
C H A P T E R 6 

THE S O C I O - E C O N O M I C C O N D I T I O N 

OF IRAN UNDER THE ÏL-KHÂNS 

We can distinguish the following periods in the socio-economic history 
of Iran during the Mongol dominion. 

The first period—from the twenties to the nineties of the thirteenth 
century—is marked by the colossal economic decline of Iran, caused 
both by the devastation wrought during the Mongol conquest, and 
still more by the administrative practices, in particular the taxation 
policy, of the first conquerors (the viceroys of the Great Khan, and 
then from 1256 the Il-Khans). Typical phenomena of the time are a 
reduction in population and cultivated land, the decline of agriculture, 
the migration of fresh multitudes of Mongol and Turkish nomads, and 
the expansion of migrational cattle-breeding, a decline in urban life, 
the growth of tendencies of natural economy, an increase in state 
taxes and feudal rent, the attachment of peasants to the soil, and the 
growth of a peasant insurrectionary movement. 

The second period—from the nineties of the thirteenth century to the 
middle thirties of the fourteenth century (to the death of Il-Khan Abu 
Sa'id in November 13 3 5) is characterized by something of an economic 
upsurge, especially in agriculture, as a result of the reforms of Ghazan. 
During this and the following periods conditional private ownership 
of land and large-scale unconditional landownership expanded at the 
expense of state and small-scale peasant landowning. The economy 
of the country did not however attain its pre-1220 level. 

The third period extends from the mid-thirties to the eighties of the 
fourteenth century (to the beginning of Timur's conquest). This period 
is marked by feudal dismemberment, the struggle for power of feudal 
groups, and the political disintegration of the Il-Khanid state as a 
result. This disintegration began in 1336 and was completed in 1353 
on the occasion of the killing of the last Il-Khan, Togha-Temiir, and 
the destruction of his headquarters—ordu—in Gurgan by rebel Sar-
badars. The restoration of pre-Ghazan methods of peasant exploitation 
provoked violent rebellions among the peasantry (the Sarbadars of 
Khurasan in 1337-81, analogous movements in Mazandaran and Gilan 
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from the fifties to the seventies of the fourteenth century, and others), 
which were supported by minor Iranian landowners as well as urban 
artisans. 

T H E C O N S E Q U E N C E S O F T H E M O N G O L I N V A S I O N 

In the Middle Ages invasions by conquering nomads of cultivated 
settled areas were normally devastative. The Saljuq conquest of Iran in 
particular was accompanied by pillage and destruction.1 The destruc
tive nature of the invasion of Khurasan by the Oghuz of Balkh in the 
fifties of the twelfth century is notorious.2 But the Mongol conquest 
brought to Iran as it did to other lands destruction and decline on an 
incomparably greater scale. This was because the conquests of Chingiz-
Khan, uniting under his rule most of the Mongol, Turkish, and other 
nomads of Central Asia, were accompanied not by spontaneous cruelty, 
but by the systematic extermination of the civilian population in a 
series of towns (Balkh, Marv, Nishapur, Herat, Tus, Ray, Qazvin, 
Hamadan, Maragheh, Ardabil, etc.) and the laying waste of whole 
regions. This mass-killing was a complete system, put into practice on 
initiative from above, and had as its goal the planned destruction of those 
elements of the population that were capable of resistance, the intimi
dation of the remainder, and sometimes the providing of pasture 
for the nomads. 

Ibn al-Athir spoke of the Mongol invasion as of an enormous 
universal catastrophe.3 Even the pro-Mongol historian Juvaini, speak
ing of the massacres perpetrated by the generals of Chingiz-Khan, 
concludes with this assertion: " . . . where there had been a hundred 
thousand people there remained . . . not a hundred souls alive. " 4 More 
than a century after the invasion, in 740-1339/40, the historian and 
geographer Hamd Allah QazvinI refers to the "ruin (in the present 
day) as a result of the irruption of the Mongols and the general 
massacre of the people which took place in their days" and adds: 
"Further there can be no doubt that even if for a thousand years to 
come no evil befalls the country, yet will it not be possible completely 
to repair the damage, and bring back the land to the state in which it 

1 See, for example , G u r g a n i , Vis u Rdmm, p p . 23-4 (preface o f the au thor c o n c e r n i n g 
the des t ruct ion o f the v i l l ages o f the Isfahan oas i s ) ; I bn a l -Balkhi , Fars-Ndma, p p . 132, 134 
(about the devas ta t ion o f Shiraz). 

2 I b n a l -Ath i r , v o l . x i , p p . 117 ; R a v a n d i , Rabat al-sudur, p p . 180 ff. 
3 I b n a l -Ath i r , ed . T o r n b e r g , v o l . x n , p p . 233-5. 
4 Tarikb-i Jahdn-Gmhd, v o l . 1, p . 17; transl. J. A . B o y l e , v o l . 1, p . 25. 
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was formerly."1 Such is the testimony of the contemporaries of the 
Mongol invasion. 

Thus the economic and cultural decline of Iran after the conquest, as 
also of neighbouring lands, cannot be doubted. But we can only con
ceive the scale of the decline clearly if we collect and correlate the 
separate and varying pieces of information given by historians and 
geographers of the thirteenth and fourteenth centuries, and compare 
them with information from the pre-Mongol period. 

The primary result of the Mongol conquest was a fall in population, 
mostly among the working people in town and country, due to mas
sacre and abduction into slavery and captivity, the flight of the remaining 
population, and the desertion of areas that had been thickly populated 
at an earlier date. Arab and Persian sources, speaking of the universal 
slaughter in a series of towns and districts, give figures which stun the 
imagination. Thus at the taking of Nishápür, in 1220, 1,747,000 men 
alone are said to have been massacred.2 A t the capture of Marv, according 
to Ibn al-Athir, about 700,000 people were killed,3 according to Juvaini, 
1,300,00o.4 A t the second Mongol capture of Herat, at the end of 
1222, 1,600,000 people were said to have been killed.5 The number 
killed at the capture of Baghdad by Hülegü is fixed by Hamd Allah 
Qazvini at 8oo,ooo.6 Describing massacres in the lesser towns, the 
sources give smaller figures: in Nasa 70,000 were killed ; 7 in the district 
of Baihaq (of which the chief town was Sabzavár) 70,000 dead were 
counted;8 12,000 were killed in Tün (Kühistán),9 and so on. 

Of course we cannot accept these figures as entirely reliable. Such 
sizeable numbers are difficult to accept for a population living in a 
feudal economy, even in the case of such major cities as Nishápür and 
others like it, and even assuming that the figures refer to the country 

1 Nu^hat al-qulüb, p . 27, transí, le St range , p . 34. 
2 Saifi , Tcfrikh-Nama-yi Hardt, p . 63. T h i s figure is o f course improbab le . 
3 I b n a l -Ath i r , v o l . x n , p . 257. 
4 Juva in i , v o l . 1, p . 128. T h i s figure is ar r ived at in an arbitrary manner b y the author , 

w h o considers that the total o u g h t t o be 1,300,000, as the c o u n t i n g o f the dead lasted thir teen 
days , and 100,000 corpses c o u l d be c o u n t e d in a day and a n igh t . See the E n g l i s h translat ion 
b y J. A . B o y l e , v o l . 1, p . 164. 

6 Saifi , p . 60; similar figures are g i v e n b y o ther sources . H a m d A l l a h Q a z v i n i in forms us 
that there w e r e 440,000 househo ld s in Hera t unde r the G h ü r i d s , that is 2,000,000 peop le , 
s ince .household signifies fami ly {Nu^hat al-qulüb, p . 152). A c c o r d i n g t o Saif i (p. 67), 
190,000 m e n t o o k to arms in Hera t and dis t r ic t ; i f m e n fit for mil i tary se rv ice w e r e 10 
per cent o f the popu la t ion , w e arr ive at a figure o f 1,900,000 souls for Hera t and district. 

6 Tarikh-i Gualda, p . 580. 7 N a s a w i , p . 52. 
8 Juva in i , v o l . 1, p . 138; translat ion o f J. A . B o y l e , v o l . 1, p . 175. 
9 Nu^hat al-qulüb, p p . 54-5; C l a v i j o , ed i t ion o f I . S r e z n e v s k y , p . 187. 
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districts surrounding the towns. But admitting exaggeration, we can
not however dismiss these figures as pure products of fantasy: the 
very fact that such numbers could be given, and in different sources, 
both pro- and anti-Mongol in orientation, implies a grandiose scale 
of mass-extermination, astounding the imagination of contemporaries. 
So does the fact that such towns as Ray were never rebuilt and re
mained uninhabited and in ruins for centuries. We should take into 
consideration also that many people were led away into slavery and 
captivity, or died of epidemics or hunger—the normal concomitants 
of foreign invasion.1 Taking all this into account, we cannot doubt 
that between 1220 and 1258 the population of Iran declined several 
times over, the northern and eastern areas suffering most of all. 
Regrettably, the sources do not contain any overall figures for the 
population of Iran before and after the Mongol conquest. 

