) . Rasidu *d-Din orders the following
remedy: ™

“They shall not demand [anything] for a period of three years on the pre-
text of qaldn and qubéir, extraordinary levies and impositions [both] of the
Diwan of Kirman and the Grand Ordo (i.e., the Court of the Il-khan), so

that their ruined places and fallow fields again may come into a state of
construction and cultivation.”

In a letter dealing with fiscal problems in Khizistin, qaldn is
qualified by the following words: “qaldn for the amir’s (i.e., the
Mongolian military nobility) of the Khdn, going and coming.” ™
In the table following this item, galdn is indicated to be payable
by a certain sum of dindr’s. In this case, the galdn revenues
were presumably destined to defray the costs of the missions of
the ruler’s generals.

Qaldn, whether used in the specific sense of “a tax” as above
or in the general sense of “ obligation,” basically designated the
tribute, or the tribute and service, owed directly to the khdn or to
the nobles possessing injii land. Qubédr, in the above contexts,
may still have been used in the old sense of “levy.” However,
in the Persia of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, as a whole
it designated a tax in currency, or sometimes even in kind (vide

%® Mukdtabdt-i Rasidi [Letters of Rasid al-din Fadl Allah] (edited by Khan Bahadur
Mohammad Shafi®) (Lahore, 1947), p. 34. Cf. LamsroN, op. cit., p. 94. The two
words which I have rendered as “levies and divisions [of wealth ?1,” taklifit wa
tawzi'dt are rendered by Lamsron simply as “ extraordinary taxes.” This is wrong
for levies are clearly implied.

7 Mukdtabdt, p. 11; cf. LaAMBTON, o0p. cit., p. 93.

"™ Mukdtabdt, p. 12: Wa ba-‘illat-i qalin wa qubdéir wa tayydrdit wa taklifdt-s
diwdn-i Kirmdn wa 6rdéi-i a'zam té muddat-i sé sl az i3dn [&ii] na-talband td mawzi'-
khardb wa mazdri< bdyir-i i$dn ba-hdl-i ‘tmdrat wa zird‘'at biz dyad. Cf. Lamsron,
op. cit., p. 90; she renders qubédir as “ taxes on flocks,” which is wrong.

"* Mukdtabdt, p. 128: qalén ba-jihat-i wmard’-i khin sidiran wa wdridan. Cf.
Lamsron, op. cit., p. 95.
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wnfra) . The dual term, qaldn and qublir, as a generic term,
designated the general tribute obligations of a subject to his over-
lord, whether khdn or member of the nobility.

If qaldn and qubéiir were the Il-khin’id equivalent of alba
qubdiri, one may wonder if there is any etymological relationship
between these terms. There is no doubt about the relationship of
qubéir and qubdiri, but what about qalan and alban? There is a
distinct possibility that these two words may ultimately be cog-
nates. There is a word in the Liao-shih which seems to be a cog-
nate of the Mongolian alban. It occurs in two transcriptions: (1)
a-lu-wan, and (2) ho-lu-wan.” This indicates that the word may
have existed in two forms: (1) *alwan, and (2) *qalwan or

" The etymology of alba~albar is not easy to explain. There is no verb or noun
in Mongolian to which this word can be traced. There are indications that this
word was in use long before the thirteenth century. In the Liazo-shih (Po-na-pen ed.)
46.18a the following passage occurs: “A-lu-wan [AJ#%E Ordo was established by
the Emperor Téien-tsu Fjil. This was Yung-ch‘ang 5k B Palace. ‘To assist’ was
called a-lu-wan.” Cf., also, Karl A. WirtrogeL and Fine Chia-shéng, History of
Chinese Society, Liao 907-1125 (Philadelphia, 1949), p. 546. By analogy with the
word ordo, ““court,” which is regularly written wo-lu-to in the Liao-shih, one is at-
tempted to reconstruct *alwan from a-lu-wan. Since the alternation w~b occurs in
several Altaic languages, one might see in *alwan a cognate from of alban.

In the short vocabulary of Liao words given at the end of the Liao-shih, the word
a-lu-wan in the text is transcribed ho-lu-wan fA] | |, which could be reconstructed as
*halwan or *galwan. In both cases, the Chinese rendering of the term means “to
assist ” or “the assisting.” In the text, the Chinese expression fu-yu ﬁfﬁi is used to
define a-lu-wan; the character yu connoted assistance rendered by a superior to an
inferior, such as assistance rendered by heaven to man. However, in the vocabulary,
ho-lu-wan is defined by the expression fu-tso B4 ; in this case, the assisting is, by
implication, by an inferior of a superior.

Liao-shih 81-33 lists a number of other words ending in -wan, e.g. yeh-lu-wan, “to
prosper ”; p‘u-(or po)-su-wan, with a similar meaning; wo-tu-wan, “to grow.” Al-
though I cannot identify the words, it seems safe to assume that -wan represented a
sort of verbal suffix in the Liao language.

A possible Altaic verb root from which the presumed word *alwan with the general
meaning of “ assisting > derives is not easy to find. The verb root al- in Turkic clearly
means “to take.” Furthermore, Annemarie von GaBaiN does not list any suffixes
resembling -wan in her Alttiirkische Grammatik. In Mongolian, there is only the
defective verb ali which has the imperative meaning “ give it here.” Cf. N. N. PorpE,
Asia Major 1 (1924).777. In the Manchu and Tungus languages, the verb root ali-
means both “to give” and “to receive,” somewhat like the Chinese feng #£ . The
word alban which exists in Manchu and was widely used during the Ch‘ing seems to be
a borrowing from the Mongolian, as does the word alman in Kirghiz, and alwan in
Eastern Tiirki.
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*halwan. PrLLiOT has already shown that certain words with an
initial g- in Turkic appear without the q- in Mongolian.” The
word galdn cannot be readily explained on the basis of a Turkic
etymology. It does not occur in the Diwdn Luwydti *t-Turk of
Mahmid Késyari, written in the year 1073. This makes it pos-
sible that the word is not of Turkic origin. In the early decades
of the twelfth century, the realm of the Qara Khitai arose in
what is today Chinese Turkestan, founded by refugees of the Liao
Dynasty. We know that many words relating to administrative
and fiscal matters were introduced into Uighur and other Eastern
Turkic languages by the Qara Khitidl For example, the well-
known paiza, from the Chinese p‘ai-tzii M, probably came into
Uighur through the Qara Khital.” Consequently, it may be sug-
gested that the word galdn was introduced into Uighur from the
language of the Ch‘i-tan through the Qara Khitai.

The basic meaning of alban seems to involve the idea of giving.
The Russian translation of alban, dan’ (vide infra) is derived
from the verb dat’, “ to give.” " The words a-lu-wan and ho-lu-

7 Paul PeLLior, “ Les formes avec et sans g- (k-) initial en turc et en mongol,” TP
37 (1944).73-101.

"5 Cf. ToGAN, op. cit., p. 457, note 536.

"® BereziN long ago equated the Russian dan’ (or as it appears sometimes in the
chronicles, dan’ desjatinnaja) with yasiq, and the poslina with qalin (BerezIN,
Vnutreneje Ustroistvo Zolotoj Ordy [The Internal Structure of the Golden Horde]
[St. Petersburg, 1850], p. 19). At another point, he defines galdn yasiq as obroényj
jasak, jasaényj obrok. He states further that “in Russian ordinances (v russkikh
postanovlenijakh) the tribute dan’ @\aoa“ (yasdq) is differentiated from the obrok

d)’@ (qaldn)” (BereziN, Oderk Vnutrennjago Ustroistva Ulusa D3uéijeva [Outline of

the Internal Structure of the Ulus of Diuét (= Jo&)] TVOIRAO 8 [1864].47 1, note 2).
Although Berezin does not state so explicitly, I suspect that he equates dan’ with
yasdq, and poslina with qaldn for the reason that both dan’ and yasiq tend to head
the list of obligations in their respective edicts, with poslina and qaldn following.
Furthermore, the word yasiq passed into Russian at this time with the meaning
“tribute.” However, as I shall indicate in the discussion, there are other, more cogent
reasons for assuming the opposite. First poslina is definitely used in the sense of yasa ~
yasaq, “law.” Secondly, dan’ and alban, as far as we can tell, seem to have similar
etymologies, i.e., both derive from verbs relating to giving.

The word alban appears occasionally in Turkic documents of this period. To my
knowledge, alba ~alban does not appear in any documents from Persia of this period.
Francis Woodman CrLeaves, in “ The Mongolian Documents in the Musée de Téhéran,”
HJAS 16(1953) .31 (cf. also p. 91, note 4) identified one word in the documents as a
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wan in the Liao-shih are described as meaning “ to assist.” Since
the language of the Ch‘i-tan seems to be related to Mongolian,
one would naturally look for some root word in Mongolian from
which alban was derived. The only satisfactory root is the de-
fective verb ali, which means “ give it here! ” There is, of course,
the Turkic root al-, “to take.” However, there are no Turkic
deverbal suffixes which would explain either the formation alban
or galdn. Manchu and Tungus have a verb root ali- which means
both to give and to receive, somewhat like the Chinese feng Z&.

Although the evidence is still insufficient to be certain, I should
like to advance the following hypothesis: The Turkic word qaldn
and the Mongolian word alban both derive from a word *qalwan
~*alwan which existed during the Liao. It was transmitted north
to the Mongols (either directly or through the Chin) in the form
alban, and westward to the Turks (most likely the Uighurs) in
the form qaldn. Both derive from some Altaic root meaning “ to
give.” The idea of giving is basic to the tribute concept.

In the above discussion, I have suggested that the Turkic yasaq
was used in the same sense as qubdiri and qubédr. Since the term
yasaq in a fiscal sense is used largely (though not exclusively)
among the Turks of Central Asia and the Golden Horde, I shall
discuss the relation between those two terms in the succeeding
sections.

variant of alba ~alban, but I am not sure that I can agree with him. The lines in
question can be found on p. 81, “ Document III (Figure 29)”:

1 ... dlemji tusqu yuyul ulay-a alaba sawri gerige-yin

2 mor buu yuyutuyai
The translation, on page 32, reads as follows:

“let them not request in great quantity provisions,' loans,” relay animals,® contri-
butions,* service,” and the usage of plaques.®”

CLeavEs has identified the word alaba as a variant of alba ~alban. Alba ~alban, and
its equivalents in other languages, was the principal obligation of subject to ruler.
In almost all the listings of fiscal obligations from this period, alba~alban or its
equivalents head the list with the other obligations following, more or less, in order
of importance. The appearance of alaba, assuming it is alba, after tusqu and yuyul,
two relatively minor obligations, is thus quite strange. Furthermore, I have not
encountered the form alaba in any document. I suspect that alaba is either a variant
of or a mistake for aliba. Consequently, I propose the following alternative trans-
lation: “let them not request in great quantity provisions, loans, relay animals,
whatever service, and usage of plaques.”
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At this point, I shall not discuss the actual nature of the qaldn
and qubdir as fiscal obligations practiced in the Il-khanate.
Suffice it here to point out that galdn and qubéiir were the early
tributes and levies known in Mongolian as alba qubéiri. Ulti-
mately, the galdn developed into a kind of permanent, formalized
tribute paid by individuals both to the Il-khan and to the no-
bility. The qubdir, as we shall point out below, developed into
a kind of poll tax which was collected from urban inhabitants in
money, and from nomads in animals. In the latter form, it has
been regarded as a herd tax by many scholars. However, that was
merely one of its manifestations. Basically, it was a poll tax, the
evolved form of early Mongolian levies. Both words have all but
died out in Persia. However, a faint vestige of the galdn is still
evident in the qalin (in colloquial Persian d is usually pronounced
#) of Kirméin Province, where it designates a kind of obligatory
service to be performed by a peasant for his landlord.”

2. Russia

After the conquest of Russia by the Mongols, the Russian
princes (knjaz’ja) submitted one after the other to the invaders.
With the formal establishment of the ulus of the Golden Horde
in Saray-on-the-Volga in 1243, the Russian princes became the
tributaries of the Khdn of the Golden Horde. As elsewhere in
their vast realms, the Mongols introduced their own peculiar fiscal
practices into Russia. One of these was the policy of tribute
exemption, or as it is called by Russian historians, juridical-fiscal
immunity, granted the clergy of the Russian Orthodox Church.

The edicts of tribute exemption granted the clergy of the Rus-
sian Orthodox Church represent another important group of these
edicts in existence. For over a century, many Russian historians
were skeptical about the genuineness of these edicts; some even
regarded them as forgeries of relatively recent date. This was due
not only to the existence of several mutually contradictory texts,
but also to the motivation behind the collection of these edicts by
some unknown compiler early in the sixteenth century. An epi-
logue to the collection contrasts the favor shown the Church by

" Cf. LAMBTON, op. cit., p. 332.
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the pagan Tatars with the then prevalent aggressions against the
Church and its possessions by the Christian Russian princes.™
Consequently, a number of historians were naturally suspicious
about the validity of these documents.

During the early part of this century, M. D. PriseLkov, one of
Russia’s great scholars of medieval Russian literature, published
a detailed study of the textual history of these documents.” He
indicated that there were two basic textual traditions, one which
he called the ““ short collection,” and another which he called the
“extended collection.” Indicating that the latter was based on
the former, he set about reconstructing the original text of the
“ short collection.” A comparison of PriSELKOV’s reconstructed
texts with the texts of similar letters of tribute exemption written
in Chinese, Mongolian, and Turkic reveals such extraordinary
similarity in style, form, and content that no doubt whatsoever
remains about the historical validity of these documents.

The collection consists of six documents, which PriseLkov
classifies as “ two jarlyks and four letters.” ** The earliest of these
is a letter from Mingii Témir, khdn of the Golden Horde, to an
unnamed Metropolitan of the Russian Church, probably Kirill.
PriseLkov dates the document as 1 August 1267 (Julian) **
Three of the documents are letters granted in the name of Tai-
dula, called “ empress” by the unknown compiler. The first of
these (second in the “ short collection ”) was addressed to the
Russian Grand Prince Semén Ivanovi¢, and is dated by PriseLkov
as 26 September 1347 (Julian). PriseLkov states the following
about this letter:

“. . . [it] reveals to the attentive observer the history, hitherto completely
unknown, of the relations and developments of princely power at the expense

of the power of the metropolitans in the domain of mixed courts during the
metropolitanships of Pétr, Theognost, Aleksej, and Kiprian.”

"8 Cf. M. D. Prisekov, Khanskije Jarlyki Russkim Mitropolitam (Jarlyks of the
Khans to the Russian Metropolitans) (Petrograd, 1916), pp. 61-63.

" For a discussion of the textual history of these documents, see PrISELKOV, op. cit.,
pp. 1-18.

80 Ibid., p. 65.

5t Ibid., p. 88.

82 Ibid., p. 79; also, p. 81.
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The second of these (sixth in the “short collection ) is ad-
dressed to the Metropolitan Aleksej, and is dated by PriseLkov
as 11 February 1854 (Julian). This letter is a kind of safe-
conduct granted the Metropolitan on the occasion of his journey
to Constantinople for his investiture.®* The third of these (fourth
in the “short collection ) is a real letter of tribute exemption
granted the Metropolitan Theognost, and is dated by PriseLkov
as 4 February 1351 (Julian). The last two are likewise docu-
ments of tribute exemption, and are the only ones which are
specifically called jarlyk within the documents themselves. The
first of these (fifth in the “ short collection ”) is a jarlyk from the
khin Berdebek (Bérdi Beg) to the Metropolitan Aleksej, and is
dated by PriseLkov as November, 1357. The second of these is a
jarlyk from the khdn Tjuljak (Tulun Beg) to the Metropolitan
Mikhail, and is dated by PriseLkov in the year 1379.%* These
last two are almost exactly alike, word for word.

These six documents are of immense importance in the study
of the rise of church power in medieval Russia, and the develop-
ment of the institution of juridical-fiscal immunity. However, in
this article, I shall merely treat of these documents as sources for
the elucidation of the fiscal obligations which the Turco-Mongols
introduced into Russia. Below, I present an integral translation
of two of these documents, the letter of Mingii Tamir, and the
jarlyk of Biardi Beg.

The letter of Mangii Tamir: *°

By the power of the Supreme God, by the will [of] the Supreme Trinity.