Khurasan suffered most of all. Yaqut in the second decade of the 
thirteenth century speaks of the prosperity of the districts of Khurasan.2 

According to Nasawi, all the towns and castles had been ruined and 
the major part of the population both in the towns and the rural areas 
either killed or carried off into slavery during the first Mongol invasion 
of Khurasan in 1220-23, whilst the young men had been taken away 
for employment in siege operations; the conquerors left nobody in 
peace.3 JuvainI says that in a couple of months, Tolui so ravaged many 
regions of Khurasan that he made them like the "palm of the hand".4 

Writing about the year 720/1321 Saifl cites the stories of old men, 
based on the memories of eye-witnesses, to show that at the time of the 
invasion there were in Khurasan "neither people, nor corn, nor food, 
nor clothing",5 and that "from the frontiers of Balkh as far as 
Damghan people ate only human flesh, dogs and cats for a whole 
year,6 because the warriors of Chingiz-Khan had burnt down all the 
granaries".7 

What life was like in the Herat region of Khurasan, one can judge 
from the stories of Saifi: after the slaughter of 1220 only sixteen 

1 A c c o r d i n g t o a wr i t e r c o n t i n u i n g the Tdrikh-i Ststdn (p. 396), a b o u t 100,000 died o f 
famine and a disease o f the l egs , m o u t h and teeth ( scurvy ?) at the M o n g o l s iege o f Sistan 
( Z a r a n g ) in 632/1234-5. 

2 Mu'jam al-bwlddn, passim unde r the names o f the t o w n s and districts o f K h u r a s a n ; 
a m o n g o ther th ings are g i v e n the n u m b e r s o f v i l l ages in districts. In the r e g i o n o f T u s 
a lone there w e r e abou t 1,000 v i l l ages {ibid. v o l . 111, p . 560). 

3 N a s a w i , p . 52-4. 
4 JuvainI , v o l . 1, p . 119 ; translat ion o f J. A . B o y l e , v o l . 1, p . 152. 
5 Sa i f l , p . 83. 6 618 = 1220-21. 7 Sa i f i , p . 87. 
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people survived in the city of Herat, and only forty, if we include 
fugitives from other places,1 whilst not more than a hundred survivors 
remained in the surrounding countryside.2 Saifi relates a vivid tale 
drawn from the memories of old men about the life of the forty chance 
survivors in their ruined and devastated city: first they fed upon the 
corpses of animals and men, then for a period of four years this handful 
of people were only able to get food by attacking passing caravans; 
and this too at distances of from 150 to 800 kilometres from Herat.3 

When in 1236 the Great Khan Ogedei gave assent to the rebuilding of 
Herat and brought back some of the weavers (Jdma-bdfdn) who had been 
carried off into captivity, these latter had first of all to restore one of 
the canals that had been destroyed and then to harness themselves to 
the plough and sow corn, because there were neither peasants nor 
cattle in the countryside around the town.4 

The Balkh region, according to Yaqut, 5 at the beginning of the 
thirteenth century before the Mongol conquest abounded in riches, 
producing silk and such a quantity of corn that it was the granary of 
the whole of Khurasan and Khwarazm. From the life of the great 
Persian poet and mystic Jalal al-Din Rumi we learn that Balkh had 
about 200,000 inhabitants in the twelfth and at the beginning of the 
thirteenth centuries.6 The Mongols sacked it, massacring the whole 
population.7 Travellers who passed through Balkh, the Chinese 
Taoist Ch'ang-ch'un (1223),8 Marco Polo (the second half of the 
thirteenth century),9 and Ibn Battuta (the thirties of the fourteenth 
century),1 0 inform us that it and its environs were derelict and deserted. 

After the Marv oasis had been destroyed three times by the Mongols 
(1221-3), its agriculture and the dam on the river Murghab were 
ruined, cattle had been driven away, and corn had been taken. Massacre 
followed massacre until " in the town and the villages there were not a 
hundred souls alive and not enough food even for these enfeebled 
f ew" . 1 1 In Tus only fifty houses remained occupied.1 2 Nishapur was 

1 Sai f i , p . 83. 2 Ibid. p p . 182-3. 
3 Ibid. p p . 89-90. F o r m o r e detail s ee : I. Pe t rushevsky , Zemledelie г agrarnie otnosheniya 

v Irane XII 1-ХIV vv., p p . 67-69. 
4 Saifi , p p . I I O - I I . 6 Mifjam al-bulddn, v o l . 1, p . 713. 
6 A f l a k i , v o l . 1, p . 15 (Huar t ' s translat ion). 
7 Juvain i , v o l . 1, p p . 103-5; transl. B o y l e , v o l . 1, p p . 130-3. 
8 C h ' a n g - c h ' u n , p . 1 1 1 . 
9 M a r c o P o l o , trans. Y u l e , v o l . 1, p . 158. 

1 0 I b n Bat tuta , v o l . i n , p . 5 8. 
1 1 Juva in i , v o l . 1, p p . 125-32; transl. B o y l e , v o l . 1, p p . 159-68. 
1 2 Ibid. v o l . 11, p . 238; transl. B o y l e , v o l . n , p . 501. 
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completely empty and ruined after the wholesale slaughter;1 in the 
town there was not a wall still standing and the rural area was also 
devastated.2 

According to the poet Nizari, many villages were still deserted in 
Kuhistan in the seventies, the town of Qa'in being still without water;3 

12,000 people had been killed in Tun; all the Isma'ilis in Kuhistan had 
been slaughtered in accordance with the decree of Hulegii.4 

The Mongol conquest took an equally heavy toll in Tabaristan 
(Mazandaran). In the words of the historian of the region Ibn Isfan-
diyar (beginning of the thirteenth century) "all land was cultivated 
from the mountains to the shores of the sea, and villages adjoined one 
another, so that there was not one span of waste land that did not bear 
the fruits of the earth";5 here "the whole countryside was garden or 
orchard, so that the eye saw nothing but green". 6 Harvests were such 
that there were many fresh vegetables at each season of the year and a 
great quantity of corn, rice, millet, and every kind of meat and fowl ; 7 

in the area " there had never been poverty, such as there was in other 
places".8 The same historian states that the region was desolate after 
the Mongol conquest and that throughout the whole of Khurasan 
there were crowds of slave-captives from Tabaristan.9 The local 
historian Zahir al-Din Mar'ashi, writing about 1470, speaks of the 
terrible devastation of Mazandaran by the Mongols and says that the 
ruins and heaps of ashes were still there in his time.1 0 Yaqut wrote of 
neighbouring Gurgan at the beginning of the thirteenth century as of 
a rich district, abundant in garmsir (i.e. subtropical) crops and silk. As 
an example of the wealth of the region Yaqiit cites the case of an estate 
which cost 1,000,000 dirhams and was leased for 5 00,000.11 But Hamd 
Allah Qazvlnl speaks of the destruction of Gurgan by the Mongols, 
and says that in his time (1340) there were few people living there.1 2 

The decay of the irrigation network is referred to by Ghazan in his 
decree concerning the cultivation of desolate land. 

1 Ibid. v o l . 1, p p . 133-40; transl. B o y l e , v o l . 1, p p . 169-78. 
2 Mu'jam al-buldan, v o l . m , p . 230; v o l . i v , p . 859. 

3 NizkxlyKulliyydt, manuscr ip t in the Inst i tute o f L a n g u a g e and Li tera ture o f the A c a d e m y 
o f Sciences o f the Ta j ik S .S .R. n o . 100 (manuscr ipt ) o f 972/1564-5), 1.292*. 

4 JuvainI , v o l . i n , p . 277; transl. B o y l e , v o l . 11, p . 724. 
5 Ta'rlkb-i Tabaristan, ed . o f Persian text o f ' A b b a s Iqba l , v o l . 1, p . 74. 
6 Ibid. v o l . 1, p . 76. 7 Ibid. 8 Ibid. v o l . 1, p . 81. 
9 I b n Isfandlyar, Ta'rlkb-i Tabaristan, ab r idged E n g l i s h t ranslat ion b y B r o w n e , 

G M S , p . 258. 
1 0 Z a h i r a l -DIn Mar ' a sh i , p . 264. 1 1 Mifjam al-buldan, v o l . 1, p . 49. 
12 Nu^hat al-qulub, p . 159. 
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The dislocation in the life of Iran during the conquest was not however 
the only cause of the catastrophic decline in the economy of the 
country. There were other factors aggravating the decline. First of all, 
the conquest of Iran did not create a stable peace inside the land. The 
invasions of the armies of the Qi'pchaq and Chaghatai rulers, enemies 
of the ll-Khans, were almost as destructive as the first Mongol invasion. 
We shall quote here only one example: in 1295 the Chaghatai ruler 
Du'a terribly ravaged and burnt the rural areas of Khurasan (especially 
the Herat oasis), the rural districts of Mazandaran, and the Y a z d 
oasis, driving 200,000 prisoners (women and children) into servitude.1 

Equally devastating were the incursions of the Nigudari Mongols, who 
led a nomadic existence in Afghanistan and did not recognize the 
authority of the Il-Khans,2 into Khurasan, Sistan, Kirman and Fars,3 

and the punitive expeditions of the Il-Khans themselves against their 
recalcitrant vassals, or in order to put down popular revolt (for 
example the revolt in Fars led by the qddi Sharaf al-Din, who pro
claimed himself Mahdl in 6 6 3 / 1 2 6 5). 4 It is sufficient to say that 
Khurasan remained desolate;5 the Herat oasis and Herat itself were 
devastated with the loss of part of the population in 1270, 1288, 1289, 
1295, 1306-07 and 1319.6 

The increase in the number of nomads in the country had a part in 
the decline of the economy, especially that of agriculture. Contrary to 
the opinion of V. V . Barthold that " the Mongol invasion was not con
nected, as was the Germanic invasion of the Roman Empire, with 
transmigration of people " , 7 the sources permit us to speak of a con
siderable migration of Mongol nomadic tribes into the territory of the 
Il-Khans,8 not to mention that of Turkish nomads. Some previously 
agricultural territory became pasture for the nomads, as for example 
Badghis in Khurasan, where before the Mongol conquest there were 

1 Saif l , p p . 402, 408, 416. 
2 A n c e s t o r s o f the present-day Hazara M o n g o l s in Afghan i s t an . 
8 Vassaf , p p . 199-202; Sa i f i , p p . 379-83; for details see M a r c o P o l o , trans. Y u l e , v o l . i , 

p p . 99-100. 
4 Vassaf, p p . 191-92. 6 Sai f i , p . 346 (under the year 975 or 1276). 
6 Saifi , p p . 379 ff., 381 ff., 402 ff., 461 ff., 503 fT., 716 ff. F o r details see : I . Pe t ru shevsky , 

Trud Saifi kak istochnik po istorii Vostochnogo Khorasana. 
7 Istoria kuFturnoi %hi%ni Turkestana, p . 86. 
8 Nu^hat al-qulub, p p . 64, 66, 83, 85; Shabangara i , ff. 228*, 237^; Mukatibat-i Rashidi, 

p p . 273-8 (no. 46; M a r c o P o l o , trans. Y u l e , v o l . 1, p p . 99-100); E v l i y a Che leb i , Siyahat-
Ndma, v o l . 11, p p . 291 ff. 
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several towns with populations of 2o,ooo-3o,ooo.1 The influence of 
the nomads proved unfavourable to Iran in the economic sphere. 
Nomadic cattle-rearing, without knowledge of fodder-grass cultiva
tion and based upon cattle being at grass the whole year round, was 
extensive in character and required great uninhabited expanses of 
summer and winter pasture. The nomads, always armed and strong 
by reason of their tribal organization, ruined grass and trampled crops 
underfoot in their migrations, not scrupling to rob unorganized, 
unarmed, and defenceless peasants.2 But the political rule of the 
nomads or, more exactly, of their feudal military aristocracy, who re
garded the subjugated Persians as a permanent source of plunder and 
revenue and no more, also created great difficulties for Iran. Because, 
although nomad cattle-breeding was known in Iran from ancient 
times,3 it had never occupied as important a position in the economy, 
as it did under the Mongols and later. Neither under the Umayyads, 
nor even under the Saljuqs did the military nobility of nomad tribes 
play such a leading role, as it did under the Il-Khans and their succes
sors, the Jalayirids, Qara-Qoyunlu, Aq-Qoyunlu, and the first Safavids. 

The most important factor hindering the economic renaissance of the 
country and contributing to further economic decline was the fiscal 
policy of the viceroys of the Great Khan, and of the Il-Khans. This 
policy was particularly hard on peasant farmers, since the taxes were 
not precisely established, were levied in an arbitrary manner,4 were 
collected several times over,5 and were often of arbitrary size. We shall 
speak later in greater detail about the fiscal system of the Il-Khans. 
Let us for the time being note that towards the end of the thirteenth 
century the peasants had been brought to the verge of poverty and 
mass-flight. Thus even those regions which had not fallen prey to the 
invasion of Chingiz-Khan and Hiilegu, as for example Fars, were 
ruined. Vassaf gives a typical example of the decline of agricultural 
productivity in the Fars region. The district of Kurbal, considered one 
of the most fertile, watered by canals from the river Kur, on which were 
two large dams (the Band-i Amir and Band-i Qassar),6 yielded about 

1 Hafiz- i A b r u , g e o g r a p h i c w o r k s , f. 2280. 
2 Mukatibat-i Rashfdi, p p . 177 (no . 33), 277-8 (no. 46); Dastur al-kdtib, ff. 34^, 224b, 

233 b, etc. 
? H e r o d o t u s , History, B o o k 1, chapter 125. 
4 See Juvain i , v o l . 11, p p . 244, 261, 269, 274, 277-8; trans. B o y l e , v o l . 11, p p . 508, 524, 

5 3 3 , 5 3 9 , 5 4 1 - 3 -
6 J ami' al-tawarikb, ed . A l i z a d e , p . 453. 
6 I b n a l -Balkhi , Fdrs-Ndma, p p . 1 5 1 - 2 ; Nu^hat al-qulub, p . 124. 
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700,000 kharvars (ass-loads)1 of grain in the annual harvest under 
Buyid 'Adud al-Daula (949-83). Under the atabeg Sa'd b. Abi Bakr, a 
vassal of the Il-Khans, the annual harvest there about the year 1260 
fell to 300,000 kharvars, and before the reforms of Ghazan fell even 
further, and the khardj of Kurbal consisted of only 42,000 kharvars of 
grain.2 The deliveries of grain from the other districts of Fars decreased 
in a like manner.3 

Rashid al-Din gives the following general characterization of the 
decline of Iran and neighbouring countries before the reforms of 
Ghazan: 

At the time of the Mongol conquest they submitted the inhabitants of great 
populous cities and broad provinces to such massacres, that hardly anyone 
was left alive, as was the case in Balkh, Shuburqan, Taliqan, Marv, Sarakhs, 
Herat, Turkestan, Ray, Hamadan, Qum, Isfahan, Maragheh, Ardabil, Barda'a, 
Ganjah, Baghdad, Irbil and the greater part of the territories belonging to these 
cities. In some areas on the frontiers, frequently traversed by armies, the 
native population was either completely annihilated or had fled, leaving 
their land waste, as in the case of Uighuristan and other regions that now 
formed the boundary between the ulus of the Qa'an and Qaidu. So also were 
several districts between Darband and Shirvan and parts of Abulustan and 
Diyarbakr, such as Harran, Ruha,4 Saruj, Raqqa and the majority of cities on 
both sides of the Euphrates, which were all devastated and deserted. And 
one cannot describe the extent of the land laid waste in other regions as a 
result of the slaughter, such as the despoiled lands of Baghdad and Azarbaijan 
or the ruined towns and villages of Turkestan, Iran and Rum [Asia Minor], 
which people see with their own eyes. A general comparison shows that 
not a tenth part of the lands is under cultivation and that all the remainder 
is still lying waste.5 

T E N D E N C I E S I N T H E S O C I A L P O L I C Y O F T H E I L - K H A N S 

We can trace two political trends in the upper strata of the Mongol 
victors and the leading group of Iranian aristocracy allied to them. The 
supporters of the first trend, admirers of Mongol tradition and the 
nomadic way of life, were antagonistic to a settled life, to agriculture 

1 C o n v e n t i o n a l measure o f w e i g h t ; 1 kharvdr = 100 mans, b u t the man va r i ed in different 
dis t r ic ts ; Shiraz man = 3-3 k g , T a b r i z man = app . 3 k g . 

2 Vassaf , p . 445. T a k i n g the khardj t o b e 20-24 per cent o f the c r o p , the overa l l c r o p 
can be est imated at f rom 221,000 t o 175,000 kharvars. See calcula t ions i n : I . Pe t rushevsky , 
Zemledelie . . ., p p . 81-2; a lso reference t o sources . 