The word of Mengutemir.8¢
To the civil governors and princes, and to the military princes. Also to the

8 Ibid., p. 81.

® For the dating of these three documents, see ibid., pp. 71, 69 respectively.

% The text of this letter, as reconstructed by PriseLkov, is given on pp. 58-59. I
am indebted to Prof. P. BoobBere for his assistance in interpreting these two docu-
ments. However, all shortcomings are my responsibility alone.

® Invocations of this type are to be found in almost all Mongolian and Turkic
edicts and letters of this period. Cf. Wiadystaw Korwicz, “Formules initiales des
documents mongols au XIII-e et XIV-e ss.” Rocznik Orjentalisticzny 10 (Fwow,
1984) .181-157; cf., also Porre, Kvadratnaja Pismennost’, pp. 92-101.

Cf. PrISELKOV, o0p. cit., pp. 83-87. For a discussion of this letter, cf. ibidem. Miingii
Témir ascended the “throne” of the Horde in 1266.
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tribute-men, to the scribes, to the passing envoys, to the falconers, and to the
leopardists.37

The Emperor Cin-giz [said]:

87 PriseLkov has punctuated the beginning of this paragraph as follows: ljudskim
baskakom, i knjazem. However, evidence from Turkic letters indicates that the ljudskim
must be taken with both baskakom and knjazem. In the edict (yarli:y) of Mingili
Girai Khan I of the Crimea, we find the following introductory phrase: Iéki kant-lérin-
ing dardva bég-ldringff, which may be rendered as: “ To the ddridvyas and bégs of
the interior towns.” Cf. Abdullahoglu Hassan, “ Birinci Mengili Giray Han yarhg,”
Tirkiyat Mecmuas: 4 (Istanbul, 1934).103. The word ddrdvyd is the Mongolian
equivalent of the Turkic basgag. Both words are used concurrently in the literature
of the Golden Horde, and both appear in the Russian sources. They derive from two
roots, daru- and bas-, respectively, which both mean “to press.” The daruya and the
basqaq were each civil governors. The above-cited Turkic phrase justifies the punctu-
ation: ljudskim baskakom i knjazem. We see furthermore that knjaz’ = bég.

The poloényje knjaz’ja have their counterpart in the ming yiiz on bég-lér of the
Turkic documents. Cf. Abdullahoglu Hassan, “Temir Kutlug Yarh,” Tiirkiyat
Mecmuasr 3 (Istanbul, 1935), p. 213. The “military princes” must have been the
military nobility of the Horde.

The Mongolian equivalents are revealed in the following passages balagaduln]
Silde:[eldun darugasda noyadda, which PoppE translates as follows: darugam gorodov i
selenij, © nojonam [“to the darugas of the towns and villages, and to the nojons ”].
He cites, as support for this rendering, a similar phrase from the letter of Taidula to
the Metropolitan Theognost: i gorodnym i selnym dorogam. Cf. Poppe, Kvad. Pis'.,
p- 106, note 6; cf., also, PrISELROV, op. cit., pp. 59 and 99. However, the Turkic passage
cited above shows conclusively that the Mongolian phrase must be translated “to
the noyons and darugas (= daruyas) of the towns and villages.”

These various passages permit us to assert the following Russian, Turkic, and
Mongolian equivalences:

Baskak = basqaq = daruya

Knjaz’ = bég = noyon

Porpe states that the word danséik of this edict corresponds to the word haran of
the edicts in 'Phags-pa script. (Poppk, op. cit., p. 105). Poppe understands haran
in the sense of “commoner.” This equation is impossible. First of all, the commoners
always appear at the end and not in the middle of these lists. Secondly, the
dan3éiki have their equivalent in the galandi mentioned so frequently in the Turkic
edicts. Cf. Walther Hinz, “Zwei Steuerbefreiungsurkunden,” Documenta Islamica
Inedita (Berlin, 1952), p. 214.

The scribes, piscy, have their equivalent in the well-known bitikéi of the Turkic and
the bidigedi of the Mongolian edicts.

The “passing envoys” have their equivalent in the phrase yérar #iir #& of the
edict of Mingili Girdi Khan I (see p. 103) and the phrase yoré'iqun yabuqun éléin (e)
in the 'Phags-pa edicts. Cf. PoppE, p. 60.

The “ falconers ” and “leopardists ” have as their Turkic equivalent the words q#s¢i
and barséi (cf. “ Birinei Mengili Giray Han Yarlif,” p. 108) and the words sibayudin
and barsuéin of Mongolian texts (cf. Francis Woodman Creaves, “ The Mongolian
Documents in the Musée de Téhéran,” HJAS 16[1953].30).
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“ Whatever there be hereafter: tribute or comestibles, now they shall not
take them. May they pray to God with true heart for Us and Our tribe, and
bless Us.” 88

So saying, 8 and subsequent emperors in the same way favored the priests
and monks: be it tribute or anything else that may be: the seal [toll] (i.e.,
the commercial tax), the plough [toll], [maintenance of] postal relays, war
[service], no one shall demand anything. And [so] they spoke, [and letters]
were given (?).°®© Who thus does not know this among Us? We all know it.

8 Compare this passage with the Mongolian passage cited above in the section
“Tribute and Levy (Alban and Qubéiri).” The phrase dan’ ili korm is curious. It
corresponds to the alba qubé'iri of the Mongolian texts. One would expect poslina. It
seems that in this early edict (1267), the word korm was used to render an original
qubéiri or yasaq.

As I indicate below, the qubéiri originally was a levy which later evolved into a tax
(conceptually speaking). Korm means “ comestibles, provisions, fodder.” As we know
from the sources, the early Mongolian levies often consisted of provisions and supplies
for their armies. Consequently, it may have been that the Russian scribes translated
qubéiri (or possibly yasag) in the sense of [levy of] provisions. Later on the term
poslina arises as a generic term for a variety of fiscal obligations, and we find dan’ and
poslina repeatedly associated as a fixed expression, more or less as an equivalent of
alba qubdir.

8% The phrase tak molvja is a literal rendering of a Turkic tip or a Mongolian kemen.
Both expressions are converba, deriving from the roots ti- and keme-, respectively,
meaning “to say.” In these edicts, these converba function, so to say, as quotation
marks for preceding direct and indirect discourse. Consequently, contrary to the rules
of Russian grammar, the expression tak molvja must be taken as referring to the pre-
ceding rather than to the subsequent passage. This is demonstrated by the last tak
molvja in the letter. Were the expression tak molvja to be taken as referring to sub-
sequent passages, the last tak molvja would be left dangling.

°The phrase rekli byli dati is unclear to me. PriseLkov (p. 84) speaks of this
phrase as follows:

“Here the concept of ‘dan’’ of the Jassa has been broadened by tamga, popluinyj
(the plough[-tolll), by jam, and by voina (military [service]), and the concept of
‘korm’ has been rendered descriptively: ‘kto dego ni sprosit, i rekli byli dati’ The
latter, apparently, must be understood in such a way that the ‘ korms’ of officials in
the time of the ‘first emperors’ were determined by the paiza, which were given by
the khan and [which] gave the words of the people who possessed them the significance
and weight of the khan himself.”

I cannot agree with this interpretation. Both the Mongolian and Turkic documents,
when listing the obligations from which the recipient was to be freed, usually end the
list with a phrase like the following: . . . Ya-u k'e anu buliju t'at'eju bu abtuqayi
ge-en bariju yabu-ayi bit'ig 6gbeé. Following CLEavEs, I translate this phrase as fol-
lows: “. .. let them not take their effects by robbing and expropriating; [so] saying,
[We] have given a letter which he may go on keeping in his possession ” (cf. Francis
Woodman Creaves, “ The Mongolian Documents in the Musée de Téhéran,” pp. 30,
line 6, and 32, lines 14-15).

On the basis of this corresponding passage in a Mongolian edict we must under-
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And We, invoking God, have not taken away their letters.

So saying, [We decree that] in the original way:

“ Whatever tribute, or plough [toll], or [furnishing of] vehicle[s], or comesti-
bles, whosoever it may be, let him not demand [such]. They shall not give
[anything for the maintenance of] postal relays, war [services], the seal [tax].

“Or whatever church [possessions]: land, water, gardens, vineyards, mills,
wintering places, summering places, let them not seize them.°* And if they
should take them, let them return them.

“ And whatever church [people]: masters (i.e. artisans), let the falconers,
leopardists, [and] whosoever it might be, not seize them, nor keep them under
surveillance.??

“Or whatever there be in their law: books or anything else, let them not
seize [them] nor tear [leaves] out, nor destroy them.

“ And whosoever slander their faith, that man shall exculpate himself and
die.

“Those who eat the same bread as the priests and live in the same house,
with whom there be brother or son, moreover unto them [be] favor in the same
way, if they do not betake themselves from them (i.e., if they do not betake
and separate themselves from the priests). If they should betake themselves
from them, be it tribute or whatever else, let them thereupon give [it] to him
(to the priest ?).”

Now, the priests have been favored by Us according to the original letter:

“May Ye continue to invoke God and bless Us. But if Ye should not have
a true heart in invoking God for Us, then sin shall be upon You.”

So saying, [We say]:

“If someone be not a priest, [such as] other people, but he (i. e., the priest)
should have taken [him] unto himself, let him pray to God, so that he [too]
shall be [included] in that.” 93

So saying, We have given the letter to this Metropolitan. Those who see
and hear this letter shall not demand either tribute or anything else from the
priests and monks, nor shall governors,®* princes, scribes, plough{-toll] men, nor
seal [-toll] men take [anything from them]. But if they should take [some-
thing], they shall exculpate themselves according to the Great Jaza and shall
die.

stand the phrases rekli byli dati as referring not to korm but to the giving of the
letter. We may understand the word dati either as an infinitive or as the nominative
plural of the participium preteriti passivi of the verb dat’/davat’, “to give.” I prefer
to understand it in the latter sense. Since rekli byli is in the plural, we must
associate it with the only other plural expression in the passage: posledniji cari,
“ subsequent emperors.”

Therefore, I propose the following rendering:

“And [so] they spoke, [and letters] were given.”

*1 Cf. PoppE, op. cit., pp. 64-65.

2T understand steregut as the 3d person plural of the verb stered’, “to guard.”

**T am not certain about the meaning of this passage. It may be that whosoever
associates himself with the clergy for religious purposes likewise is to benefit from the
exemption.

°4 On baskak, see note 87.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

346 H. F. SCHURMANN

“So saying, [this letter] was written in the year of the hare, the first month
of autumn, on the fourth of the old [third of the month],®> on the Tala.” ®¢

The jarlyk of Biardi Beg: *

By the power and grandeur of the Immortal God since [Our] fathers and
grandfathers.

The word of Berdebek. By the suggestion (i.e., memorial) of Mulabuga.®®

To the Tatar, the Ulus, and the Military Princes.?®
To [their] own district governors. And to the princes, and scribes, and seal[-toll]
men, and [river] bank [control] men, and the passing envoys, and the falconers,
and the leopardists, and the buraloniki,’°® and the post [guards], and the boat
men, or whomsoever proceed on whatever task, to the multitude, and to all.10*

*S Vetkha seems to be the genitive of a word vetkho, from wvetkhij, “old.” The
Mongolian month was divided into three parts, and wvetkho may refer to the last third
of the month. Cf. also the word nova (genitive of novo) in the next document.

®¢ Tala, in Mongolian, means “ field ” or “plain.” In this context it may just mean
‘ steppe.”

" For the jarlyk of Bérdi Beg, cf. PriseLkOV, op. cit., pp. 60-61.

°¢ Judging from the phrases at the end of the jarlyk, it seems clear that mysl’ must
be understood in the sense of “ memorial.” Mulabuga, also mentioned at the end of
the edict, may be an original Mulld Buya.

°*I am not certain whether in the phrase tatarskim ulusnym i ratnym knjazem, the
first two adjectives should be taken separately or jointly. The absence of the con-
junction ¢ might indicate that they should be taken jointly.

*%°TIn the edict of Tamir Qutlug, we find the phrase: borla tamyasi, which may be
rendered as the “vineyard seall-tolll.” Cf. “Temir Kutlug Yarhg,” p. 217. It is
possible that the word buraloznik may be related to borla.

1% For similar lists of officials, cf. Hinz and ABDULLAHOGLU, op. cit.

Re: wvolostnym samym dorogam. Doroga is but the Russian version of the Mon-
golian daruya, and means the same as basqaq, * governor.” The word occurs as late
as 1483 in a treaty between the Grand Prince Ivan Vasil'evié of Moscow and the
Grand Prince Ivan Vasil’evi¢ of Rjazan’. Cf. Dukhovnyje i Dogovornyje Gramoty
Velikikh i Udel'nykh Knjazej XIV-XVI vo. (Moscow-Leningrad, 1950), pp. 284, 288.

The index to the Akty Social’no-ekonomideskoj Istorii Severo-vostoénoj Rusi 1
(Moscow, 1952), p. 741, defines volost’ as “ administrative unit, often co-inciding with
the peasant commune (obidina).” In the letter of Taidula to the Metropolitan
Theognost, we find the following passage: i volostnym, i gorodnym, i selnym dorogam
(PriseLkoV, p. 59). In the similarly stereotyped mid-fifteenth century dukhovnyije
gramoty, or wills and testaments of the princes, we usually find passages like the
following: A se deju s(y)nu svojemu, knjaz(ju) Dmitr'ju: [Mosaesk so vsemi)
volostmi, i so [selyl, i z bort’ju, i s tamgoju, i so vsémi poslinami (Cf. Dukh. i Dogov.
Gram., p. 15). This passage may be rendered, “ And I give to my son, the Prince
Dmitrij: [Mozaesk together with all] districts, and with the villages, and with the
apiary [toll ?], and with the seal [toll] and with all customs.”

The volost’ thus appears to be an administrative unit, the next largest unit after
the towns and villages. The word samym undoubtedly indicates that the daruya was
appointed by the princes, whether Tatar or Russian, rather than by the Court.

<
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The Emperor Cin-giz and subsequent emperors, our fathers, and for whom
prayer-men and the entire caste of priests prayed, [decreed]:

“ Whatever tribute there be, or custom, it is not necessary for them to
observe it, so that they may invoke God in peace and repeat the prayer.”

So saying, they granted the jarlyks. And whosoever it might be, all [of the
emperors ?], having known this, granted the jarlyks. And now, We, not
changing the jarlyks of the original emperors, having thought [this] out, in the
same [way] have favored the Metropolitan Aleksej, [and state]:

“ As [he is] seated in Volodimir,'°2 prays to God for Us and Our tribe, and
recites the prayer,” so We have spoken:

“ Whatever tribute there may be, or custom, they shall not take [such]
from them; nor vehiclefs], nor comestibles, nor food, nor levies,'°3 nor honoring
(?) ,*°¢ they shall not give [such].

“ Or whatever church [possessions]: homes, lands, waters, gardens, vineyards,
mills, they shall not take them [away] from them, nor do any violence upon
them.

“ And whosoever has taken anything, or whosoever take anything, let them
give it back.

“And in their church houses, whosoever it may be, let them not establish
themselves therein, nor destroy them. But whosoever should establish himself
[therein] or destroy them, they shall be in sin and shall die.

“And Thou, Aleksej the Metropolitan, and all your priestly caste shall
repeat that we (i. e., the Metropolitan and the priests) have been thus favored.
Indeed, whatever Thou doest through customary [law] unto church houses,
lands, waters, gardens, vineyards, or unto church people, that is up to Thee. Or
whosoever commit whatever [kind of] evil deed by thievery, murder, [and] lie,
Thou shouldst not look upon it, but Thou thyself shalt know how to make
rectification thereon. And pray for Us to God. Henceforth Thou [art] the
leader, and We shall say nothing [about] that.”

So We have spoken. We have given to You the paiza 1% and the jarlyk with
the crimson seal as confirmation.

[Written] in the year of the hen,1% the tenth month, in [the year] 708, in the

*Re: i kak v Volodimeri séd. In the section of the Troickaja Letopis’ dealing
with the removal of the Metropolitan from Kiev to the North, we find the following
passage: . . . ¢ tako sede v Volodimeri s klirosom i s vsem #itijem svojim (Troickaja
Letopis’ [Moscow-Leningrad, 1950], p. 349. This may be rendered as: . . . and so he
settled in Volodimer (= Vladimir-on-the-Kljaz’ma) together with [his] ecclesiastical
retinue and all his effects.”