3 Vassaf , p . 445; see ibid, p . 435. 
4 T h e ancient Edessa , n o w cal led Urfa . 
5 Jdmi6 al-tawdrikh, ed . A l i z a d e , p p . 5 5 7-8. 
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and to towns,1 and were supporters of unlimited, rapacious exploita
tion of settled peasants and town-dwellers. These representatives of 
the military feudal-tribal steppe aristocracy regarded themselves as a 
military encampment in enemy country, and made no great distinction 
between unsubjugated and subjugated settled peoples. The conquerors 
wished to plunder both, albeit in different ways, the former by seizure 
of the spoils of war, the latter by exacting burdensome taxes. The 
supporters of this policy did not care if they ended by ruining the 
peasantry and the townspeople; they were not interested in their 
preservation. The most self-seeking and avaricious members of the 
local Iranian bureaucracy supported the adherents of this first trend,2 

as did the tax-farmers, who closely linked their interest to that of the 
conquerors and joined with them in the plunder of the settled popula
tion subject to taxation—the ra'iyyat. 

As well as being supported by a small group of nomad aristocrats, 
closely connected by service with the family of the Il-Khan in his 
headquarters (prdu) and demesne (inju), the second trend was mainly 
supported by the majority in the Iranian bureaucracy, by many of the 
Muslim clergy,3 and by the large-scale merchants. This tendency aimed 
at the creation of a strong central authority in the person of the Il-Khan, 
the adoption by the Mongol state of the old Iranian traditions of a 
centralized feudal form of government, and in connexion with this 
the curbing of the centrifugal proclivities of the nomad tribal aristo
cracy. T o do this it seemed necessary to reconcile the feudal leaders of 
Iran to the Il-Khan, to reconstruct the disrupted economy of the 
country, particularly of agriculture, and to foster town-life, trade, and 
the merchants. Some lightening of the fiscal burden, an exact stabilizing 
of imposts and obligations (there was no stability in these under the 
first Il-Kháns) laid upon the raciyyat, and protection from such taxes and 
services as would ruin them completely, were necessary conditions of 
this.4 The conflict between these two tendencies is complicated by the 

1 T h e Y a s a o f C h i n g i z - K h á n requi red the M o n g o l s t o lead a n o m a d i c exis tence, no t t o 
settle n o r t o d w e l l in the t o w n s : see the Tarikh-i Gualda, manuscr ip t in L e n i n g r a d State 
Un ive r s i ty , n o . 153, 472 (not in edi t ion o f E . G . B r o w n e ) ; quo ta t ion in W . Bar tho ld , 
Turkestan, G . M . S . N . S . ( L o n d o n , 1958), p . 461 n. 5. 

2 S u c h w e r e the great bitikchi Sharaf a l - D i n Juvain i , the sahib-divan Shams a l - D i n M u h a m 
m a d Juva in i (the bro ther o f the historian), and part icular ly his s o n B a h a ' a l - D i n Juva in i . 

8 U n d e r the first I l - K h á n s Christ ians a lso (mos t ly o f the Nes to r i an and M o n o p h y s i t e 
c l e rgy ) . 

4 F o r m o r e a b o u t these t w o trends see : I. Pe t rushevsky , Zemledelie i agrarni'e otnosheniya 
v Irane v XII-XIV vv., p p . 46-53; there are a lso references t o sources and li terature for 
research. 
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T E N D E N C I E S I N T H E S O C I A L P O L I C Y O F T H E I L - K H A N S 

conflict between the pristine trends of the Iranian Middle Ages, towards 
feudal disintegration and feudal centralization. 

A policy in the spirit of the first tendency predominated under 
the first six Il-Khans. For this reason, although there was no lack of 
attempts by individual rulers to rebuild cities and irrigation net
works, nevertheless these attempts were not successful, because of the 
policy of unbounded exploitation of the ra'iyyat—both peasant and 
city-dweller. Since the work of construction was carried out by 
unpaid forced labour, it only laid an extra burden upon the ra'iyyat, 
who were ruined previous to this, and in general such work was not 
completed.1 

The second trend gained the upper hand in the ulus of the Il-Khans 
during the reign of Ghazan, from 1295 to 1304. His vizier, the historian, 
Shafi'ite theologian and encyclopaedist Rashid al-Din Fadl Allah 
Hamadani (1247-1318), who carried out the reforms of this Il-Khan, 
was the most notable representative and ideologist of this policy. After 
the publication of the correspondence of Rashid al-Din, we cannot 
doubt but that his was the initiative in the reforms of Ghazan. In a 
letter to his son Shihab al-Din, governor of Khuzistan, Rashid al-Din 
expressed in the following words the idea that it was necessary to keep 
the well-being of the ra'iyyat up to a certain level, since they were the 
fundamental payers of taxes: 

It is fitting that rulers have three exchequers; firstly of money; secondly of 
weapons; thirdly of food and clothing. And these exchequers are named the 
exchequers of expenditure. But the exchequer of income is the ra'iyyat them
selves, since the treasuries that I have mentioned are filled by their good efforts 
and their economies. And if they are ruined, the king will have no revenue. 
After all, if you look into the matter, the basis of administration is justice, 
for if, as they say, the revenue of the ruler is from the army, and the govern
ment (saltanat) has no revenue but that paid by the army,2 yet an army is 
created by means of taxation (md/)y and there is no army without taxation. 
Now tax is paid by the raciyyaty there being no tax that is not paid by the ra'iyyat. 
And the raHyyat are preserved by justice. There are no ra'iyyat, if there is no 
justice.3 

This same idea is expressed by Ghazan in a speech made to amirs, i.e. 
to the Mongol-Turkish military and nomad aristocracy. In this speech 
he says amongst other things: 

1 Jdmt( al-tawdrikh, ed . A l i z a d e , p . 558; cf. Saif i , p p . 440, 444. 
2 T h a t is , ou t o f p lunder , one-fifth o f w h i c h w e n t t o the state. 
3 Mukdtabdt-iRashFdi, pp. 1 1 8 - 1 9 (no. 2 2 ) . 
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I R A N U N D E R T H E Ï L - K H Â N S 

I am not on the side of the Tazik1 ra'iyyat. If there is a purpose in 
pillaging them all, there is no-one with more power to do this than I. 
Let us rob then together. But if you wish to be certain of collecting grain 
(taghar)2 and food (ash) for your tables in the future, I must be harsh with 
you. You must be taught reason. If you insult the ra'iyyat^ take their oxen and 
seed, and trample their crops into the ground, what will you do in the 
future? . . . The obedient ra'iyyat must be distinguished from the ra'iyyat 
who are our enemies.3 How should we not protect the obedient, allowing 
them to suffer distress and torment at our hands.4 

G H A Z A N ' S R E F O R M S A N D 

T H E I R C O N S E Q U E N C E S 

The most important of Ghazan's reforms aimed at restoring the Iranian 
economy were: a new method of levying the land tax (khardj) and other 
taxes payable to the divan, fixing a precise sum for each particular area 
in money or kind to be paid twice yearly, in spring and autumn:5 the 
cutting by half of the impost on trades and crafts {tamghdf in some towns 
and its complete abolition in others:7 this measure was intended to 
assist the revival of town life. Other reforms important for the Iranian 
economy were enacted during the reign of Ghazan:8 the abolition of 
bardt, i.e. the system of payment of state liabilities to soldiers, officials, 
pensioners, and creditors of the state by means of notes drawn against 
local exchequers, transferring payment on them to peasants, on whose 
shoulders was thus laid an additional fiscal burden; abolition of the 
practice of quartering military and official personnel in the homes of 
the ra'iyyat, which practice, accompanied always by extortion and 
maltreatment of the taxable population, was one of the heaviest 

1 I.e. T a j i k ; this t e rm w a s then used t o descr ibe Iranians in gene ra l ; see W . Ba r tho ld ' s 
art icle, " T a d j i k " , EI. 

2 I .e. p a y m e n t in k i n d o f the mil i tary personne l o f the state o u t o f taxes. 
3 I .e. rebels . 
4 P r o b a b l y this manifes to o f G h a z a n t o the amirs w a s inspired b y Rash id a l -DIn, i f no t 

wr i t t en b y h i m and ascr ibed b y h i m t o his master . T h e same speech in a s o m e w h a t v a r y i n g 
f o r m is in the Jalayir id co l lec t ion o f official d o c u m e n t s Dastur al-kdtib (ff. ^a-b); w e find 
it in another s l ight ly va r i ed f o r m in the " I n t r o d u c t i o n " t o the Persian tract o n agr icul ture 
Irshad al-zjrd'a o f the year 915/1509-10; the text and the Russ ian translat ion o f the latter 
( f rom the manuscr ip t o f E . M . Peshchereva , L e n i n g r a d ; in the l i t hog raphed ed i t ion o f 
*Abd al-Ghaffar , 1323/1905-6, the " I n t r o d u c t i o n " is omi t t ed) are t o be f o u n d i n : 
I . Pe t rushevsky , Zemliedelu..., p p . 57-8. 

5 Jam? al-tawdrikh, ed . A l i z a d e , p . 478. 
6 J ami al-tawdrikh, ed. Alizade, vol. 1 1 1 , pp. 466-77; a copy of a new tax-roll for Khuzi-

stan is cited in the Mukdtabdt-i Rashidi, pp. 122—3 ( n o - 2 2 ) -
7 See the Mukdtibdt-i Rashfdl, p p . 32-4 (no. 13), 122-3 (no . 22). 
8 C o p i e s o r descr ip t ions o f G h a z a n ' s decrees are t o be f o u n d in Jam? al-tandrlkb. 
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Q U A Z A N ' S R E F O R M S A N D T H E I R C O N S E Q U E N C E S 

impositions upon them; limitation of carriage and postal services, 
which were a heavy burden; the decree permitting the settlement and 
cultivation of deserted and neglected land belonging to the Divan 
and private owners, together with the creation of fiscal incentives; the 
restoration of the currency and the establishment of a firm rate for 
silver coin: i silver dinar, containing 3 mithqals of silver = 13-6 
grammes = 6 dirhams: the establishment of a single system of weights 
and measures (using the Tabriz system) for the whole state. It is true that 
even after these measures taxes were still quite high.1 But in comparison 
with the previous system of pure club-law and unrestricted pillage, 
the new regime was an improvement from the point of view of the 
raciyyat. The decrees of Ghazan, forbidding the use of violence by amirs, 
their households, servants of the khan, messengers, officials and 
nomads against the ra'iyyat also played a part in this development. 
Ghazan also enacted wide-ranging measures for the restoration of the 
ruined irrigation network2 and for the revival of agriculture.3 

The reforms of Ghazan and the temporary transfer of a leading 
political role in the State from the nomad Mongol-Turkish aristocracy 
to the Iranian civil bureaucracy made some economic improvement 
possible, especially in agriculture. Rashid al-Din evidently exaggerated 
the importance of Ghazan's reforms: Vassaf speaks of them in a more 
modest manner. Hamd Allah Qazvini however witnesses to the revival 
of agriculture in his factual description of the state of agriculture in a 
series of regions: he speaks of rich harvests, low prices, an abundance 
of foodstuffs, the export of corn and fruit, and so on.4 The effect of 
Ghazan's reforms was still felt during the reign of his brother Oljeitii 
(1304-16), when control of affairs remained in the hands of Rashid al-
Din. The information that we are given concerning the social policy of 
Abu. Sa'id (1316-35) is contradictory. Vassaf speaks of fresh fiscal 
oppression and of the arbitrary abuse of power by financial officials 
about the year 718/1318. 5 Fifteenth-century writers like Zahir al-Din 
Mar'ashi and Daulatshah, on the other hand, describe Abu. Sa'Id as a 
most ra'iyyat-loving ruler, under whom the country flourished.6 These 
pieces of information probably contradict one another because they 

1 See b e l o w for m o r e o n this po in t . 
2 ]dmii al-tawdrlkb. ed . A l i z a d e , p p . 4 1 1 - 1 2 ; Mukdtihdt-i Rasbtdz, p p . 157-58 (no . 28), 

180-1 (no . 33), 245-7 ( n o - 38> 39); Nu^bat al-quliib, p p . 208-28. 
3 J ami* al-tawdrikh, ed . A l i z a d e , p . 415. 
4 Nu^hat al-qulub, p p . 49-55, 59, 71-89, 109-12, 147-58; see a lso the descr ip t ion o f 

K h u r a s a n in the geog raph i ca l w o r k o f Hafiz-i A b r u . 
6 Vassaf , p p . 630 ff. 6 £ ah i r a l - D i n Mara ' sh i , p p . 101-2; Dau la t shah , p p . 227-8. 
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refer to different periods—either to the beginning of Abu. Sa'Id's 
reign, when the influence of the nomadic military aristocracy again 
predominated under the amir and favourite Choban, or to the end of 
his reign, when the vizier Ghiyath al-Dln Muhammad Rashldl, the son 
of Rashld al-Dln, reintroduced his father's policy. 

After the death of Abu. Sa'id civil wars between feudal cliques (con
nected with the development of a system of military feoffs)1 the 
political disintegration of Iran and the inclination of certain local 
dynasties to use pre-Ghazan methods of government put an end to 
further economic revival. If the earlier Jalayirids (Hasan-i Buzurg, 
1340-56, and Shaikh Uvais, 1356-74) had attempted to rule in the 
spirit of Ghazan,2 the Chobanids, having established themselves in 
Azarbaijan and Persian 'Iraq (1336-56) and basing their power exclu
sively on the Mongol-Turkish nomad aristocracy, resurrected the system 
of unrestricted and unregulated force and the unrestrained pillage of 
the ra'iyyat. This distinction between the policies of the two dynasties is 
made by the author of Tcfrikh-i Shaikh Uvais in a story in which he 
relates the following: At the gates of Baghdad, before a battle, the 
amirs of the Jalayirid army said to the amirs of the Chobanid forces: 
" Y o u are tyrants, but when we left you Azarbaijan it was like Paradise, 
and we have made Baghdad into a flourishing city"; the Chobanid 
amirs answered: " W e were in Rum and wrought havoc; you made 
Azarbaijan flourish, we drove you from it, and ravaged the country as 
we did before; now we have come here and shall drive you out and 
ruin this region also."3 

In spite of a certain revival at the end of the thirteenth and beginning 
of the fourteenth centuries, the economy had far from reached its pre-
conquest level. We can deduce this if we compare the numbers of 
villages in various regions (vilayat) before and after the Mongol conquest. 

In the vilayat of Herat there were about 400 villages in the tenth 
century,4 at the beginning of the fifteenth 167.5 In the vilayat of 
Isfahan alone the number had increased.6 

1 See b e l o w . 
2 Das fur al-kdtib, pass im, especial ly ff. 36 £-37 ¿2, 47^-48^, 51 ¿7-51 b. 
3 Tarikh-i Shaikh Uvais, ed . J. B . v a n L o o n , facsimile, f. 173; cf. Hafiz-i A b r u , Dhail-i 

Jam? at-tawdrtkhy ed . Bayan i , p p . 171-85. 
* I b n Rusta , EGA, v o l . v n , p . 173. 
6 Hafiz-i A b r u , G e o g r a p h i c a l W o r k s , manuscr ip t quo ted , ff. 225 a-zz-jb (list o f v i l l ages ) . 
6 A c c o r d i n g t o Y a q u t (f. 292)—360 v i l l a g e s ; a c c o r d i n g t o Nu^hat al-qulub (p. 50)— 

400 v i l l ages , n o t i nc lud ing hamle t s ; a c c o r d i n g t o the Tarjuma-yi Mahasin-i Isfahan, p . 47 
(in 1329)—800 v i l l ages (dlh) and hamlets {ma^raid). 
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V i l a y a t 

G H A Z A N ' S R E F O R M S A N D T H E I R C O N S E Q U E N C E S 

Y a q u t (early H a m d A l l a h Q a z v i n i Hafiz-i A b r u 
t thir teenth c e n t u r y ) a (approx. i34o) b (early fifteenth c e n t u r y ) c 

H a m a d a n 
R u d h r a v a r 
K h w a f 

660 v i l l ages 
93 v i l l ages 

200 v i l l ages 

212 v i l l ages 
73 v i l l ages 

30 v i l l ages (qarya), e x c l u d i n g 

T u r s h i z (Busht) 

Isfara ' in 
B a i h a q d 

J u va in 

451 v i l l ages 
321 v i l l ages 
189 v i l l ages 
226 v i l l ages 

50 v i l l ages 
40 v i l l ages 

hamlets ima^raa) 
26 v i l l ages , e x c l u d i n g hamlets 
84 v i l l ages , e x c l u d i n g hamlets 
29 v i l l ages , etc. 
20 v i l l ages , etc. 

a Mtfjam al-bidddn, r espec t ive ly : v o l . i v , p . 988; v o l . 1, p . 246; v o l . 11, p p . 911, 486; 
v o l . 1, p . 804; v o l . 11, p . 165; v o l . 1, p . 628. 

b Nu^hat al-qulub, r e spec t ive ly : p p . 72, 73, 149. 
c G e o g r a p h i c a l W o r k s , quoted"manuscr ip t , ff. 251*2, 229by z$ia-2$$a. 

d A c c o r d i n g to the Tarikh-i Baibaq o f I b n F u n d u q (approx. 1168), p . 34—395 v i l l ages . 