% Re: zaprosov. Zapros literally means “demand.” “ Levy” in this context
expresses the intended meaning of zapros adequately.

1% Re: pocestija. I am not certain what podestije is. It is probably related to
pocest’, “honoring.” It may refer to the general obligation to send gifts to the Court
on various and sundry occasions, or to the necessity of entertaining envoys.

% For reproductions of Mongolian paiza, cf. Porrr, Kvad. Pis., pp. 78 fi.

*®Re: Tetiguja leta. PriseLrov (p. 67) indicates that tetiguja derives from the
Mongolian “ takhija.” This is not certain. Though the Mongolian word for “hen”
is takiya, the Russian word could just as well derive from the Turkic taqiyu ~taqiqu.
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month of Sylgat,’°7 on the tenth of the new [third of the month].*%8

And the Court 1°° was nomadizing on the Kaonga.

It was written.

Mulabuga, Usjain, Sarai, Jagaltai, Kutlubuga 11 and the leading princes
have presented a petition.

Seuné Temir Mjur Baksi has written [this jarlyk].” 112

The obligations from which the Metropolitan and his people
were exempted are immediately recognizable as those existing in
other parts of the realm: the tribute (dan’), the commercial tax
(tamya), the obligation to maintain the postal relay system
(jam) , the requirement to furnish envoys and soldiers with pro-
visions, and the obligations to render military service. It is inter-
esting to note that the clergy was also exempted from a plough
tax, seemingly the Russian equivalent of the land taxes of other
parts of the realm. However, the plough tax was not a real land
tax. On the contrary, ploughs were regarded as a measure of
wealth and levies were made accordingly.

The principal obligations from which the Metropolitans were
exempted are summarized in the expression: *“ Whatever tribute
(dan’) there may be, or custom (poslina), they shall not take
[such] from them.” Dan’ is a word designating an institution
recorded in Russian sources for many centuries antedating the
Mongolian period, and in precisely the same sense used during

Cf. von GaBaIN, Alttirkische Grammatik, p. 838. Tetiguja is probably an error for
*tekiguja, with the singular nominative *tekigu. This brings it closer to the Turkic
rather than the Mongolian word.

1" We have here a date given according to the Muslim reckoning. However, this
date which PriseLkov has equated with 12 April 1308 (Julian) (op. cit., p. 67), does
not coincide with the reign of Bardi Bég. PriseLkov attempts to explain this dis-
crepancy of dates by suggesting that the edict of Birdi Bég, the edict of Tulun Bég,
and a non-existant edict of ‘Aziz are all reconfirmations of an original edict issued by
the khan Toqta to the Metropolitan Pétr on 12 April 1308, and in recopying the old
edict, the scribes forgot to change the date (pp. 67-69).

The word “ Sylgat ” is the Arabic Zu'l-qa'dd, the eleventh month of the Arabic lunar
year.

1% On nowva, see note 95.

1% The word Orda must be translated as “ Court” in conformity with its original
meaning.

11T suggest the following reconstructions for these obviously Tatar names: Mulla
Buva, Hussain, Sarai, (?)Jagaltai, and Qutlug Buva.

11T suggest the following reconstruction of the name of the scribe: Siiné (?) Tamir
Mér Bagsi.
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that time: a tribute paid by subject to ruler. Poslina, however, is
a different matter. The word poslina appears quite frequently in
the chronicles relating to the pre-Mongolian period, but usually
in the sense of “ ancient practice, custom, usage.” PREOBRAZEN-
SKIJ gives it an even wider meaning: “ ancient law.” *** It does
not occur very often in the chronicles relating to the pre-Mon-
golian period in the sense of fiscal obligation or toll (which is the
modern meaning). A letter of the Prince of Novgorod Vsevolod
to the Church of John the Baptist (Ioann Predte¢a) of about
1186 is recorded wherein the priests of the church are granted in
perpetuity the poslina “ from the merchants in the Rus’.” ***

Two problems are involved here: (1) the semantic and insti-
tutional content of poslina in the Russia of this period, and (2)
the Mongolian or Turkic equivalent of poslina, in view of the fact
that these edicts are direct translations of a Mongolian or Turkic
original. I shall deal with the second problem first.

Since Turkic was the official language of the Golden Horde,
we are justified in regarding these documents as Russian transla-
tions of a Turkic and not a Mongolian original. From internal
evidence in the Russian edicts, it is clear that poslina was used
to render a Turkic term yasa~yasaq. This can be seen from the
following passages. The first is from the edict of Birdi Beg:

“Indeed, whatever Thou doest through customary [law] (pos-
lina) unto church houses, lands, waters, gardens, vineyards, or
unto church people, that is up to Thee.” Again, another passage
from the letter of Taidula to the Metropolitan Aleksej: 1**

“ Now whosoever hereupon commit violence, he shall explain
himself on the Great Custom (Poslina).” Again, in a passage
from the edict of Mingii Téamir:

“But if they should take [something], they shall exculpate
themselves according to the Great Jaza and shall die.”

There is no doubt that the phrase po velicej jaze refers to the

12 Cf. PreoBrAZENSK1S, Etimologideskij Slovar’ Russkago Jazyka 1 (Moscow, 1910),
p. 119a-b.

113 Cf. Novgorodskaja Pérvaja Letopis’ StarSego i Miadsego Izvodov (Moscow,
1950), pp. 508, 558-561.

4 Cf. PrISELKOV, op. cit., p. 61: A kto paki silu udiniti, i on na velikoj posline
peremolvitsja
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“ Great Yasa” of Cinggis Qan. On the basis of the above-cited
passages, it is clear that the phrase: na wvelikoj posline, and the
phrase po wvelicej jaze must refer to the same thing, namely the
“ Great Yasa.” Therefore, we are justified in asserting that
poslina in this instance was used to render the Turkic yasa. The
word yasa~yasaq in Turkic, like poslina, has a dual meaning in
the Mongolian period. On the one hand, it is sometimes rendered
by scholars as “law.” In view of Turco-Mongolian social struc-
ture, it would be more correct to render yasa~yasaq as a formu-
lated or un-formulated customary law. On the other hand, as will
be seen in the subsequent section on the Golden Horde, yasa~
yasaq also had the meaning of fiscal obligation. In fact, the ex-
pression qalan yasaq or yasaq qalan occurs in contexts similar to
the alba qubéiri of the Mongolian edicts.

In asserting the philological equivalence of poslina and yasa~
yasaq, I am not establishing an institutional equivalence. Before
one can attempt an institutional comparison, one must go into the
nature of both poslina and yasaq in their respective societies.

As stated above, the word poslina does not occur often in the
chronicles relating to the pre-Mongolian period, in a fiscal sense.
In the letter of Prince Vsevolod, it designated a toll, presumably
in money, paid by merchants passing through the territory around
Novgorod under the control of the prince. In one of the versions
of this letter, we find the following passage: ***

“. .. and give him (i. e., the Statthalter of the Grand Prince)
20 pud of honey for the sweetening of the pure custom (poslina)
according to antiquity.”

Although this phrase is difficult to understand, it is clear that
poslina was meant to designate some form of traditional payment,
in other words an established fiscal obligation. This explanation
thus provides a link between the basic meaning of poslina, “ cus-
tomary [law],” and its derived fiscal meaning.

Although poslina in the fiscal sense appears rarely in documents
relating to the pre-Mongolian period, it appears frequently in
the jarlyks and letters discussed above, and very often in the

5., . a dati im 20 pudov medu na podslastu istogo posliny po starine (Novg. Let.,
p. 509).
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socio-economic documents of the fifteenth and sixteenth centuries.
In both the jarlyks and letters of the thirteenth and fourteenth
centuries, and the documents of the fifteenth century, poshna
appears as a generic term for a whole series of obligations, ranging
from the tamya (the commercial tax), a Tatar obligation, to
purely internal fiscal obligations, such as the mowing of the
prince’s grain and the feeding of his horses. As a whole, however,
the category of poslinas did not include the tribute (dan’), which
represented a category by itself. In general, in the documents of
the fifteenth century, poslina designates a series of fiscal obliga-
tions owed by individuals to their various rulers, obligations in
theory permanent and not arbitrary. Some of these, such as the
necessity to maintain the postal relay system (jam) or the re-
quirement to construct city walls and fortifications (goroda delati)
were undoubtedly a kind of corvée, carried out by actual labor
or by commutation with a sum of money. Others, like the tamya
and the myt (the transportation toll) were levied on individuals
in terms of products. Poslina, in fact, can be perfectly rendered
by the English word “ custom,” for “ custom,” in medieval times,
meant both “ customary service owed by feudal tenants to their
lord, customary rent paid in kind or in money,” as well as “ toll.”
In a semi-feudal society, such as that of medieval Russia, fiscal
obligations tended to be personal, reflecting personal loyalties
and bonds, rather than material, based on land. Consequently,
the similarity of the poslina institution to the “custom” (or
consuetudo) institution of medieval Europe is not surprising.

In the Russian jarlyks and letters, the terms dan’ and poslina
occur as a unit summing up the fiscal obligations from which
exemption was granted. I have already shown that poslina is a
rendering of yasa~yasaq. In the Turkic edicts, we find a similar
dual expression in the form qalan yasaq or yasaq galan, and I
have already mentioned similar dualities for Persia, deriving from
the Mongolian expression alba qubéiri. Consequently, we can
state that the expression dan’ ¢ poslina ultimately is a philological
equivalent of alba qubéiri.

At this point it seems fit to inquire whether the various insti-
tutions referred to by these terms corresponded in actual practice.
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Alba and dar’, of course, correspond perfectly. Both designated
tribute. Qubdiri, as I have indicated above, meant basically
“levy.” It was a levy imposed on individuals in terms of wealth
such as land or herds. Thus we may call it a poll levy. However,
with the consolidation of the Turco-Mongolian conquests, insti-
tutions became stabilized and the irregular levies were trans-
formed into regular taxes. Yet, even in its evolved form, the
qubciri remained a poll tax based on wealth, such as herds, textiles,
etc. Since the word yasa~yasaq fundamentally meant [customary]
law, we can assume that fiscally it designated some kind of per-
manent obligation, rather than an arbitrary levy. In other words,
yasa~yasaq, in the Turkic documents of the Golden Horde,
emerges as an institutional equivalent of the evolved concept,
rather than of the primitive qubdri concept.

The term poslina in medieval Russia covered a considerable
number of obligations, some of which were native to Russian
society, while others were introduced by the Turco-Mongols.
Suffice it to say that with the growth of the Muscovite state
power, the multiplicity of poslinas tended to be subsumed into
fixed payments in currency, the obroks.

3. The Golden Horde

The Golden Horde, as it was known in the Russian sources
(Zolotaja Orda) or the Khanate of Qipéaq, as it was known in the
Islamic and Chinese sources, was formally established in the year
1243 by Batu, grandson of Cinggis and conqueror of Russia and
Eastern Europe. With its capital at Saray-on-the-Volga, the
territory of the Horde stretched from Central and Southern Russia
deep into the plains of Central Asia, covering the Plain of the
Qipcaq (Dist-1 Qipcaq), as that region was known in the Islamic
sources. Almost as soon as the Horde was established, Batu
carved out two major appanages and gave them to his brothers.
To his elder brother Orda, he gave the region around the Aral
Sea, which thenceforth received the name Aq Ordo, i.e., the
“ White Horde.” To his younger brother Saiban, he gave the
region around the southern Urals, which thenceforth received the
name Kok Ordo, i.e., the “Blue Horde.” The entire territory
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of Russia, however, remained under the direct jurisdiction of the
Khan at Saray. The rule of the Golden Horde was marked by
constant dissension and conflict between members of the ruling
Turco-Mongolian nobility. Toward the middle of the fifteenth
century, three new centers of power arose: (1) Kazan, (2) the
Crimea, and (3) Astrakhan. These new khanates were all founded
by relatives of the khans of the Golden Horde, and most of their
social and economic institutions were derived from the Golden
Horde. Consequently, we must regard them as the last rem-
nants of the great Mongolian Empire of the thirteenth century.

Like the rulers of other parts of the Mongolian Empire, the
khans of the Golden Horde and the successor khanates carried on
the policy of tribute exemption for the clergy and favored indi-
viduals. A number of edicts of tribute exemption, issued by the
khans of the Golden Horde and successor khanates, are for-
tunately still in existence. These documents, which are all written
in Turkic, are generally labelled tarkhdn documents by scholars
because of the invariable occurrence of a phrase like: tarkhdn
bolsun tidimiz, “ we have said: let him become a tarkhdn.” In
other words, in granting fiscal exemption to the favored individual,
the khan bestowed upon him the title tarkhdn.

The tarkhdn institution thus played a great role not only in
each Mongolian ulus, but in medieval Russia as well. The policy
of tribute exemption toward the church, as shown by the issuance
of “ tarkhdn letters ” (tarkhannyje gramoty) , was practiced both
by the khans of the Golden Horde and the Russian knjaz’ja. It
probably contributed greatly to the establishment of the institu-
tion of juridical-fiscal immunity for the church, a significant factor
in medieval Russian history. After the destruction of the khanate
of Kazan, the Russian czars continued to carry out the tarkhdin
policies of the former. Actually, with the fall of the khanate, the
Czar of Russia became the successor khan, and is referred to as
such in many documents. In the capacity of khan, he collected a
fixed tribute, called the jasak, from his Asiatic subjects. When
the Baskirs submitted to the Czar and became his subjects (jasac-
nyje), certain Baskir nobles were exempted from the jasak (though
not from the requirement to render military service) and were given
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the title tarkhdn. They thus formed a group whose social position
lay somewhere between that of the jasaényje inorodey, i.e., the
Asiatic subjects of the Czar who paid the jasak, and the group of
Asiatic retainers known as the slugylyje ljuds, literally “ people of
service,” who eventually became partially assimilated into their
Russian counterparts.**®

There is little direct historical material in existence relating to
the Golden Horde. Most of the knowledge we have of the Horde
and its successor khanates derives from travellers’ descriptions,
records in the Russian and Persian sources, and the few documents
and letters that still survive. Among the latter, the six extant
tarkhdn documents form one of the most important sources for
the study of the administrative and fiscal structure of that society.
They are written in the same stereotyped manner in which similar
documents were written throughout every Mongol ulus, although
significant variations in terms and terminology do occur. These
documents usually begin by enumerating the officials and persons
of the realm concerned with fiscal administration, directly and
indirectly, and enjoin them to observe the stipulations of the
edict. Then they list, in greater or lesser detail, those obligations
due the Khan from which the tarkhdn is henceforth freed. Of
these six, only two actually originated from the Golden Horde.
The other four derive from the khanate of the Crimea.

Although the documents have been studied by a number of
Russian, Turkish, and German scholars, the true meaning and
content of many of the institutions described and mentioned have
not been worked out. In general, the edicts free the tarkhdn from
the same obligations which are mentioned in similar edicts else-
where: from the payment of tribute to the khan, from the obliga-
tion to feed and house his envoys and soldiers, from the necessity
of maintaining the postal relay system, from the payment of the
commercial tax, and from the payment of the land tax. In these
edicts, the yasiq qaldn figure among the principal obligations from
which the tarkhdn was exempted.™” In the edict of the Crimean

2% Novyj Enciklopedideskij Slovar 20.510-522; cf., also, George VErNADSKY, The
Mongols and Russia (New Haven, 1953), p. 387.
117 This may be seen from the following extracts from these edicts:
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Khan HA&jji Girai (14287-1466), in lieu of the usual expression
yasdq qaldn, we find the expression isdq (= yasdq) albin.'* Here
we have convincing evidence that the Mongolian alban and the
Turkic qaldn are indeed equivalents. Nicholas N. Porre has
shown that the Mongolian language was known and used in the
Golden Horde.*** Therefore, it is not too surprising to find a Mon-
golian word used in place of a normal Turkic expression.