Hamd Allah Qazvini names more than thirty towns that were still 
in ruins in his time, among them Ray, Khurramabad, Saimara, Tavvaj, 
Arrajan, Darabjird and Marv. According to the same author some 
cities had become small towns, such as Qum and Siraf. A series of former 
towns had become villages such as Hulwan, Mianeh, Barzand, Kir-
manshah and Kirind.1 

We can judge the condition of Iran's economy in the Il-Khanid period 
from the tax-returns received by the divan of the central government. 
According to Vassaf, previous to the reign of Ghazan the divan 
received each year 18,000,000 dinars,2 according to Hamd Allah Qaz
vini the sum was 17,000,000, whilst after Ghazan's reforms the figure 
rose to 21,000,000 dinars;3 but in 1335-40 the sum was 19,203,800.4 

It is interesting to compare these figures with the returns of the 
Saljuq period (in Il-Khanid dinars) also quoted by Hamd Allah Qaz
vini in his work, 5 as well as with the figures given in the Risdla-yi 
Fa/aktyya.6 

1 Nu^hat al-qulub, passim (see index) . 2 Vassaf , p . 271. 
3 Nu-^hat al-qulub, p . 27. 
4 T h e s e calculat ions w e r e made b y a d d i n g the figures g i v e n for separate districts in the 

Nu^hat al-quliib. 
5 A s an impor tan t official o f the finance depar tment , H a m d A l l a h Q a z v i n i had access 

t o the a c c o u n t - b o o k s o f this depar tment and had seen the overa l l rol l c o m p o s e d b y his 
grandfa ther A m i n a l -Din Nas i r , fo rmer head o f the financial adminis t ra t ion o f the Sal juq 
sultans o f ' I raq. H e also w o r k e d o u t the v a l u e o f the returns in dinars o f the I l - K h a n i d 
pe r iod . 

6 C o m p o s e d b y ' A b d a l l a h Mazandaran i abou t 1364. It is n o t clear w h e t h e r the figures 
g i v e n here refer to the t ime o f the l l - K h a n A b u Sa ' id o r Sul tan U v a i s . T h i s risdla is examined 
and analysed i n : Wal te r H i n z , " D a s R e c h n u n g s w e s e n oriental ischer Reichsf inanzamter 
i m M i t t e l a l t e r D e r Islam, v o l . 29/1-2 (1949). W e q u o t e this art icle b e l o w . 
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D ï v â n taxes o f D i v a n taxes 
R e g i o n s o f p r e - M o n g o l pe r iod D ï v â n taxes (Risäla-yi 

Xl-Khan state {Nu^hat al-qulüb) 1335-40 Falakiyya) 

A r a b i a n ' I raq O v e r 30,000,000 3,000,000 2,500,000 
Persian ' I raq O v e r 25,000,000 2,333,600 3,500,000 

('Iraq-i ' A j a m ) 

L u r G r e a t — 90,000 
(1,000,000) 320,000 

L u r Li t t l e — 90,000 
320,000 

( i , o o o , o o o ) a 280,000 
Azarba i j an A p p r o x . 20,000,000 2,160,000 — 
A r r a n and M u g h a n O v e r 3,000,000 303,000 — 
Shi rvan 1,000,000 113,000 820,000 
G u s h t a s f l (delta o f the A p p r o x . 1,000,000 118,500 — 

K u r and the A r a x e s ) 
Gur j i s tan and A b k h a z A p p r o x . 1,000,000 1,202,000 400,000 

( G e o r g i a ) 

a I n b o t h r eg ions o f L u r 1,000,000 dinars w e r e co l lec ted , b u t the central d ïvân rece ived 
o n l y 90,000, the rest b e i n g kep t b y the d ïvâns o f the loca l a tabegs . 

D ï v â n taxes o f D ï v â n taxes 
R e g i o n s o f the p r e - M o n g o l pe r iod D ï v â n dues in {Risäla-yi 
l l - K h a n state {Nu^bat al-qulûb) 1335-40 Falakiyya) 

R u m (As ia M i n o r ) O v e r 15,000,000 3,300,000 3,000,000 
G r e a t A r m e n i a A p p r o x . 2,000,000 390,000 — 
D i y a r b a k r and D i y a r Rab i ' a 10,000,000 1,925,000 — 

(Uppe r M e s o p o t a m i a ) 
K u r d i s t a n (Eastern, A p p r o x . 2,000,000 201,500 — 

n o w Iranian) 
K h u z i s t a n O v e r 3,000,000 325,000 1,100,000 
Fars A p p r o x . io ,5oo ,ooo a 2,871,200 — 
Shabankara O v e r 2,000,000 266,100 4,000,000 
K i r m a n and M a k r a n 880,000 676,500 — 

T o t a l b 100,580,000 19,203,800 15,920,000 

a I n 310 o r 922. 
b In I l - K h a n i d dinars. De ta i l ed calcula t ions and references t o Nu^fjat al-qulub i n : I . 

Pe t rushevsky , Zemledelie . . ., p p . 96-100; see for figures f rom the Risala-yi Falakiyya Wal t e r 
H i n z , op. cit. p p . 133-4. 

Thus, according to Hamd Allah Qazvini, the seventeen regions form
ing the Il-Khanid state paid the central divan 19,203,800 dinars in 13 3 5 -40 
as against 100,5 80,000 before the Mongol conquest, both sums being in 
Il-Khanid dinars. In other words the revenue of the Il-Khanid divan was 
but 19 per cent of that of the pre-Mongol period, and in some districts 
even less, 9-13 per cent. Also in the pre-Mongol and Mongol budgets 
sums which were paid to the divans of vassal landowners and sums 
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derived from the rent or tax on military fiefs—iqtd\ which had fiscal 
immunity, were not taken into account. Inasmuch as the situation 
remained the same in this respect,1 the abrupt fall in tax-receipts can 
hardly be explained in any other wray than by the general economic 
decline of Iran. 

Hamd Allah Qazvini does not give figures for eastern and northern 
Iran, since all taxes in Sistan, Kuhistan, Khurasan, Gurgan and 
Mazandaran were expended on the local budgets, and the central 
divan received nothing at all,2 whilst it received only a tiny share of 
the local revenue of Gilan—a mere 20,000 dinars.3 The Risdla-yiFalakiyya 
gives the returns on the rent-tax of khassa lands, i.e. from the private 
estates of the Il-Khan and his family, according to district: 

D i n a r s D ina r s 

K h u r a s a n 
Màzanda ràn 
R a y 
G i l a n 
K u r d i s t a n 

4,220,000 
2,370,000 

754,220fr 
1,220,000 

300,000 

A r m e n i a 
D i y ä r b a k r 
Äzarbä i jän 

540,000 
430,000 

2,600,000 

T o t a l f rom lands 
o f the k h ä s s a b 

499 32 -2 

a A c c o r d i n g t o the Nu^hat al-qulub (p. 55), 151,500 dinars w e r e pa id b y the R a y vilayat 
t o the central d i v a n ; in p r e - M o n g o l t imes R a y and its vilayat pa id 7,000,000 dinars. 

b W . H i n z , op. cit. p p . 13 3-4. 

As is well known, taxes from khassa lands were not paid to the Great 
Divan (the central divan), but were paid to the private divan of the 
khassa for the upkeep of the Il-Khan's quarters and those of his wives and 
the princes. According to theRisd/a-yi Falakiyya, only 28,3 54,220! dinars 
were paid annually by divan and khassa lands.4 The divergence in the 
figures—both the overall figures and those for particular districts 
quoted in the Nuchal al-qulub and Risd/a-yi Falakiyya—makes us think 
that the budget given in the latter source cannot refer to 1334-5, as 
Hinz supposes. The Nu^hat al-qulub in fact gives nominal figures for the 
years 133 5-40, years of feudal civil strife and peasant uprisings. Accord
ing to the daftars not a half of the amount collected under Ghazan was 
collected.5 

1 T h e r e w e r e n o fewer iqta* lands unde r the Sal juqs, in all probabi l i ty , than there w e r e 
under G h a z a n , j u d g i n g b y the fact that M a l i k - S h a h (1072-92) g ran ted iqta 's t o 46,000 
soldiers (Ravand i , ed . Iqba l , p p . 130-1). 

2 Nu^hat al-qulub, p . 147. 3 Ibid. p . 162. 
4 I n H i n z ' s article (pp. 133-4) the incorrec t figure 28, 264,220^ dinars is g i v e n , as a 

result o f a miscalcula t ion. 
5 Nut^bat al-qulub9 p . 27. 
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Therefore it is possible to assert that the economy of Iran during and 
especially after Ghazan's reign did not reach its pre-Mongol level. A 
certain relative improvement was experienced mainly in agriculture. 
Hamd Allah Qazvini gives reason for thinking that from Ghazan's 
time the irrigation works of all four types in use from ancient times 
in Iran—mountain springs, river channels, wells and kdn\, i.e. 
underground galleries (with clay pipelines, timbering and inspection-
wells) for bringing underground water to the surface—were to a 
considerable extent restored. The same author gives almost complete 
information concerning the kind of irrigation in use in each district 
or vildjat.1 

T H E C O N D I T I O N O F A G R I C U L T U R E A T T H E E N D 

O F T H E I L - K H A N I D P E R I O D 

We can judge the condition of agriculture in Iran after Ghazan's 
reforms not only from the Nu^hat al-qulub but also from the anony
mous Persian agrotechnical tract Kitdb-i cilm-i faldhat u %ird6aty the 
author of which speaks of himself as a contemporary of Ghazan,2 

from regional historico-geographical works, from information given 
by travellers, and from the letters of Rashid al-Din. 

According to these sources wheat and barley were cultivated wherever 
there were water supplies and wherever agriculture had been preserved. 
The author of the Faldha mentions many kinds of wheat and barley; 
millet was less widely distributed. Hamd Allah Qazvini names more 
than twenty districts (including Ray, Qum, Tabriz, Isfahan, all 
Khuzistan and some regions of Fars and Khurasan) with especially 
high yields of corn. Bread made from barley or millet, frequently 
with the admixture of beans, chestnuts, or acorns, was the bread of 
the poor. 3 Rice was grown in the territory near to the Caspian and 
in a series of regions in Azarbaijan, Persian "Iraq (Zanjan, etc.) and 
Fars (Kurbal, Firuzabad, etc.), and also in Khuzistan.4 The author of 

1 F o r the table based o n this in format ion see Zemledelie..., p p . 130-6. 
2 Kitdb-i Qilm-i faldhat u %ira( at, taylif-i shakhs-i ldlim va *amil va siydhi dar (ahd-i Ghazan 

Khan. L i t h o g r a p h e d edi t ion o f Persian text o f N a j m ad-Dau la ' A b d al-Ghaffar, T e h r a n , 1322/ 
1905. H e n c e f o r t h w e shall use the abbrev ia t ion Faldha. See c o n c e r n i n g this tract: d o c t o r 
T a q i Bahrami , Tarikh-i kishdvar^i-yi Iran; I. Pe t rushevsky , Persidski Traktat po agrotekhnike 
vremeni Gha^an-khdna, p p . 586-99. 

3 See Sa 'd i , Gulistdn, chapter 1, h ikaya t 7; F a r h a n g Shams-i Fakhr i , p p . 103 (no. 87), 
124 (no. 96), 134 (no. 194). I b n Bat tu ta , v o l . 11, p . 32; Nu^hat al-qulub, p . 130. 

4 Nu^hat al-qulub, p p . 62, 117, 163; Mukatibat-i RashidI, p p . 254-5 (no. 41), 271 (no. 45). 
Z a h i r a l - D i n Mar c a sh i , p . 413; Y a q u t , v o l . 11, p . 496; Z a k a r i y y a Q a z v i n i , v o l . 11, p . 102. 
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the Faldha informs us of various methods of cultivating rice. In some 

areas crops were a hundredfold and more, whilst the best rice was 

considered to be that of Gilan, the second best being that of Mazan-

daran. The same author says that under Ghazan experiments were 

carried out (in which the author took part) to sow the best kind of 

Indian rice in Iran, but without result.1 Evidently the %urrat2 of the 

author of the Faldha is wheat-sorghum (anthropogon sorghum). Much 

dhurrat was sown in the vilayats of Kashan and Isfahan, and the crops are 

supposed to have been nearly three-hundredfold.3 Rye and oats were 

unknown in Iran, as now. 

First place amongst fodder-crops was taken by lucerne,4 used to 

feed horses, Greek clover was also known. 5 Cotton was the most 

common of the textile plants, the cultivation of which pushed flax and 

other textile plants into the background. Hamd Allah Qazvini speaks of 

the cultivation of cotton in a series of regions, some fifty or so, of 

Persian "Iraq (among them Ray, Qum, Nihavand, Yazd); of Fars—such 

as Shiraz, Abarquh, Kazarun, Lar; of Kirman, Kuhistan, and Khurasan 

(Khabushan, Zaveh); throughout the whole of Khuzistan and Gurgan; 

and also in Mazandaran, Gilan, Qumis, and Azarbaijan.6 

According to the author of the Faldha cotton gave its finest crops 

in the garmslr regions, but was also cultivated on sardsir land,7 primarily 

in sandy clay areas (rlghum). Fine cotton (narm) and coarse cotton (gibr) 

were known, but in general Indian cotton was thought of as better than 

Iranian.8 Flax (kattdn) was less widely grown in the fourteenth century 

than it had been in the tenth century, mostly in the south-west of Iran 

(the districts of Kazarun, Rishahr, Siniz in Fars), and not as a textile 

plant for the most part, but as a source of lamp-oil.9 Hemp was culti-

1 Faldha, pp. 86-8. 
2 *"UJ f ° r t n e correct oj b dhurra (Arabic). 
3 Faldha, pp. 88-9. 
4 Strabo mentions the culture of lucerne (цг)5іХл) in Media, Geography, x i , 13. 
6 Shams-i Fakhri, p. 33 (no. 32), under the term Shanbalid. 
6 See a table based on the Nu-^hat al-qulub in Zemledelie . . ., p. 195; also references. The 

list in the Nu^hat al-qulub is not complete. Other cotton-producing regions are given in 
other sources, in particular the Herat region (Saifi, p. i n ) . 

7 As is well-known, medieval geographers in Moslem countries distinguished land 
according to its height, between " c o l d " (Arabic surud, Persian sardsir, more than 1,000-
1,200 m above sea-level) and " h o t " (Arabic jurum, Persian garmslr, less than 1,000-
1,200 m above sea-level) districts. The coasts of the Caspian Sea and of the Persian 
Gulf belonged to the garmslr, as did the province of Khuzistan. Sardsir were the Iranian 
uplands, excepting the various depressions (Sistan, the Balkh oasis, etc.). In conformity 
with this idea cultivated plants were divided into garmslr = subtropical, and sardsir = all 
the rest. 

8 Faldha, pp. 93-4. 9 Nu^hat al-qulub, pp. 126, 130-1. 
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vated not so much as a textile, but rather for the production of a well-

known narcotic (Arabic hashish, Persian bang); evidently the distribution 

of hemp was not widespread, judging by the fact that Hamd Allah Qazvïnï 

and Hafiz-i Abrü do not mention it in their geographical works. The 

same can be said of the castor-oil plant (ricinus communis) and of saf-

flower {carthamus tine tortus). Saffron was made from the plant called in 

Arabic %a'far՝dn which yielded a yellow-orange dye (Burüjird, Rüdhràvar, 

Qum, Hamadàn, Kühistàn).1 Other dye-yielding plants were madder, 

which gave a red dye (Khwàf in Khurasan,2 and other regions), henna, 

which gave an orange dye and was used for cosmetic and medicinal 

purposes,3 and indigo, which yielded a blue dye and had been cultivated 

in Persia from the sixth century but was.only commonly met with in 

Kirman.4 Hamd Allah Qazvïnï does not mention it in the fourteenth 

century, but the author of the Faldha says that the cultivation of indigo 

had ceased in Iran, and that it was imported from India, despite the 

fact that Ghazan had attempted to revive its cultivation.5 Cultivation 

of the opium poppy, known in Iran from the end of the eleventh or 

twelfth centuries, was insignificant, to judge from the rarity of refer

ences to it in the sources. Sesame occupied the leading position amongst 

the oil-plants, and sesame oil had practically replaced olive oil. 

The melon was grown everywhere in Iran, in the words of the 

author of Fa/dha9 " i n every garden", 6 and there were many varieties of 

it. In the garden of one " refuge of a naqlbat (naqdbat pandh)i.e. of an 

elder (naqlb) of the Sayyids, a religious fief-holder, the Herat soil grew 

fifty kinds of melon.7 Hamd Allah Qazvïnï names ten regions (amongst 

others, Isfahan, Tabriz and Marv) producing the best melons which 

were exported.8 The pumpkin was also grown throughout Iran,9 as 

were cucumbers (particularly in Gïlàn, Màzandaràn, Shïràz, Isfahan).1 0 

The water-melon is however rarely spoken of; Hamd Allah Qazvïnï 

only mentions it as growing in Qazvin. 1 1 

Vegetable-growing was less developed in the period under con

sideration than fruit-growing; vegetables were to be found for the most 

1 Ibid. pp. 70, 73, 144, 146; Faldfra, p. 112. 
2 Nu^hat al-qulüb, p. 154. The author of the Faldha also mentions the regions of Ya2d 

and Nà'ïn (p. 94). 
3 Continuation of the Ta'rlkh-i Sïstdn, p. 396. 
4 Hudüd al-àlamy Persian text, f. 26 b, English translation, pp. 123-4. 
5 Faldha^ pp. 92-3. 6 Ibid. pp. 94-5. 
7 Irs had az-zira'a, manuscript o f Peshchereva, f. 87 (types of melon named). 
8 Nu^hat al-qulüb, pp. 49, 58, 67, 77, 144, 152, 153, 155, 157. 
9 Fa/di>a9 p. 105. 1 0 Ibid. p. 100. 1 1 Nu^hat al֊qulüb) p. 58. 
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part near to the large commercial cities, such as Isfahan.1 The Faldha 

describes in detail the vegetables and spices which were cultivated in 

Iran at the beginning of the fourteenth century; the most common of 

them were cabbages, carrots, onions, garlic, rue, mangel-wurzels and 

also leguminous plants. 