These Turkic tarkhdn documents differ much more in content
and terminology than do the Sino-Mongolian and Russian edicts.
Therefore, it is more difficult to evaluate the relative importance
of the obligations mentioned in the former. However, the fre-
quent mention of taxes connected with commerce makes it seem
likely that commercial taxes, such as the tamyd, the tartnaq, and
the bac, formed one of the principal sources of revenue of the
khan. In these edicts, the term qaldn is never qualified or de-
scribed, and although several types of yasdq are mentioned, the
real nature of these different types remains unknown. Two kinds
of yasiq are mentioned in the edict of Hajji Girai, namely the
béyinsa yasdyi and the qaldi (?) yasdyi; Walther Hinz has not
succeeded in explaining either one satisfactorily.'® In the edict
of Téamiir Qutlug, the following expression occurs: taban-lig
qismat qubur yasayi. Neither I. N. BereziN, RADLOFF, nor Ab-
dullahoglu Hassan, three scholars who have worked on this edict,
has been able to explain satisfactorily the meaning of the expres-
sion.** On first glance it seems that three types of yasdq, namely
taban-liq yasayi, qismat yasdyi, and qubur yasdyi, are involved.

Basd bi tarkhdn-liri-miz-din yasiq qaldn tip tilimdsiin almdsinlér (N. N. Bergziy,
Khanskije Jarlyki 2 [Kazan, 1851], p. 50).

Yasiq qaldn siisin ‘alifah tip tildmasinlGr
(Abdullahoglu Hassan, “ Birinci Mengili Giray Han Yarligi,” pp. 99-109.

Yasaq qaldn saliy musammd salmdsim-lér (‘Abdu "llh Battal, “Sahib Girdi Khan
Yarh'yl Tiirkiyyit Majmi'a-si 2 [1926]. 75-103) .

1% Cf. Walther Hinz, “Zwei Steuerbefreiungsurkunden,” p. 214:

87 . . . bil kiindin ilgard i zsaq albin

38 almasunlar musammd salz'y salmdsinldr dlmdsdinldr

*®N. N. Poree, “Zolotoordynskaja rukopis’ na bereste” [“Manuscript of the
Golden Horde on Birch Bark ”] Sovetskoje Vostokovedenije 2(1941).81-136.

120 HiNz, op. cit., p. 216.

*¥1Cf. Abdullahoglu Hassan, “Temir Kutlug Yarh@: ” [“The Yarliy of Temir
Qutluy 71, Tiirkiyat Mecmuasi $(1935) .217.
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All three scholars agree that taban-lig means “ subjects ” in the
collective sense. Qismat is a common Arabo-Persian-Turkish word
meaning “ division.” In the Persian sources of the Mongolian
period, gismat is often used in the sense of “ re-partition of taxes
among the population.” Ann K. S. LamBron has this to say
about gismat: ***

gismat (obs.), see mu‘dmaleh. The term qismat may possibly have been
used for a levy made for extraordinary purposes, or for the payment of the
expenses of the administration, etc.

mu‘dmaleh . . . In Seljuq times there was a special divani mu‘@malat va

qismat which was presumably concerned with revenue derived from public
contraction, i. e. revenue paid under agreements of the muqata‘eh type.

As far as the word qubur is concerned, BerrzIN suggested that
qubur may be an error for qubdur. The word yasdq passed into
Russian in the form jasak. In later Czarist times, jasak designated
a kind of fixed tribute paid the czar by some of his Asiatic sub-
jects. It is possible that the taban-liq yasayi may have meant
something similar to the Russian jasak. In the Turco-Mongolian
supplement to the Muqaddimatu *I-Addb, the Mongolian cognate
of yasdq, jasay, is explained by the Turkic word saliy, which
means simply “impost.”*** Tt is possible that yasdq has this
meaning in the above expressions. In any case, whereas only one
type of qaldn existed, there seem to have been several types of
yasdq, as there were several types of poslinas in Russia.

The tarkhdin edicts generally list another category of obliga-
tions which do not have direct equivalents in other edicts of
tribute exemption, namely musammd saliy or saliy musammd.
Hinz has translated musammd saliy in the edict of Hajji Giral as
“ die sogenannte Kopfsteuer.” ** However, the occurrence of the
inverted form saliy musammd in one of the edicts makes it seem
unlikely that Hinz’s rendering is correct.’” The Turkic word

*22 LAMBTON, op. cit., pp. 487, 434.

*2N. N. Porpe, Mongol'skij Slovar Mukaddimat al-Adab (Moscow-Leningrad,
1938), p. 208a. The Mongolian jasay is defined as Turkic saliy. The latter appears
frequently in Uighur documents of the Mongolian and pre-Mongolian period. It derives
from the verb sal-, “ to impose.” PoppE translates it as nalog, which in Russian means
exactly the same thing, viz.,, “an imposition,” “an impost.”

124 Hinz, op. cit., p. 216.

2% Cf. Abdullahoglu, op. cit., p. 108.
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saliy clearly means impost. The Arabic musammd means simply
“named,” “ mentioned.” Judging from the context of these Turkic
edicts, both yasdq and qaldn were clearly defined obligations.
That is to say that yasdq was a generic term used to designate
several types of formalized taxes, and galdn designated the basic
obligation of tribute and service. However, it is well known that
the Turco-Mongols of the Golden Horde continued to carry out
periodic levies over and above the fixed norms of the tribute-tax
obligations. Consequently, it may be that the musamd saliy or the
saliy musammd belong to the category of such levies.

In these Turkic edicts, yasiq and qaldn must be regarded as
among the principal obligations of the Golden Horde and the
successor khanates. Compared to the Sino-Mongolian and Rus-
sian edicts, and the extract of an edict of tribute exemption for
the clergy in the work of Rasidu ’d-Din, these Turkic edicts are
much later in time. Consequently, the institutional significance
of many of the common terms may vary greatly from the original
meaning in the edicts of the first Mongol rulers. Yasdq, in par-
ticular, seems to have taken on the more formalized meaning of
tax. However, yasiq and qaldn are the only expressions in these
edicts which can be regarded as generically similar to the alba
qubciri of the Sino-Mongolian edicts.

4. Conclusions

The above discussion is based on the premise that the Mongols
introduced the fiscal practices peculiar to their own society into
every ulus which they founded. Specifically, they introduced the
same system of tributes and levies, known to them as alba qub-
&irt, throughout their domains. Of course, as time went on these
tributes and levies changed into various kinds of taxes and other
types of fiscal obligations. However, regardless of such changes
in form, the alba qubdiri remained direct sources of revenue for the
Mongolian rulers and the related and allied nobility. Because of
the linguistic diversity in the Mongolian Empire, alba qubdiri
was called differently in the various languages concerned. On the
basis of the above discussions, I suggest the following termino-
logical equivalences:


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

358 H. F. SCHURMANN

Mongolian: alba (n) qubcire
Chinese: ch'ai-fa

Persian: qaldn qubcir
Russian: dan’ poslina
Turkic: qaldin yasiq

We have already shown the philological equivalence of poslina
and yasdq, but what is the relationship between yasidq and qub-
éirt? In the juridical documents from Central Asia mentioned
above, we have an indication that yasiq and qubdiri were used
in the same sense. Neither the word qubdiir nor any of its vari-
ants, to my knowledge, appears in texts of the Golden Horde. On
the other hand, the word yasdq in its fiscal sense is used only
rarely in the Persian sources, whereas the word qubdéir appears
quite frequently. The Turco-Mongolian supplement to the Mu-
qaddimatu l-Addb defines the Mongolian cognate of yasdq, jasay,
as saliy, ““ impost.” The word yasdq was derived from the common
Turkic verbal root yasa-, “to fix,” “to determine,” whence its
other meaning “law.” In Persia, the word qubdiir came to desig-
nate a specific kind of tax. Yasdq in a fiscal sense was rarely used.
However, in the Ankara inscription (vide infra) we have an in-
stance of yasd (a variant form of yasdq) used in a generic sense to
include obligations of the qubdéir type. In the Turkic documents
of the Golden Horde, the word yasdq occurs to the exclusion of
the words qubéiri qubciir. In the Uighur documents from Central
Asia, however, there are six occurrences of the word qubdir (an-
other variant form of qubdiri~qubéir) to only two of the word
yasdq.’*®* One of these documents contains the following pas-
sage: %"

“Tacadan, my word. To Tayincaq:

128 Cf. Caferoglu Ahmet, “ Uygurlarda Hukuk ve Maliye Istilahlarn” [“Legal and
Fiscal Terms among the Uighurs ], Tiirkiyat Mecmuast 3 (1935) .40.

2" RapLorF/Mavrov, Uigurische Sprachdenkmdiler, p. 121:

Tadadan séz-iim. Tayindaq-qa

Sdning qubdir tariq-ing-

da bu Samis Tayisma-qa ié kiiri tariq birqgil. Qan yasaq tirdr min
I have changed RADLOFF’s transcription into a more current system. The value of
some of the consonants of the proper names is not clear.
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“For your qubdir grain give three kiiri of grain to this Samis
Tayisma. I am collecting the imperial yasaq.” *2®

The occurrence of both qubdir and yasdq in the same passage
indicates that there must have been some kind of relationship
between the two. I have already noted above that in another one
of these Uighur documents, both the words galdn and alban occur.
It seems apparent that both the Turkic qaldn and yasaq, and
the Mongolian alban and qubdir were terms used by the Uighurs
of Central Asia. Even today, a variant form of alban, alwan, is
used in Eastern Tiirki, and another variant, alman, occurs in the
speech of the Kirghiz.*** In both of these documents, the terms
qaldn and yasaq seem to have been used in the sense of some
specific obligation, whereas alban and qubdir are used in a more
generic sense.

IV. Evolution of the Tributes and Levies

As the Mongols assumed permanent possession of the con-
quered sedentary societies, the tributes and levies they collected
from their own peoples were extended to the conquered, producing
not only tremendous suffering and affliction, but enormous con-
fusion. Time and again the Mongols demanded goods and services
from their subjects. Mongolian soldiers and envoys continually
appeared demanding things for themselves or their superiors. The
conquered had not only to feed and house the invaders, but also
to pay tributes to their rulers. These exactions are so well known
in the literature of the East and the West that they need not be
described here again. The descriptions by P‘Eng Ta-ya and Hstr
T‘ing speak for themselves. Eventually the situation had to be
remedied, for the irregular demands were prolonging the chaos,
and thereby in the long run reducing the revenues which flowed
into the coffers of the rulers. Some kind of formalization and
rationalization of the fiscal structure was necessary. The edict of

28 On the expression gan yasag, see the Mongolian expression gan-u c'ay amu dis-
cussed in note 11.

**°T do not have the Eastern Tiirki reference at my disposal. For the Kirghiz, cf.
Kirgiz Séaliigii (Ankara, 1945), p. 29b.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

360 H. F. SCHURMANN

Ghéizin announcing his famous fiscal reform (probably written by
Rasidu °d-Din) describes the situation as follows: **

Of all these [tasks] one is the task of determining and fixing the taxes and
conditions of the realms (mamdlik), the prevention of [tax] estimation by
squabbles and accidents and all kinds of governmental (diwdn%) requisitions,3!
and the cessation of [levies of] animals and fodder [by] collectors and envoys
who repeatedly were sent out to each province for purposes of [collecting] taxes,
and who were alone completely responsible for all the troubles and ruin and
loss of taxes. For that reason We have dispatched scribes to all the realms
in order to register in detail [each] province, territory, and village, to fix the
tax (mdl; perhaps it can be taken in the sense of tribute in this context) and
payments so that all the people become tranquil and thankful and contented
therefrom.

In the Introduction, I formulated the three periods of Mongolian
rule. These fiscal reforms began in the second period, and reached
their high point in the third period. In the early part of the
second period, the bonds connecting each ulus with the others were
stronger than in the later period. Therefore, certain fiscal reforms
carried out by Ogédei for the East were likewise put into effect in
Central Asia.

In the ensuing section I shall examine these programs of fiscal
rationalization in terms of East and West, with China forming
the center of the East, and Persia the center of the West. I
must note that, particularly in the early period, the Eastern
reforms were also carried out to some extent in the West.

1. The East

As China came to be the center of power of the ulus of the
East, the fiscal reforms came to be specifically Chinese problems.
Before the Mongolian conquest, Northern China had been under
the rule of the Tungusic Chin. Economic conditions were not

30 Ta'rikh-i Mubdrak-i Ghazdni (ed. Jaun), p. 258, Inies 2-8:

Az dn jumlah yaki kdr-i ta'yin-<i ahwdl-i mamdlik ast, wa daf-i hazr-i bitik&i-an-rd
‘awdriz, wa anwd'< kilaf- diwdni, wa izdlat-i 4ldy wa ‘alifah-i mubassil-dn wa il&i-G
ki jihat<i amwil mutewdtir ba-har wildyat mi-faristidand, wa anwd'-i zahmat wa
khardbt wa talafx mdl-ré niz yak sabab kulli az i5dn bid. Ba-dén wisitah maqildt wa
ba-tamdmat-i mamdlik faristidim td wildyat wa néhiyat wa diyé-ré mufassal nawists,
mdl wa mutawajjihdt mu‘ayyan gardinand Sundndé ‘umibm- khald’iq az én ésidé wa
$dkir wa rdzi bdsand.

*2On kilaf (pl. of kulfat, “ vexation ™), see note 69; it means the same as taklifdt.
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good. In particular, the large-scale issuance of paper currency by
the Chin led to severe inflation. Copper currency tended to
diminish in importance as a medium of exchange. Silver, and
secondarily, silk became the chief media of exchange. Therefore,
the earliest exactions practiced by the Mongols in North China
aimed at the extraction of silver and silk from the local popula-
tion. All of these exactions were made in the name of the ch‘ai-fa.
Consequently, the fiscal reforms, in the first instance, concerned
a reform in the ch‘ai-fa, or tribute-levy system. Some of these
reforms were carried out by the Mongols themselves. Some were
carried out by Chinese advisors like YEn-LG Ch‘u-ts‘ai, or by
Muslim officials like ‘Abdu ‘r-Rahmén. Other reforms were ef-
fected in appanages like Chen-ting L%, and were ultimately
adopted on the national level.

There is no record of any fiscal reform during the reign of
Cinggis. The first fiscal reforms instituted by the Mongols in
China were carried out by Ogddei. In the Yiian-shih, it is men-
tioned for the year 1229-1230 that Ogédei established new fiscal
obligations for the realm. For the Mongols he decreed that for
each 100 horses, oxen, and sheep, one female of each be given
as tribute. He furthermore decreed the establishment of grain
warehouses and the postal relay system. He also decreed that the
Chinese of Ho-pei were to be taxed on the basis of households,
and that the “ people of the western regions > (hsi-yii-jen P4
A) were to be taxed on the basis of adults (ting T). YEH-LU
Ch‘u-ts‘ai was placed in charge of the fiscal system of China, and
Mahmid Yalawaé¢ was placed in charge of the fiscal system of the
“ western regions.” *** Here three separate fiscal systems are
given, functioning respectively among (1) the Mongols, (2) the
Chinese, and (3) the people of the “ western regions ” (Central
Asia) . The tribute system operating among the nomad Mongols
was based on a herd tribute. This herd tribute presumably re-
mained largely unchanged during the Yiian period, for it was
still in existence among the post-Yiian Mongols. It is described in
detail in the Secret History.*®

**2 Cf. Yiian-shik (Po-na-pen ed.) 2.1b; cf., also, SCHURMANN, op. cit., p. 89.

82 Cf. Erich Haeniscn, Die Geheime Geschichte der Mongolen (Leipzig, 1948), pp.
144-45.
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Those chiefly affected by the reform were not the Mongol
nomads, but the Chinese and the Central Asiatics. Here we shall
deal only with the Chinese. In addition to the above passages
taken from the biography of Ogédei in the Yiian-shih, we have,
of course, the statements in the “ Shih-huo-chih.” According to
the latter, before the tax reform of 1236-37, two types of taxes
were being levied: (1) the adult tax (ting-shui TH), and (2)
the land tax (ti-shui 3BE) *** The former was obviously a kind
of poll tax levied on all adults (regardless of whether they were
men or women, as P‘Exc Ta-ya states). Originally, each house-
hold was assessed two stone of grain, which was later raised to
four. This accords with the observations of P‘enc Ta-ya (vide
supra) . The latter, who visited North China in 1232-33, gives us
more information on the ““ taxes ” payable by the Chinese to the
Mongols. Each male or female adult urban inhabitant had to
pay 25 liang of silk yarn per year, plus 50 liang per animal.
Peasants paid a flat sum of 100 liang per individual. In addition,
each household had to pay a flat annual sum of four stone of
grain. Furthermore, the population had to suffer the never-ending
levies imposed by Mongolian envoys.

We come now to a basic problem of classification. Were the
obligations described above all introduced by the Mongols? Ob-
viously not, for the land tax was a Chinese and not a Mongolian
tax. Here it must be remembered that the basic Chinese taxes
did not cease. Just as a rudimentary Chinese bureaucracy headed
by YeH-LU Ch‘u-ts‘ai continued to exist in Northern China even
in the early years of the Mongolian conquest, so likewise did the
traditional Chinese taxes and tolls remain. Of these traditional
taxes, the most important was the land tax. The Yiian-shih con-
tains two sections on taxes: (1) shui-liang BERE, i.e., the tradi-
tional land taxes, and (2) k'o-ch‘ai B3, i.e., the ch'ai-fa (here
k‘o-ch’ai means simply the assessment [by rates] of the chail-
fa]) .*** It puts the ting-shui, i.e., the poll tax, in the first cate-
gory. Into the second category it puts the pao-yin and ssu-liao
taxes, of which we shall speak soon. We know that in the later

34 Cf. SCHURMANN, op. eit., p. 75.
1% Ibid., “1V, Section B,” and “V, Section B.”


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

MONGOLIAN TRIBUTARY PRACTICES OF THE 13TH CENTURY 363

years the pao-yin and the ssu-liao taxes formed the two basic
taxes making up the ch‘ai-fa. The Yiian-shih dates the beginning
of the ssu-liao tax from the year 1236, and the pao-yin tax from
the year 1255. However, we know from the Hei-ta shih-liieh that
as early as 1232, the Mongols had been levying a silk tribute on
the North Chinese.

In the year 1236 an important fiscal reform took place under
the leadership of YEH-LU Ch‘u-ts‘ai. For the first time, an attempt
was made to put order into the confused fiscal system, classify and
formalize the many existing obligations, and to separate the
ch'ai-fa system from the traditional Chinese fiscal system based
on the land tax. This reform was made possible by the far-
reaching census which had been carried out in the preceding year,
only a short time after the annihilation of the Chin by the Mon-
gols. In place of the flat-rate land tax of four stone of grain per
household, a system of gradated taxation (k‘o-cheng FHE) was
introduced. The new land tax was based on the number of a
peasant’s animals and farm implements, and on the quality of his
land. The Yiian-shih does not give the new land tax rates, but
they are given in Sung Tzu-chen’s R FH biography of YEH-LU
Ch‘u-ts‘ai. Land was divided into four grades: high, middle, low,
and irrigated land, and rates were assessed accordingly. The old
ting-shut, which previously included not only payments in silk but
in grain as well, was retained. Henceforth, each free adult paid
an annual tax of one stone of grain. ABe Takeo feels that this
meant an annual household tax in grain in an amount between 2.5
and 38 stone.’*® The fiscal reform of 1236 saw the establishment of
a new kind of tax, the so-called ssu-liao $#%F, or silk tax. Those
households directly under the jurisdiction of the government paid
an annual silk tax of about 8 liang; those under the jurisdiction
of the appanage holders paid about 3.2 liang. These new rates
represented about %o of the rates in effect earlier, and naturally
produced some dissatisfaction among the officials.*”

What can we conclude from the above? First, before the fiscal
reform of 1286, taxation was not only heavy, but the entire fiscal

% ABE, op. cit., p. 264.
37 Cf. SCHURMANN, op. cit., pp. 90-91.
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system was extremely confused, as a natural result of the impo-
sition of the Mongolian system of tributes and levies on North
China. The Mongols during this period levied a tribute payable
in silk and in grain. The silk tribute was assessed in the form of
a flat rate for each grown adult; generally, however, it was paid
in silver instead of silk. The grain tribute was probably a con-
tinuation of the old Chinese land tax. However, instead of levy-
ing the grain tax on the basis of property, a flat rate was assessed
on each household. We know that this grain was stored in ware-
houses set up by the Mongols. In fact, the land tax itself is known
in the Mongolian of that day as the “ warehouse [tax]” (c'ay =
ts‘ang B). In the West, too, the Mongols collected a grain
tribute, which is usually called taydr in the Muslim sources. In
other words, during this initial period the old traditional taxes of
China and the new tributes and levies introduced by the Mongols
were almost inextricably confused, and the situation was made
worse by the frequent levies imposed by the Mongols whenever
the need arose. With the tax reforms of 1236, Yer-LU Ch‘u-ts‘ai
attempted to set up well-defined tax categories, and thus limit
the tax burden of the individual. The old Chinese land tax based
on the amount and quality of land owned (as well as the number
of farm animals and implements, a holdover from the wu-li-ch‘ien
of the Chin) was re-introduced. Secondly, the Mongols retained
the poll tax in grain, with reduced rates. Thirdly, they introduced
a poll tax in silk, which became the foundation of the ch‘ai-fa
system. The basic object of the Mongolian tributes and levies
was the collection of silk and silver. These items formed the chief
revenue of the Mongolian rulers. The grain revenue was used
for other purposes, such as the feeding of armies and the paying
of Chinese officials.

In view of the above, we can say that the distinction between
the “land tax ” (ti-shui) and the “poll tax” (ting-shui) could
hardly be applied to the period before the reforms of 1236. Since
all tribute relations were individual, according to Mongolian
principles, the tributes, whether collected in silk, silver, or grain,
represented a kind of “poll tax.” However, in the background,
there continued the old Chinese land tax, paid by each household
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on the basis of the property it possessed. The fiscal reform of 1236
set up three clearly defined categories of taxes: (1) a land tax
based on property, (2) a poll tax payable in grain, imposed on
each individual at a flat rate, and (3) a household tax payable in
silk, based on the earlier ““ poll tax ” payable in silk; this tax pro-
vided the chief source of revenue for the ch‘ai-fa, or tribute paid
the Mongolian rulers.

These new taxes were not the only sources of revenue for the
Mongolian rulers. The latter also collected the old Chinese com-
mercial tolls, and tolls on such commodities as salt, iron, and tea.
As the Mongols captured commercial centers and customs sta-
tions, they assumed the prerogatives of collecting the tax on com-
merce (tamya). But it was only in the year 1234 that the col-
lection of tolls on commerce and production was systematized.
The fiscal reforms of these years (1234-36), involving the organi-
zation of the toll collections, the execution of a national census
and registration of households, and the rationalization of tributes,
levies, and taxes, marked the beginning of a new stage in Mon-
golian administration of China.

In the years following this first great fiscal reform there were
attempts to set up a unified chai-fa system which would once and
for all do away with the system of arbitrary tributes and levies.
Since the ch‘ai-fa represented the principal source of revenue of
the Mongolian nobility, the latter were constantly trying to exact
as much as possible from the people under their control. The
Mongols had difficulty in conceiving of an absolute limit on their
revenues. When in need, they decreed a new quota of revenue,
and had their officials and envoys go out and collect it. However,
as the traditional Chinese bureaucracy grew stronger and as cen-
tralization proceeded, attempts were made to end the chaos by
introducing a regular tax system. Thus the foundation for the
centralizing fiscal reforms of the early part of Qubilai’s reign was
laid in the preceding years.

The Mongolian tributes and levies were always imposed in the
forms of quotas. It was then left to the officials to meet these
quotas in one manner or another. If they could raise the quota
amounts through applying the rates fixed earlier, well and good.
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If not, it meant heavier taxation until the quota was filled. Wana
Yiin EE, a local official, gives a vivid picture of conditions in
the years preceding the reforms of Qubilai: ***

I have in truth seen that since the initiation of military campaigns in the
Nan-ching Circuit the hundreds of things which are necessary are all taken
care of by the people, things such as the dredging of rivers, transport of grain,
¢ harmonious purchase’ (a kind of corvée),  harmonious acquisition [of grain]’
(a kind of forced purchase of grain from the local population),'3® chopping
down of trees, building of boats and military weapons. For three years now
there hardly has been any respite. In addition to all this, because of locusts
and drought, commodity prices have in turn soared. Those places stricken
with disaster have suffered food shortages up to now, without being blessed
by any aid or great (i.e., imperial) favor. Suffering turmoil from without and
within, wealth has vanished and strength has weakened. Already they were
deep in suffering. However, at the present moment, [because of] insects and
locusts, compared to past years, trouble has reached a high point. Recently,
I have investigated and have discovered that this year 24,000 newly sur-
rendered households in this circuit have all been additionally assessed the
ch'ai-fa. We must be careful not to miss our original quota (i.e., the ch‘ai-fa
quota must be filled). However, in view of the fact that of these above-
mentioned households over 10,000 are low [class] households of mixed registra-
tion, of duplicate registration,*® and of old and sick [people] who are not
subject to the ch‘ad-fa], in truth I fear that once the silk and silver [tribute]
has been taken [from them], it will then result in [their] fleeing and hiding;
and we shall have to distribute the remnant cA‘ai-fa onto the number of house-
holds still residing [here]. [Only thus] shall we be able to make up the original
quota.

Most of the writing on fiscal matters of this second period con-
cerns the problem of the ch‘ai-fa, the problem of how to supply
the Mongolian rulers with a regular tribute revenue to replace
the extraordinary levies and unfair and excessive taxation of the
populace. The problem was ultimately solved by the development
of two basic tributes which went to make up the ch‘ai-fa. One
was the ssu-liao, a tax payable in silk, originally developed in the
course of the first reform under Ogodei. The other was the pao-
yin, a tax which had been in effect in some of the appanages for
some time before it became a national tax in 1255. We cannot
go into the details of the evolution of the ssu-lico and the pao-yin

%8 Wane Yiin, Ch'u-chien hsien-sheng ta-chian wen-chi f‘kfﬁﬂ%éﬁk%ﬁ%
(Ssu-pu ts‘ung-kan PUHEREE T [Comm. Press ed.]), chiian 87.19b-20a.

%% On these terms, cf. SCHURMANN, op. cit., p. 21, note 31, and p. 96.

*490n the various categories of households, cf. ScHURMANN, op. cit., p. 69.
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in this article. ABe Takeo has written an excellent and detailed
article on the growth of the pao-yin tax from the time of its intro-
duction in the appanage of Chen-ting as a local tax intended to
provide a permanent tribute revenue, to the time it became a
national tax in 1255.*

Ultimately, with the rise to power of Qubilai, a rationalized,
formalized tax system came into being, along with the centraliza-
tion of the government. The fiscal structure which arose then
and which lasted during the rest of the Yiian dynasty was
divided into the following major categories of obligations: ***

(1) tolls (k‘o-ch‘eng #*#2) imposed on certain commodities (such
as salt, iron, tea, etc.), and on commerce.

(2) land taxes (tsu-shui FABE or shui-liang BE48) assessed on
the basis of the amount and kind of land owned per family.

(8) corvées (fu-i B&F) imposed on individuals or households in
order to execute a public activity (such as the construction
of public works, acting as village head, etc.), and exacted in
the form of labor or service, or equivalent monetary payment.

These were traditional Chinese taxes and corvées. The revenue
from these taxes was destined for the maintenance of the bu-
reaucracy and army, as it always had been in Chinese history.
However, the population was in addition subject to a parallel
system of Mongolian tributes and corvées. Of these, the two
major categories were:

(1) tribute (ch‘ai-fa) levied on individuals or households and
paid to their immediate lord, whether gayan or appanage
holder. The pao-yin and the ssu-liao formed the two prin-
cipal components of this category. By the time of Qubilai,
both were payable in paper currency.

(2) corvées, (k‘o-i FH&) imposed on individuals or households in
order to permit the execution of some activity concerned with
the function of the ruler or lord (such as the maintenance

41 ABE, op. cit.
*42 These are the basic chapters on fiscal matters in the Yiian tien-chang, “ Hu-pu”

B %[S section.
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of the postal relay system, military service, etc.) and exacted
in the form of labor or equivalent monetary payment.

The traditional Chinese taxes and corvées as taken over and
continued by the Mongols were little different from those of
former Chinese dynasties. However, the diffuse and loose system
of Mongolian tributes and levies had been transformed by the
Chinese into a rational system of taxes and corvées. Each tax
and corvée was defined, rates were fixed, and the individual for
the first time saw the limits to his burden. We may note that,
except for the corvées, the evolved fiscal structure consisted of a
tripod of three legs: (1) the traditional land tax, (2) the tradi-
tional tolls, and (8) the tribute. We shall see that in Persia, the
ultimate fiscal system which evolved out of the chaos of the early
years took on a similar form.

2. The West

The Mongols who invaded Central Asia and Western Asia
concerned themselves with the same fiscal problems as did those
who invaded China: the raising of tributes and levies. The usual
Mongolian practice was to fix the total amount of tribute for a
given area over a given time. The actual rates assigned per house-
hold or per individual were usually simply administrative meas-
ures to equalize the burden. This was true in China, where these
quotas were known as e %1, as well as in Persia, where they were
known as muqarrar.®® The method of tax collecting was the
system of tax farming, in China called p‘u-mai #H8 , by which
certain individuals purchased the right of tribute collection from
the Mongols. Tt existed in China until it was abolished under
the reign of Qubilai.*** In Persia, it continued up to the time of
Ghazan, when methods of tax collecting became bureaucratic
again. In Persia these tax farmers were known as ‘ummdl (sing.
‘amil) and mutasarrif-dn. They acquired assignations called hawd-
lat or bardt from the Mongols, and with these forcibly collected

143 For illustrations of the quota system in China, cf. ScHURMANN, op. cit., p. 90.
For Mugarrar, cf. TocaN, op. cit., p. 296.
*4On tax farming in China, cf. SCHURMANN, op. cit., pp. 89-91.
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as much in the way of tribute and taxes as they could.*** The
phenomenon of tax farming in both Persia and China during this
second period mirrored the lack of centralized fiscal control.

During the early period of their conquests, the Mongols were
generally oblivious of traditional taxes and were mostly concerned
with collecting their tributes and levies, the amounts of which
were usually fixed ahead of time in the form of quotas. Rasidu
’d-Din, in the section on the reign Ogédei, states:*

In jumid4 the Second of the year 637 (A.D. 29/12/1239-28/1/1240) he
(i.e., Ogbdei) took lodging in his own dwelling. Causing the generals and
grandees to present themselves, he acquainted them with the laws. He had
his own son go to ‘Iriq, Arrdn, and Azarbaijin in order that after the many
words (i.e., quarrels) with Corméayin he bring into his possession [again
those] provinces and impose the fixed tribute (mdl-i gardri).

Note that in this passage the Arabo-Persian word madl is used in
the sense of qaldn. As we have indicated above, mdl, during this
time, took on the general sense of tribute or tax payable in money.

Although a fiscal reform had been carried out by Ogédei in
China in 1236, it had little effect on Central Asia and the West.
However, Mahmiid Yalawa¢, Yen-LU Ch‘u-ts‘ai’s counterpart in
Central Asia, had attempted in the succeeding years to put some
order into the fiscal system of Central Asia. His efforts led to the
great fiscal reforms which were carried out during the rule of
Mongke, and which applied not only to Central Asia but to China
as well. The enthronement of Mongke marked an important
political change among the Mongols. The hitherto dominant line
of Ogodei and Giiyiig was replaced once and for all by the line of
Tolui, youngest son of Cinggis. During the reign of Mongke,
Hiilegii set up the Il-khanate in Persia; later Qubilai became the
Emperor of China. Central Asia, however, remained under the
control of the line of Cayatai. Although Méngke still exercised

45 0n tax farming in Persia, cf. Bertold SpuLEr, Die Mongolen in Iran (Leipzig,
1939), pp. 309-314; see, also, note 62.

¢ Jémi'u *t-Tawdrikh (ed. Blochet) (= GMS 18) 2 (London-Leyden, 1911), p. 59:

Wa dar Jumddd al-akhir sana-i sab* wa salsin wa sittami’at ba-khiné-i khid nazdil
kard. Wa umard’ wa akdbir-rd hdzir gardinidé, ahkdm sunawdnid. Wa pasar-i khwis-rd
mutawajjih-i ‘Irdq wa Azarbaijin gardinid, td ba'd az maqélat-i basydr bd-Corméryin,
wildydt-rd ba-mijib-i firmdn dar tasarruf awarad, wa mél-i gardri-ré muqarrar garddnid.
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effective sway over Central Asia, in ensuing years the house of
Cayatai became an independent power, and China and Persia

went their own ways. )
The reforms of Mongke are described by Juwaini as follows: ***

And since each functionary is unable to make a repartition [of taxes]*®
he (i.e., Mingii Qa’adn) decreed an annual scheme,*® whereby, in the lands
of Khitai, the very wealthy [were to pay] 11 [dindrs], and with regard to the
weak, 1 dindr; in Transoxiania, it was to be the same; in Khirassin, the rich:
10 dindrs, and as far as the poor are concerned: 1 dindr . . . As for the live-
stock levy, which they call the qubédr,!® from each kind of livestock, if the
individual have 100 head, he is to give 1 head; if it be less, he is not to give
anything. As for the arrears of the tributes, no matter where and no matter
upon whom they may remain, no one among the subjects is to pay them, and
[no one (i.e., among the officials) ] is to collect them.

The corresponding passages in the work of Rasidu *d-Din give
essentially the same information with one significant exception:
the rate for Khiirdssan and ‘Irdq is given as 7 dindrs.*** However,
Juwaini, in another section, indicates that the rate fixed for Iran
actually was 7-1, as mentioned by Rasidu *d-Din.*** He describes
how the Amir Aryin returned from the Great Quriltai bearing
edicts (yarliys) of the Qa’an which he read to the assembled
nobles. Furthermore, “ together with the tax farmers (‘ummdl)
and tax officials (mutasarrif-in) he imposed the ydsds (i.e., laws

147 Juwaini, Ta'rikh-i jahtin-gd.s‘(i 3 (= GMS A.R. XVI. 3) (London-Leyden, 1937),
p. 78:

Wa jihat-i dn-ki har sdhib-i Suvli qismati na-tawdinad kard sanawi muwdza‘ah
farmid td dar mamdlik-i Khitdi mutemawalli-i buzurg ydzdé wa ba-nisbat td wazi%,
yak dindr. Wa dar Md'ward'u 'n-nahr haméunin. Wa dar Khirdssin mutamawalli
dé dindr wa td darwis yak dindr . . . Wa az mard? éahdrpdi ki dn-rd qubcir khwinand
agar kasi-rdé sad sar basad yak sar bi-dahad, wa agar kam bdsad hié na-dahad. Wa
bdqdydi-i amwdl dar har kujé wa bar har kasi ki mdndé basad az ra‘iyd na-dahad wa
az i$dn na-sitdnand.

80n the sdhib-i Suyli, cf. M. Minovi and V. MiNorsKY, op. cit., p. 788. On
qismati, cf. ibid., p. 784, note 4.

*°On the rendering of sanawi muwdza‘ah, cf. ibid. The corresponding section in
Rasidu 'd-Din has muwdza'ah-i sdlidné (see Jami‘u *t-Tawdrikh [ed. Blochet] 2.313).

%% On this passage, cf. PeLuior TP 37 (1944).162-163; also Minovi and MINORSKY,
op. cit.,, p. 774, 782, note (c). In the text of Nasiru 'd-Din’s treatise, it is stated
explicitly that the herd tax was called the mardi. The corresponding section in Rasidu
*d-Din omits the word az, which gives more sense to the phrase (cf. 95b).

151 Gee Jimi'u t-Tawdrikh (ed. BrocHET) 2.313-314.

182 Of. Juwaini 2.256.
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and tributes) of Mingii Qa’an.” Days were spent in reading the
decrees and in nominating officials, and “in fixing the qubdcir
which had been decreed.” Finally, they decided that 70 dindrs
rukni (i.e., gold dindrs) were to be pro-rated upon each 10 indi-
viduals “ in accordance with the census.” This was to remain the
rate from then on. Aryin’s return to Khirassan is placed by
Juwaini in the year A.H. (i.e., A.D. 1252-53). Rasidu °d-Din,
in the section dealing with the Amir Aryiin, mentions that in the
preceding year, A. H. 650, Arylin memorialized to the Qa’an on
the conditions in the lands of Iran and was made the object of
special imperial favor (soydiryamis-i makhsis). At this time, the
qalan of the people of that region was fixed at 7 dindrs for the
rich, and 1 dindr for the poor; nothing was to be collected over
and above that amount.**

At this same time, in China, the pao-yin was elevated to the
status of a national tax. ABE states that it was Mahmiid Yalawaé
who originally proposed the pao-yin as a national tax.’** It is thus
likely that it was also Yalawaé¢, and not Arylin, who was behind
the fiscal reforms in Central Asia. The fiscal pronouncements of
Méngke confirmed the old herd tribute levied on the nomads. The
rate, as before, was one animal from each hundred. Juwaini called
this tribute the qubd&ir, as did later writers, and it is in that sense
that we often encounter the word in the Persian sources. How-
ever, as will be shown later, the term qubdéir was also used to
designate the poll taxes (arising out of the Mongolian levies)
which were imposed on the sedentary populations of Central and
Western Asia and were collected not in animals, but in money.
It is significant that Rasidu °d-Din uses the word galdn in this
context; here qaldn obviously means tribute.

It is clear that in the first year of the reign of Mongke, a fixed
poll tax payable in money was established for all the countries
under Mongolian rule. What is not clear immediately is whether
the dindrs mentioned were gold or silver. Later, in Persia, a silver
dindr became the standard currency of the realm.'®® In China and

188 Jimi'n *t-Tawérikh (ed. BrocHET) 2.340-342.
54 ABE, op. cit., p. 273.
%6 Cf. ToGaN, op. cit., p. 293.
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the lands of Central Asia, silver ingots of presumably fixed weight
and purity were standard currency. These were known in China
as ting $€ and in Turkic as yastuq, “pillow ” (in Persian, the word
balis, also meaning “ pillow,” was used) .”*® Silver ingots had
been in use as currency for a considerable period before the thir-
teenth century in Central Asia. However, it was during the period
of Mongolian rule that the use of silver ingots, and later, silver
coins spread throughout Asia. Nevertheless, there is no evidence
of the existence or use of silver coins in the settled societies of
Central Asia during the early part of the thirteenth century. YE=n-
LU Ch‘u-ts‘ai, referring to his sojourn in Samarqand, mentions
only copper and gold coins. Liv Yii &%F, who went west in the
train of Hiilegii’s armies, mentions that in the latter years of
Mbongke’s reign, the people paid an annual tax of ten wen %
in gold, with differing rates for rich and poor.**

It seems safe to assume that the dindrs mentioned by Juwaini
were gold and not silver. Three facts support this assumption.
First, the fact that in one of the passages of his work, Juwaini
qualifies the word dindr by the word rukni. The dindr-i rukni were
gold coins circulating widely in Central Asia long before the ad-
vent of the Mongols; there had already been references to the
dindr-i rukni by Ibn Fazlin (Ibn Fadhlan). Secondly, YEH-LU
Ch‘u-ts‘al mentions gold and copper coins as the principal cur-
rency of Samarqand. Thirdly, Liu Yi, who travelled through
Central Asia during the years of Mongke’s reign, specifically states
that a tax of ten wen in gold was levied on the population of that
region. As ABE pointed out, there can be no doubt that Liv Yii
is referring to the monetary tax decreed by Mongke. In China,
on the other hand, there is also no doubt that this tax was col-
lected in silver. The very term pao-yin €188, “the enveloping of
silver,” used to designate this tax, is ample proof of this. The
question now arises as to how the rates mentioned in the Chinese
sources can be co-ordinated with the rates mentioned by Juwaini.

156 Ibid., pp. 116-118.

17 Cf. Yeu-Lir Ch'v-ts‘ai, Hsi-yu-lu P0¥ESk (ed. 1927) 2a. Also, Liv Yii, Hsi-
shik-chi TG{HEE (Yung-yiian ts‘ung-shu m@%% ed. [ts‘e 23]) .5a. Cf. also Asg,
op. cit., pp. 277-279.
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AsE Takeo has shown conclusively that the rate of the pao-yin
tax for the first year of Mongke’s reign in China was 6 liang (taels)
of silver.” Juwaini, on the other hand, indicates that the rate
for Khitai, 1. e., North China, was a maximum of 11 dindrs and a
minimum of 1 dindr. From several examples in Juwaini, it is clear
that these rates hardly remained stable in practice. At one point,
sums up to 1,000 dindrs were being taken from the rich. In at-
tempting a comparison of the rates given in the Chinese and
Persian sources, the question of the relationship of the two cur-
rencies mentioned, i. e., tael and dindr, arises. During the entire
period of Mongolian rule in China, 50 taels of silver were equal to
1 ingot (ting) *** This system of units does not seem to be of
Chinese origin. Rather it probably came from Central Asia where
silver ingots (yastuq/bdlis) were calculated at 500 misqdl (Khwar-
azm) ; a smaller ingot, siim, was calculated at %o of a yastuq, or
50 misqdl; the smallest, satir, was calculated at %o of a yastuq, or
10 misqdl.**® Tt seems likely that the Chinese ingot was essentially
the same as the yastuq of the steppe. Thus one yastuq/bdlis
would have been equal to 50 Chinese taels.**

In the section on conditions among the Mongols before the rise
of Cinggis, Juwaini states that one silver bdli$ equalled 75 dindr-i
rukni.'** Consequently, 1 dindr-i rukni must have been equal to
about % tael. The rate given by Juwaini, as the maximum for
North China, 11 dindr-i rukni, would thus be equal to about 7.3
taels. The rate for Samarqand, given by Liu Yii, was presumably
the same as the rate for China, i. e., 10 wén (= dindrs), giving a sil-
ver rate of about 6.6 taels. Although these figures do not coincide

%8 ABE, op. cit., pp. 277-279.

158 Cf. Cho-keng-lu 30.11a.

1e° Cf. ToGAN, op. cit., pp. 116-118, 293.

%! There is a distinct possibility, however, that the Chinese ingot and the ingot of
the steppes differed in weight. The Chinese sources indicate that the weight of the tael
(liang) remained essentially the same since the time of the Sui; that would be about
37.6 grams. Zeki VELiDI, however, states that the yastuq was based on the Khwarazm
misqdl which weighed 4.548 grams. The yastug, which equalled 500 misqdl, thus
weighed 2.274 kilograms. The Chinese ingot, however, would only have weighed
about 1.88 kilograms. The ratio between the two thus is approximately 1.2:1. Thus
11 dindr-i rukni would actually be equal to about 8.8 Chinese taels.

192 fuwaini 1.16.
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exactly with the rate of 6 taels given in the Chinese sources, they
come fairly close to it. What is of even greater interest, however,
is the fact that in the oasis societies of Central Asia and Iran this
tax was collected in gold, whereas in China it was collected in
silver. We know that silver ingots had been used widely in Cen-
tral Asia as currency before the Mongolian period. Furthermore,
in subsequent years, in Persia, a silver dindr became the standard
unit of currency. Robert BLAKE, many years ago, noted the re-
markable phenomenon of silver re-appearing in Western Asia dur-
ing the early years of the Mongolian conquests, and postulated
that it must have come from the east, notably China. The above
discussion points in the same direction. However, the question
remains: Where did all this silver come from? North China has
few silver mines, but the metal was widely mined in South China,
and it may have been from the South that some of this silver
derived. That much of the silver circulating in the steppe regions
of Central Asia may originally have derived from China is indi-
cated by the fact that for centuries before the period of Mongol
rule, ingots of particular purity were designated as tamydd or
tafyac. The word tamydd~tafydé, possibly deriving from the same
original as the Chinese T‘0o-pa €8k (the name of the ruling clan
of the Northern Wei Dynasty), was in use for many centuries
throughout Central Asia to designate China.®

We have little information on the fiscal system in Persia before
the time of the Emperor Ghazan. However, Nasiru *d-Din Tisi’s
little monograph on finance gives us some insights into the fiscal
system of the period.”** Essentially, it is a monograph praising
the traditional fiscal system in existence in the Islamic world. He
mentions hardly anything of the enormous tributes and levies
practiced by the Mongols, yet one needs only a fleeting acquaint-
ance with the Muslim writings of the period to know what a
burden they placed on the population. Being an official of the
Il-khanate, he hardly dares voice open criticism, but the hostility
to the fiscal innovations introduced by the Mongols is clearly
evident. His monograph is not so much a description of actual

%% Cf. Togan, op. cit., pp. 59, 117.
%4 Minovi and MINORSKY, op. cit.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

MONGOLIAN TRIBUTARY PRACTICES OF THE 13TH CENTURY 375

fiscal practices, as an argument for re-establishment of tradition;
thus it indicates that there were forces aiming at the resumption of
the traditional system in Persia just as in China.

First, the monograph describes the traditional sources of reve-
nue. These are the land tax (the well-known khardj, on which he
discourses at length advancing the traditional arguments), the
commercial tax (tamyd), the tributes from nomads (mard?),
casual revenues (tayydrdt), and “lawful exertions” (kifdyat) .
These are all, as he states, “the system of past emperors.”
Slowly his argumentation wends its way through other sources
of revenue like booty and escheats. Finally, he comes to talk
about those sources of revenue of which the ““ great emperors
were ashamed, such as unfair tolls on commerce and shipping,
money derived from the debasement of gold and silver, buying
up goods in short supply and re-selling them at a profit etc. Then,
he comes to talk about poll taxes. Here the language falters, and
he expresses himself vaguely. It is obvious that he disapproves
most strongly. He says: '

And they used never to take anything from people on the basis of heads.
[But] this (i.e., the poll tax) they have taken in [the world of] Muslims.
Previously they did not take [a poll tax] from them. That qubééir which
they now collect by order of a Great Ydsd, they never used to take. [Even]
now, by order of the Ydsaq, they do not take it from five [kinds of] people:
first, from tarkhdn people, whom the Emperor has made tarkhdn, such as
Muslim clerics (ddniémdnd-én), and Nestorian clerics (drkd*@n) ; second, from

the old; third, from those in distress and the sick; fourth, from the poor; fifth,
from children.

The reason for Nasiru *d-Din’s dislike of the qubéir poll tax is
obvious. In the minds of Muslims, it was associated with the
hated jizyd, levied on Christians and Jews. Nasiru *d-Din argues

%5 Ibid., §16:

Wa az mardum bar-sar-héi-i i36n &izi na-giriftandi. Wa in dar Mussalmani girifté and.
Wa dar pis az dn na-girifté and. Wa én qibdir ki aknin ba-hukm-t ydsdi-i buzurg
mi-sitinand na-sitadandi. Wa aknim ham ba-hukm-i ydsaq az panj kas na-mi-girand.
Awwal az mardum-i tarkhin ki padisah i5dn-ré tarkhdn kardé bisad &im dinismandl-dn)
wa arkd’dn. Dwwum az pir-6n. Siwum az ranjwar-én wa malil-én. Cahdrum az
darwis-én. Panjum az kudak-dn.

My translation differs a bit from that of Minovi and MinorskyY. The chief difference
lies in the interpretation of the word Mussalmdni.
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that “they,” i.e., the great emperors of antiquity, never levied
a poll tax. But now the Mongols levied such a tax, the only
mitigating circumstances being the fact that many are exempted
from paying it.

It is interesting that Nasiru ’d-Din considers both the com-
mercial tax and the tax on nomads as legitimate. That shows that
in his mind the qubdidr was not associated primarily with the
latter. What he objected to was the levying of a general poll tax
on Muslims. Here we have the struggle between tradition and
innovation, between Muslim and Mongol. Traditionalism with
some modifications triumphed with the reign of Ghéazin. The
Mongols retained their identity as the ruling society, and the new
rationalized fiscal structure included both the traditional fiscal
obligations and the Mongolian tributes.

In Persia under the reign of Ghizan, a sweeping program of
fiscal reform, similar to the reforms of Qubilai in China, was
carried out. Asin China, the existing fiscal duality of Mongolian
and Persian obligations was recognized, but the contradictions
arising out of this duality were radically reformed and regulated.
The arbitrary levies and excessive taxations carried out in the
name of Mongolian obligations were repressed. A strong bureauc-
racy was created to assure the efficient and just execution of the
government’s fiscal program. I shall not attempt to go into a
detailed exposition of these reforms, but shall merely give a brief
outline of the tax structure which emerged from those reforms.

The great work of Rasidu °d-Din on the reign of Ghazan, the
Tarikh-t Mubdrak-i Ghdzdni, describes the fiscal structure of that
period in great detail. However, one of the most explicit descrip-
tions of the post-reform tax structure is contained in Rasidu
‘d-Din’s famous letters. In one of his letters to his son Sihibu
‘d-Din, governor of Tustar and Ahwaz in Khiizistin, Rasidu ’d-
Din reprimands him for surrounding himself with an evil en-
tourage, and sets forth 89 precepts for his guidance.'*® In precept
39, he makes a number of concrete proposals for just taxation in
Khizistan, and enjoins his son to carry them out.'®’ Following

*%® Mukdtabdt-i Rasidi, pp. 98-128; cf. Lamsron, op. cit., pp. 94-95.
*°7 Ibid., pp. 121-128.
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these proposals, he presents a carefully drawn up chart of tax
rates in all important districts of Khiizistan.
Precept 39 begins as follows: **®

“ Thirty nine. A page I have made out of copper on which I have recorded
the names of some of the districts (bdlidkdt; Turkie, boliik) of Tustar which
have come to my attention, and the tax of which I fixed after I had arrived
in Ghir:

I have exempted [them] from everything in the nature of tamyd and
timdr. In regard to everything in the nature of the land tax khardj), [the
rate] has been fixed at one-tenth [of the crop] on condition it be collected in
kind in order that there be no ruination and that people take an interest in
agriculture, and that the province be built up. Those few who are exempted
from the land tax on private property (khardj-i amldk-i arbdb) are to remain
exempted. Government rents (mindl-i diwdni) (i.e., on lands owned directly
by the government) are to be collected in kind [at a rate of] six kharwdr out
of ten. Four kharwdr have been fixed unto the peasants (ratyat) as their
right (kagq) for taking care of and working [these fields]. The mawd$i (vide
infra), the qaldn, the &irik (i.e., military services) of each district (bélik),
except for the exempted properties, are to be collected as they have been
fixed in this table. Any one who takes more than is noted in this table and
examples of which I have made clear and evident is to be cursed by the
Creator and all Creatures.”

The introduction quoted above lists the following taxes and
Rasidu °’d-Din’s proposals for just rates:

(1) Tamyd and timdr: totally exempted.

(2) Khardj-i amldk-i arbdb: %o of the crop, except for the
few properties exempted therefrom.

(8) Mindl-s diwdni: of each kharwdr of grain, 6 are to be taken
in kind, and 4 are to be left for the peasants “for tillage
and labor.”

8 Ibid., pp. 121-122:

8t o nuhum. Sakifak az mis sikhté im, wa asdmi- ba'zi az bolikit-i Tustar ki bar
dn wuqif yifté im, bar én naqs kardé wa mal-i Gn-ré ba'd az anki ba-Ghir rasidé m
qardr dddé: har & tamyd wa timdr ast bi-kulli mu'df kardé tm. Wa har &6 khardj ast
az dé yak muqarrar $udé, masrit bar dn ki ba-jins bi-sitinand ti mijib-i khardbi
na-bdsad wa mardum ba-zird'at mail kunand, wa sabab-i ‘imdrati wildyat gardad.
Wa ba'si ki az khardj-i amlik-i arbdd musallom ast musallom ddnand. Wa mindls
diwdni-ré az dé kharwdr 5a§ kharwdr ba-jins bi-sitinand, wa éahdr kharwdr ba-haqqu
L-hirdsat wa t-ta'b bar-ra‘yat muqarrar gardinand. Wa mawdsi wa qalin wa &irik-i
har boliki khirij-i amlik-i musallami Sundnéé dar in jadwal muqarrar kardé tm bi-
sitdnand. Wa har kas ki bi5 az in ki dar in jadwal zikr kardé im wa misdl-i dn-ré
sarih wa mubarhan namidé im ba-la‘nat-i Khalig wa Khald’iq bdsad.
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(4) Mawdsi:
(6) Qaldn: to be paid as stipulated in the chart.
(6) Clrik:

The chart which is appended to the precept lists the following
taxes under the title abwdbu I-mdl (“ categories of taxes”):

(1) Tamyd: all districts exempted.

(2) Khardj-v arbdb: “of 10 jarib, 1 jarib” (i.e., %10 of the
crop) .

(8) Mdl wa khardj-i diwdni: “ of 10 jarib, 6 jarib” (i.e., %o
of the crop).

(4) Mawdsi: quota amounts for each district ranging from
10,000 to 44 dindrs.

(5) Timdr wa qabbdni: all districts exempted except one where
it is to be paid from [a load of] 10 mann on, per [each]
mann.

(6) Nahdlat (=nakhdlat ?): not collected in most districts,
except for two where the quota amounts are 400 and 1,000
dindrs, respectively.

(7) Cdrtk: Quotas of men ranging from 10 to 3.

(8) Qalan ba-jihat-i umard’-i khan sidiran wa wéaridan: quota
amounts for each district ranging from 100 to 20 dindrs.

A comparison of the two parts of this precept is now in order.
The tamyd and timdr of the first part obviously correspond to
the (1) tamyd and the (5) timdr wa qabbdni of the second part.
Tamyd designated the well-known commercial tax of the period.
The word timdr was widely used in Ottoman times to designate a
kind of beneficium granted the Ottoman military to support them.
However, I do not know if there is any etymological or institu-
tional relationship between these two words. The word qabbdni
is derived from the Arabic qabbdn, “ balance, weight.” The chart
states that it is to be levied per mann (a unit of weight) from 10
mann on. Thus, both timdr and gabbdni must be a kind of weight
toll levied on goods according to weight, presumably as they
passed toll stations. The timdr and qabbdni tolls undoubtedly fall
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into the same category as the tartnaq, the weight tax, so widely
mentioned in Turkic edicts of the Golden Horde.

Khardj-i amldk-t arbdb means “ landowner property tax.” The
khardj is the traditional land tax of the Islamic world. According
to both parts of the precept, the rate recommended by Rasidu
’d-Din was one-tenth of the crop. It is well known that during the
Il-khanid period, private property in land (milk) was legally
recognized as one of the basic categories of land ownership. Con-
sequently, this category of khardj must be regarded as designating
the land tax on private property (milk) .

The mindl-i diwdni of the first part obviously corresponds to the
(8) mdl wa khardj-i diwdni of the second part. According to
A. K. S. LAMBTON,

“'The term minal is used at the present day for the share of the
crop which the government takes from the holders of khaliseh and
for the dues it levies on them.” **® The term khdlisah was used
traditionally to designate crown lands. In this case, however, it
is not a question of crown, but of state (diwdni) lands. Although
in practice the distinction between crown and state lands was
often blurred, it is important to remember that these two cate-
gories of land, particularly during the Mongolian period, were
theoretically separate. This category thus designated the rent
taken from the cultivators of state-owned land. The rate pro-
posed by Rasidu *d-Din was % of the crop.

The mawadsi of the first part obviously corresponds to the (4)
mawdsi of the chart. Etymologically, mawdsi, at first sight, would
seem to mean herd tax. Quota amounts are listed for each district
ranging from 10,000 to 400 dindrs. The mawdst, however, was
more than a herd tax; it seems to have been the chief source of
revenue for a certain segment of the Turco-Mongolian nobility.
In a letter to the people of Khiizistin, announcing the appoint-
ment of a certain Siriju ’d-Din Dizfili as chief tax collector of
the region, Rasidu *d-Din makes several important references to
the mawadsi.*™ In the second paragraph of the letter, Rasidu °d-
Din states that one of the chief purposes of his reform was to

%% LAMBTON, op. cit., p. 94, note 1.
*"® Mukdtabdt-i Rasidi, pp. 175-183; cf. Lamsron, p. 95.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

380 H. F. SCHURMANN

make the revenues of his lands in Khizistan pay for the “ pro-
visions ” (taydr) and “ salaries ” (marsim) of the nobles (umard’,
pl. of amir) of the “ four hundred and the harbdts ” (?) (uwmard-:
dahdr-sadé wa harbdt-dn) *™ This group apparently consisted
mostly of nomads, for Rasidu ’d-Din mentions that they spent
their winters in the deserts of Khiizistin. During their sojourns
in Khizistin, they caused all manners of trouble and disturbance
by their unscrupulous collection of the mawd$i tax (mdl- ma-
wdast) M Rasldu °d-Din ordered his new tax collector to carry out
fiscal reforms and accountings to make the payment of these
obligations less of a burden to the people. He apparently also
secured the permission of the Court to have these nomads move
their winter quarters to a different area. If any were caught in
their old winter quarters, the new tax collector was authorized to
arrest them and send them to the Great Court (Orddi-i a'zam).
He furthermore reminded the people: “ He (i.e. Sirdju ’d-Din)
shall owe to eighty of [these] imperial servants (i.e., the nomad
nobles) , [for] each one, two hundred dindr-i rukni from among the
revenues of the taxes of these properties, such as the mawdst
etc.” *® Judging from the quota amounts mentioned in the chart
and the item translated above, the mawdsi was one of the most
important of the taxes. Its revenues were destined for the im-
perial court or the nobility.

The qaldn of the first part corresponds to (8) qaldn ba-jihat-i
umard’-i khin sidiran wa wdridan, ““ qaldn for the amirs (mili-
tary-tribal nobles) of the khdn going and coming.” One district
owed a quota amount of 600 dindrs; for mawdsi, it owed 10,000
dindrs. However, the quota amount of qgaldn, for most districts,
is below 100 dindrs.

The Cdrik of the first part is the same as the (7) &arik of the
second part. The éarik was a kind of military service or corvée

*™ Ibid., p. 177. The word harbdt-dn, which puzzles Mohammad Shafi', may be
the Persian plural of a Mongolian word, viz. karbat = arbat, plural of arban, “ decade.”

172 Ibid., pp. 177-178.

273 Ibid., p. 180:

Wa hastdd nafar-i farrds-i khdssah-rd har yak di sad dindr-i rukni az wujuhdt-i
amwdl-i in amldk éin mawdsi wa yairah jawdb giyad.
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whereby each district owed a quota of men, generally not ex-
ceeding ten.

There is one tax mentioned in the second part which has no
immediate correspondence in the first part, namely, nahdlat.
Both Mohammad Shafi* and A. K. S. Lamsron indicate doubt
about the word. I suggest that it may be the Arabic nakhdilat,
“ siftings, grain.” The tax was only collected in two districts, in
the amounts of 400 and 1,000 dindrs respectively.

The above-mentioned taxes can be put into the following four
categories:

(1) commercial taxes

(2) land taxes

(8) military corvée

(4) taxes with quotas set in currency, the revenues of which
apparently went to the Court or the nobility.

Putting aside military corvée for the moment, which was not
really a tax, we are left with three basic categories of taxes:

(1) the land taxes, (2) the commercial taxes, and (3) the
quota taxes, which were non-traditional taxes introduced by the
Mongols. Let us see if this fiscal tripod is confirmed elsewhere in
the Persian sources. ‘Ala-i Tabrizl gives the following formulation
of the tax structure:*™

The truth is that the quota of taxes of each place is important. Some of
these [taxes] are bound up with the attaining of the harvest and are paid when
[the harvest] is reached. Some of these [taxes] are bound up with [business]
transactions, such as the tamyd which can be paid in installments. Some of
these [taxes] can be collected from the people (ra‘dyd) in two or three install-

*7¢ This passage is quoted in the Persian original in A. Zeki Velidi (= Zeki Velidi
Tocan), “Mogollar devrinde Anadolunun iktisadi vaziyeti” [“ The Economic Con-
dition of Anatolia during the Mongolian Period ], Tiirk Hukuk ve Iktisat Tarihi
Mecmuast 1 (1931), p. 19:

Haqq dn-ast ki muqarrar< amwdl-i har jd +'tibdri’st. Ba'zi-{ dn-ast ki ba-idrdk-i
irtifd’ ta‘allug dirad; dn-rdé ba-waqt-i idrdk dar wajh nihad. Wa ba'zi-i dn-ast ki ba-
mu'dmaldt ta‘alluq ddirad, haméundin tamvyd ki dn-ré ba-qast tawdin dar wajh nihad.
Wa ba'zi-i dn-ast ki az ra'dyd ba-di sé qast mi-tawdn sitadan éundnki qibéir ki én-rd
ba-nisbat-i dn qast dar wajk biyad nikad wa té zarari bar ‘dmil wa ra‘dyd na-yaftad
wa hisdrati-i hidis na-$awad.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

382 H. F. SCHURMANN

ments such as the qubéir which must be paid according to such installment([s],
and so that there be no hurt either upon the tax collector (‘dmil) or the
people (ra‘dyd), nor that any unforseen fraud occur.

We have here the same threefold categorization of the taxes as

given above.
In the T'a’rikh-t mubdrak-i Ghdzdni, in the section dealing with
the fiscal reforms of Ghizan, RaSidu ’d-Din lists the following

principle imposts: **®

Qubéiir:

and payments of the village-inhabiting subjects whose custom is such that
they pay in two installments during the year.

item:

from the totality of annual payments which have become the quota of each
place, they pay in full one-half thereof [from] New Year’s Day [according to
the reckoning] Jaldli 17® up to a period of 20 days thereafter.

178 Ta'rikh-t Mubdrak-i Ghdzdni (ed. Jahn), pp. 264-265:

Qibéir

wa mutawajjihdt-i ra‘dydi-i dé-nisin ki ‘adat dn-ast ki dar sdli ba-dii gism mi-
rasdnand.

harf

az jumlah-i mutawajjihdt-i yaksdlé ki muqarrar<i har mauzt Sudé, yak nimé-i én
nau-riz-i Jaldli t6 muddat-i bist riz ba-tamdm mi-rasénand.

harf

yak nimé-i digar az ibtidd'i-i aftdéb ba-awwal-i Mizdn té muddat-i bist riz ba-tamdm
mi-rasinand.

Qubéir

wa mutawajjihdt-i sahrd-nisin ki ‘adat dn-ast ki ba-yak naubat dar awwal-i sil jawdb
giyand.

Khardj

wa mdl ki az qadim bdz ba-wujihu 'l-'ain muqarrar budé wa mu'ayyan dn ki ba-yak
naubat dar awwal-i sdl bi-rasinand az awwal-i nau-riz-i Jaldli té muddat-i bist riz.

Khardj

wa wujdhu 'l-ain-i ba'si mauzi' éundn muqarrar $udé ki ba-waqt-i irtifa‘dt-i saifi
bi-dahand ménand Bdvydid wa vairah dar bist riz bi-dahand.

Ma’khizdt-i

tamyd ba-mijib ki har yak ‘ald-hidah mundsib-i har wildyat bar zakr nawisté sudé
bar lauh nawisand wa bar dar-i mauzit ki ba-dén tamvyd makhsis bisad nakand té
ba-ddin mijib ba-qast bi-rasinand. Wa hié afridé bid'at wa rasm-i muhdis na-nahand.
Wa maqdti‘din ba-bahdné-i dn-ki tamvyd ziyddat kardé im ziyidat az ma’khizét na-
sitdnand wa rasm-t muhdis na-nahand.
For a Russian translation of this passage, cf. Rasid ad-Din, Sbornik Letopisej 3.260-261.
Cf., also, LaMBTON, 0p. cit., p. 84.

176 The reckoning Jaldli was a solar reckoning beginning in the year 1079 A.D. (cf.
SteiNGass, Persian-English Dictionary [London, 1892], p. 367b). On solar calendars
in use in Persia at this time, cf. SpuLEr, op. cit., p. 316.


http://www.jstor.org/page/info/about/policies/terms.jsp

MONGOLIAN TRIBUTARY PRACTICES OF THE 13TH CENTURY 383

item:

the other half they pay in full from daybreak on the first of Mizén up to a
period of 20 days [thereafter].

Qibédr:

and payments of the steppe-inhabitants whose custom is such that they owe
[them] at one time at the beginning of the year.

Khardj:

and mdl which as of old have quotas in cash and which have been fixed
so that they pay at one time at the beginning of the year, from the first of
the New Year [according to the reckoning] Jaldli up to a period of 20 days
[thereafter].

Kharéj:
and the monetary [payments] (i.e., the quotas) of a few places, such as
Baghdad, etc., have been so fixed that they pay them at the time of the
summer harvest, in 20 days.

Rates:

of the tamyd are to be inscribed on placards according to the way each
[rate] previously has been recorded separately by province, and placed at the
gate of each place subject to the tamyd so that it be paid in that manner in
installments. No individual is to introduce any innovation (bid‘at, the oppo-
site of sunnat), nor any new rule. Customhouses, on the pretext that We
have increased the tamyd, are not to take any more than the [fixed] rates and
are not to introduce any new rule.

We have here the same threefold classification of taxes as given
above: (1) the qubdéir, (2) the khardj, and (3) the tamyd. It
may seem strange on first sight that the land tax was payable in
cash. However, the land tax was levied both in kind and in money,
as is indicated by Rasidu *d-Din: "

Places where [the tax] has been fixed in cash [are to pay] in cash, and
whatever has been fixed in kind [is to be paid] in kind. It is imperative that

each one of these parts be paid in accordance with the way they have been
fixed.

However, what of the category of taxes which included the
qubéir? First, it contained a number of taxes besides the qubdiir,
as is indicated by the phrase: qubddr wa mutawajjihdt. Secondly,
the qubcir was a tax collected both from peasants and nomads.
‘Ala-i Tébrizi implies that qubédr was only the principal tax
within this category of taxes. In his letters, Rasidu *d-Din men-

7 Tarikh-i Mubdrak-i Ghdzdni (ed. Jahn), p. 262:

Mauzii ki wujdhu ’l-‘ain mugarrar bdsad bar qardr<i wujthu 'l-‘ain, wa dnéé ajnds
muqarrar bdsad ba-qardr-i ajnds, wa har yak az dn aqsdm ba-mdjibi ki mi'dd mugqarrar
gardad add’ dn wdfib sawad.
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tions three taxes which fall into this category: mawd$i, qaldn,
and nakhdlat.

Now, it is my belief that mawdsi is but the Arabo-Persian term
for qubdir. That term is derived from the Arabic mawds, plural
of mdsiyat,  cattle, livestock,” plus the Persian generic suffix -.
Consequently, many writers have considered it to be a herd tax.'™
To the Muslim writers of the time, ignorant of Mongolian, that
must have appeared to them to be the basic meaning of the word.
As Juwaini says: az mardi-i ahdrpdi ki dn-rd qubdir khwaéndnd.
Mard4, as LameroN indicates, meant a kind of pasture tax. In
fact, the herd tax among the nomads was called the qubciir.
Rasidu ’d-Din even has the phrase qubdéiir-t mawdsi referring to
the livestock levies practiced on the Mongols.”® However, it is
obvious from Nasiru ’d-Din’s treatise on finance that qubdéir was
used in the general sense of -a poll tax. Likewise, it is hard to
think that Rasidu °d-Din, in composing his tax ledger for Tustar,
should have omitted the qubéir, which played so important a role
in Il-khanid finance. Elsewhere in his letters he speaks often of
the qaldn and qubciir as being heavy burdens on the people.

It is possible that the qubdiir, even among peasants, may have
been collected as a kind of herd tax. However, in all likelihood, it
was collected mainly as a poll tax to make up a fixed quota. For
as we have explained above, basic to the qubéiir was not the form
of collection but the matter of fulfilling the fixed quota. However,
even when the reforms of Ghizin had turned the qubdir into a
poll tax with more or less fixed rates, the old feeling that the
qubciir was nothing more than a quota levy must have persisted.
Rasidu °d-Din, in his description of the transgressions of the tax
collectors, gives an idea of the old Mongolian qubéir: **°

178 Cf,, for example, CAFEROGLU, 0p. cit., pp. 40-41; cf., also, LamBTON, 0p. cit., p. 80.
Hinz, too, as can be seen in the next few paragraphs, considers the qubéiir to have been
basically a herd tax.

178 Ta'rikh-i Mubdrak-i Ghdzdni (ed. Jahn), p. 304.

180 Tbid., p. 243:

. dn Sundn-ast ki in wildyat-rd ba-muqdta‘ah ba-hukkim mi-didand, wa har
yak-rd jam't mu'ayyan dar mi-bastand, wa ikhrdjit-i muqarrari az 4 mujri mi-ddstand,
wa dn hdkim dar sdli di qibélr wa dar ba'zi mawdz bist wa si qidbédr-ré az ra‘yat
bi-sitadi, wa dastir-i hdkim dn-ki miqddr-i qibéiri ki ba-jam'-i 4 dar dmadé bidi
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Such it is that these provinces were given [by the ruler] to hdkims through
a [tax] contract®® (i.e., the taxes were farmed out to the hdkims, the
governors) . The totality of the [taxes] fixed was entrusted to each one of them,
and all regular expenditures were to be paid by him. The hdkim used to
collect 2 qiibcirs per year from the people, and in some places 20 or 30. The
custom of the hédkim was such that he used to consider the result [of a qébéir]
as the amount of a q#bédr which had been included in his total (i.e., whatever
he got became his quota). Every time that an envoy used to come to the
province for some important purpose or in order to demand tribute or neces-
sities, the hdkim used to assess a levy (qébédri qismat mi-kirdi) on that
pretext. However many envoys arrived, and [however] measureless their
expenses and demands might be, the Adkim used to become happy at their
arrival. He used to assess [levies] sometimes in the name of paying for their
important [duties], sometimes in the name of fodder and expenses, and some-
times in the name of promises and demands.

Here the old character of the qubéiir as a levy comes out clearly.
One might well wonder that any reform could ever turn the
qublir into a fixed tax. However, that, whether it succeeded or
not, was the purpose of the fiscal reforms of Ghazan.

In Persia we end up with the same tripodal fiscal structure as
resulted in China. The revival of the traditional taxes and tolls,
such as the land tax and the commercial tolls, did not exclude
the system of Mongolian tributes. In China, they evolved into
more or less fixed taxes known as the ch’ai-fa. In Persia, they
evolved into the system of qaldn and qubé&ir, which formed the
chief sources of revenue of the Mongolian nobility. It is not
entirely clear what sort of payment the qaldn was. It is often used
in the generic sense of tribute in the works of the time. However,
Rasidu ’d-Din’s letters indicate that the qaldn was a fixed tribute
for which quota amounts existed. I suggest that it represented a
personal source of revenue of the Il-khan himself. The qubdiir, on
the other hand, was the source of revenue of the nobility as a
whole; thus the qubéir quotas were at least ten times greater than
those for the qaldn.

The qubdcir is frequently mentioned in the Anatolian inscrip-

natijah sdkhti, wa ba-har waqt ki il& jihat-i muhimmi yd mutdlabah-i méli wa
md-yakhtiji ba-wildyat dmadi ba-dén bahdné hikim qibéirt qismat kardi, wa har dand
iléi-dn basydr mi-rasidand wa ikhrdjat wa multamisdt-i 15dn bi-anddzé mi-bid hékim
ba-wusil-i i3én $dd Sudi, wa naubati ba-ism-i wajh-i muhimmdt wa naubati ba-ism-i
‘aliifah wa tkhrdjit wa naubati ba-ism-i ta‘ahhudwa multimasdt gismat mi-kards.

%2 On mugdta'ah, see LamBron, op. cit., p. 435a.
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tions of the time. Walther Hinz has performed a great service in
publishing and analyzing these inscriptions, which provide an
important background for later Ottoman fiscal history. These
inscriptions are in effect imperial rescripts which define explicitly
the fiscal obligations of the population of the areas concerned.
The earliest of these is one located over an ancient wall-gate of
the old Qal'ah (Kale) of Ankara. It has the following key

passages: %

Cin az hukm-i yarliy-i Jahdn-guid’s ba-Angiriyye wusil uftdd, ra‘dyé
sabab-i Sumdré-i qubélr wa hazr-i yallah mustaki bidand, dawdm-i daulat-i
padisdh-i Islém-ra—khallada mullkuhu—az awwal-i Azdr-i sana-i salsin wa
sabums’at wildyat-ré ydsi-i md dn: naqid wa jins-i mdl mu‘ayyan kardé, dar
daftar muspat gast ki Sahr tamyd bdsad wa wildyat ydsi-: md. Ba‘du °l-yaum
har ki $Sumdré-i qubéir wa “udr-i muhdis talab wayd [bar khilif-i ¢ qdidah-i
magkdr ? dirham 2] wa kail-i yallah jiyad, ba-la'nat-i Khuddi wa mald@’ikat wa
rusul bdsad.

Hinz translated these passages as follows:

Als gemiss grosskéniglichem Reichserlass die Ankunft in Ankara erfolgte,
beschwerten sich die Bauern infolge der Viehzihlsteuer und der (Gebiihr fiir
die) Veranschlagung der Getreideernte.

Um der Fortdauer der Herrschaft des Padeschahs des Islams willen—sein
Reich wihre ewig—gilt ab 1. Adar des Jahres 780 (1 Mirz 1330) fiir die
Provinz als Unsere Hebenorm dieses:

Die Steuern in bar und in Naturalien wurden festgelegt und ins Steuerbuch
eingetragen. Hiernach (entrichtet) die Stadt Handels- und Gewerbesteuern
(Tamga), die Provinz hingegen (geméss) Unserer Hebenorm. Wer fortan
Viehzéhlsteuer und einen ungesetzlichen Zehnten einhebt oder (entgegen obiger
Regelung ? auch nur einen Dirhem ?) bezw. einen Scheffel Getreide fordert,
den treffe der Fluch Gottes, der Engel, und der Propheten.

I cannot agree with Hinz’s interpretation of this edict. The
decree states in effect that the fiscal obligations of each person in
cash and in kind have been fixed. In the city (i.e., Ankara)
the people pay the tamyd; in the province (i.e., the country),
people pay “ Our Ydsd.” Hinz’s rendering of the latter as “ Un-
sere Hebenorm ” is incorrect. I have shown that yasdq (of
which ydsd is a cognate) was used in the same sense as qubdiir.

Here it apparently had the more general meaning of * fixed

52 Walther Hinz, “Steuerinschriften aus dem mittelalterlichen vorderen Orient,”
BeLieTEN 13 (1949).745-769. The Ankara inscription is discussed on pp. 745-752.
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tribute,” for yasdq, or its cognates never came to designate any
specific tax or tribute in Persia, as was the case with qubdir.
What the peasants complained about were the many levies and
grain estimations (on the basis of which a grain tax was assessed) .
As demonstrated above, it usually was the practice of a local
hdkim to decree a qubdir levy every time the need occurred. The
decree states in effect that obligations are fixed and recorded in
registers, and nothing above the fixed amounts is to be taken.

Likewise, I cannot agree with Hinz’s rendering of Sumdré-
qubd&ir as “ Viehzahlsteuer.” Hinz’s interpretation is supported
by the expression qubéiir-i ayndm, i.e., “a qubéir on sheep,”
which occurs in the inscription on the Sungur-Bey mosque in
Nigde.**® This is further supported by the fact that in the eight-
eenth century the ayndm, a livestock tax, was one of the prin-
cipal obligations of the Anatolian peasantry.** Hinz states:
“Trotz aller Wandlungen des Kopcur-Begriffes behielt er die
Grundbedeutung einer Viehsteuer; diese wird nicht nur aus obiger
Inschrift deutlich, sondern auch aus der Inschrift zu Nigde.” '*
Furthermore, the qubdéiir, as practised among the nomads, was
undoubtedly a kind of herd tax.

However, in view of our discussion, we can say that Viehsteuer,
far from being the Grundbedeutung of the qubéir, was merely one
of its forms. In Persia, the qubéir was clearly a poll tax. Hinz
himself mentions that in 1309, in Tabriz, the rate was 11 silver
dindrs per year per household.®® Both of these forms of the
qubdir, 1. e., the livestock tax and the poll tax, were developments
from its basic nature as a tribute levy carried out in order to
fulfill a certain tribute or tax quota. I cannot say what the
qubddr in Anatolia was in practice. However, given the traditional
Muslim dislike of poll taxes (as reminiscent of the jizyd) and the
prevalence of qubcar tributes paid in animals among the nomads,
it 1s likely that in Anatolia the qubéir was ultimately justified

188 Ihid | p. 756.

8¢ Cf. H. A. R. GiBe and Harold Bowen, Islamic Society and the West 1 (1950),
p. 240.

185 Hinz, op. cit., pp. 756.

8¢ Ibid., pp. 750-751.
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as a tax on animals. I should like to offer my own translation of
the above passages:

Upon arrival in Ankara in accordance with the edict of the World Con-
queror (i.e., the Il-khan Ab#i Satid), the peasants complained because of the
levy count and the grain estimation. [For the sake of] the continuation of the
rule of the Emperor of Islim—May His Realm Last Forever—as of the 1st of
Azar of the year 730 (1 March 1830) Our Tribute for the province is this:

The tax in cash and in kind having been fixed, it has been recorded in the
register that [in] the city [the tax] be the tamyd, and [in] the province Our
Tribute. Henceforth, as for any one who demands a levy count or an illegal
tithe, or seeks a dirhem or kail of grain in violation of the above-mentioned
rule, let him be accursed by God, the Angels, and the Prophets.

This edict brings out furthermore that the qubéir and the tithe
(‘usr; Rasidu ’d-Din’s rate for the khardj is also the traditional
tithe) were, in fact, the legal fiscal obligations of the peasants.
The edict only prohibits exactions above the fixed norms. This
shows a situation similar to Persia, where the qubdliir and the
khardj were the two principal obligations of the peasants, the
tamyd being largely collected in the cities.

The foregoing discussion of the fiscal structure of China and
Persia under Mongolian rule has of necessity been simplified.
Not only were the traditional fiscal structures of those two coun-
tries more complex than we have indicated, but so also was the
Mongolian system of tributes and levies. The Mongols introduced
all varieties of corvée obligations which never existed before. In
addition, people had to pay all sorts of minor taxes and tolls to
the new rulers. Here I have attempted simply to define the basic
fiscal thinking of the Mongols, and the result of the imposition of
those fiscal practices on the conquered societies. Even after the
great reforms of Qubilai and Ghazin, the Mongols did not sur-
render their fiscal prerogatives but fitted them into the new fiscal
structure. Far from being Sinicized or Persianized, the Mongols
remained basically Mongolian during their period of rule. They
utilized elements of power existing in those societies, but stopped
short of compromising their identity. When they vanished, they
left few tangible traces of their presence. Yet, the great changes
wrought under their rule affected significantly the future of the
conquered societies. I have hardly touched on the question of
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Mongolian influence on Russia, yet an analysis of the fiscal system
of Muscovy must begin with the establishment of the Golden
Horde.'*” In Peria, the Il-khanid period has been -rightly called
the “ Break with Tradition ” by Ann K. S. Lamsron. Though
Hinz has called the Safawid Dynasty “ Der iranische National-
staat,” many of its basic characteristics can be traced back to the
Il-khanate. Likewise, the debt of the Ottoman Empire to the Il-
khanate has not yet been sufficiently studied. In China, the influ-
ence of the Mongols was probably less than in these other socie-
ties. However, there too their presence was felt in the post-Yiian
administrative structure. What in a word was the effect of the
Mongolian conquests? Specifically, these steppe nomads who
conquered most of Asia created new concepts of absolutism and
centralization. Every society they conquered, save the steppe
societies, thereafter moved in the paths of absolutism, centralized
control, and autocracy. Quasi-feudal societies of Kiev, Galicia,
and Novgorod existed in pre-Mongolian Russia, but the conquest
was followed by the rise of Muscovite Samoderzavije. In Iran, the
Muzaffarid and Timurid interludes were followed by the rise of
the powerful Safawids. In China, the state became so all-powerful
that never again—until recent times—did China disintegrate, as
it had so often in the past. How can one explain this bond be-
tween steppe nomadism with its loose oligarchism and the cause
of absolute centralization? First, as a foreign ruling society in
hostile surroundings, the Mongols’ power could only be assured
by tight control over all the conquered. Unable to identify them-
selves with the native ruling classes, they had to dominate them
with force. Second, it was the enormous military power of the
Mongols which not only permitted the conquests, but enabled
them to set up the absolute state power of the third period of
their rule. This tendency toward centralization is clearly mir-
rored in their fiscal policies, beginning in confusion and termi-
nating with a more or less rational structure, at least in China and
Persia.

87 Cf. VERNADSKY, 0p. cit., p. 345.
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