As at an earlier date, fruit-growing occupied an outstanding position 

in the economy of Iran under the Mongols. Hamd Allah Qazvïnï 

enumerates more than eighty regions of Iran where fruit-growing was 

widespread and produced abundant crops. Among them was for 

example Sïstàn where horticulture has almost disappeared nowadays. 

The fig-palm occupied the foremost position amongst the garmstr 

plants, and was cultivated in Gurgan and Màzandaràn, as well as 

Khuzistàn, Fars, Kirman and Sïstàn. The citrus fruits—the lemon, 

orange, and bitter orange—were grown in the southern and Caspian 

regions. The coconut-palm only grew in the regions of Hurmuz and 

Wàsit,2 whilst the olive grew only in Khuzistàn and near to the Caspian 

in small quantities. The sugar-cane was cultivated in Khüzistan, 

Kirman and Balkh, and its export and cultivation had greatly declined 

in comparison with the previous centuries. According to the author 

of the Faldha the sugar produced in his time was poor in quality and 

reddish in colour, and Iranian craftsmen were unable to make refined 

sugar (gand)? The peach, apricot, plum, pear, apple (of which there were 

more than nowadays), pomegranate, mulberry tree, walnut, almond, 

pistachio (wild in eastern districts only) were the commonest sardsïr 

plants. The fig was also widely distributed, both the garmsir and the 

sardsïr varieties.4 The remaining sardsïr fruits were less widespread. In 

particular it was not the custom to grow the black and red cherry, the 

filbert and chestnut, in the garden; but the hazel-nut and the other 

fruits and nuts just mentioned were plentiful in the wild. 5 Viticulture 

was also highly developed. 

Hamd Allah Qazvïnï and other authors name about seventy regions 

in which the best vines were cultivated. There were many varieties. In 

one district alone, Püshang (Khurasan) a hundred kinds of vine were 

being grown. 6 In the horticultural enterprise of the naqib near Herat, 

which we mentioned, exactly a hundred varieties of vine were under 

cultivation.7 Apparently after Ghazan's reforms viticulture did not 

1 See, for example, Tarjuma-yi Mahdsin-i Isfahan, pp. 46, 64. 
2 Faldha, p. 46. 3 Ibid. p. 102. 4 Ibid, pp. 7. 
5 Ibid. pp. 15, 21, 29. 6 Nu^hat al-qulüb, p. 153. 
7 Irs had al-^ird'd, cited manuscript, f. 80. 
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achieve the level it had attained around the beginning of the thirteenth 

century. Thus Ibn Funduq, writing about 1168, informs us of the abund

ance of vines in the regions of Baihaq and Nishapur, but Hamd Allah 

Qazvini says nothing of Nishapur grapes, and states that few grapes 

were grown in Baihaq.1 Dried fruit and grapes were exported from 

a number of regions (Isfahan, etc.) to such distant countries as Asia 

Minor (Rum), India and China (via Basra).2 Wine-making and the drinking 

of wine were very widespread, despite the Islamic prohibition. Date-

palm brandy and other alcoholic drinks were produced and consumed.3 

The cultivation of flowers and scented plants (mashmumdf) had also been 

preserved in Iran—in Fars and Mazandaran4—and they were used in 

the production of perfumes, cosmetics, medicaments, aromatic essences 

(flower-waters), and flower-oils, especially the renowned rose-oil, etc.5 

Unlike other branches of agriculture silk-growing (i.e. the culture of 

the silk-worm) not only showed no sign of decline in the second half 

of the thirteenth and the fourteenth century, but showed progress. 

If in the tenth century the main areas of silk-production were the Marv 

oasis, Gurgan, Mazandaran, and the Bardaca valley in Arran and 

Shirvan, and the silk-weavers of, say, Khuzistan worked the raw 

imported silk of Barda'a, in the period under consideration silk-

weaving existed also in the Yazd oasis, in Fars (in the region of Bisha-

pur), Kuhistan (Turshiz, Gunabad), Khurasan (Khwaf and Zaveh) and 

Gilan,6 as well as the areas previously mentioned. At the beginning 

of the thirteenth century Gilan silk was still considered to be of poor 

quality,7 but by the end of the thirteenth century its quality had so 

improved that merchants came from Genoa to buy it.8 Italian sources 

of the thirteenth-fourteenth centuries—the commercial records of the 

Florentines Pegolotti and Uzziano, the statutes of Pisa, etc., utilized by 

W. Heyd in his book—know of the following sorts of raw silk imported 

from Iran for manufacture in the towns of Italy: setaghella—Gilan silk; 

1 Ta'rfkh-i Baihaq, p. 273; cf. Nu^hat al-quliib, pp. 147, 150. 
2 Nu^hat al-qulub, pp. 37, 49. 
8 For details see the article of I. Petrushevsky, "Vinogradarstvo i vinodelie v Irane v 

X I I I - X V vv." , Vi^antiyskiy Vremennik, vol. xi (1956). 
4 Nu^hat al-qulub, pp. 118, 160; Ibn al-Balkhi repeats other details in this source in the 

Fdrs-Ndma, pp. 134, 142, 143, 147, 148. 
5 See Faldba,pp. 40-3 (the method of making rose-oil is also described here); Mukdtibdt-i 

RasbidJ, pp. 54 (no. 18), 93 (no. 21), 272 (no. 45). 
6 Nu^bat al-qulub, pp. 74, 126 (compare Ibn al-Balkhi, p. 142), 143-5, 154, 159-60, 163. 
7 Yaqut, vol. iv, p. 344. 
8 Marco Polo, trans. Yule, vol. 1, p. 54. Compare V . V . Barthold, htoriko-geograficheskii 

ob^pr Irana, p. 157. 
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seta masandroni—Amul silk from Māzandarān; seta stravatina or seta 

strāvai—Astrabad silk from Gurgān; seta talani—Daiļam (?) silk; seta 

mardacascia—silk from Marv-i Shāhijān, etc.1 

According to the author of the Falāha a special kind of mulberry tree 

(white mulberry) was used for the culture of the silkworm. It did not 

have much fruit, but many leaves, " for one diram of pupae (tukhm֊i 

kirm) eats 500 mans of leaves and gives one man of silk". 2 The organiza

tion of silk-production was best managed in the Yazd oasis. There one 

mulberry tree yielded 500 mans of leaves and one man of raw silk, 

as much as was yielded in other regions by 4-5 dirams of silkworm.3 

The culture of cochineal still had some importance—although incom

parably less than that of silk—and was used in the manufacture of red 

dye which was then exported to a number of countries. Cochineal was 

collected near Marand in Āzarbāījān,4 and to the south of Ararat. 5 

In general an impression is created that irrigation (in particular the 

construction of karītŗes and channels, and the building of dams)6 and 

agricultural engineering were kept up in Iran after the Mongol con

quest. But there was no noticeable progress in the application of the 

tools of labour. This is most readily explained by the dominant form 

of feudal exploitation of the peasantry (the quit-rent system) and the 

high rates of feudal rent, as a consequence of which the introduction 

of improvements in tools (the same that have survived into the twen

tieth century) was advantageous neither to the peasant nor to the land

owner. 

T H E T O W N IN T H E F O U R T E E N T H C E N T U R Y 

From what has been said previously, it is evident to what extent the 

towns had suffered after the Mongol conquest—in particular the large 

cities such as Marv, Balķh, Herat, Nīshāpūr, Ray, Qazvln and so on. 

Some of the shattered and ravaged cities were restored, as was Herat in 

1236, but they were now much smaller. In 639 or 1241/2 there were 

6,900 people in Herat.7 But Herat was again sacked several times, as 

we have already seen, and only became a large city again under the 

1 W. Heyd, Geschichte des Levanthande/s, pp. 650-3. 
2 Falāha, p. 23 ;i diram is here equivalent to 3 grammes (diram = dirham) approx.; 

1 man (here Tabriz) equals about 3 kilogrammes. 
8 Fa/aha, pp. 21-5. 4 Nuŗhat al-qidub, p. 88. 5 Clavijo, p. 156. 
6 The Sāhib-Dīvān Shams al-Dīn Muhammad JuvainI (executed in 1284) built a great dam 

on the river Gāvmāsā near Sāveh (Nuŗhat al-qulūb} p. 221); Rashīd al-Dīn spent 700,000 
dinārs on the reconstruction of the dam on the river Kārūn (Mukātibāt-i Rashtdl, p. 180, 
no. 33). 7 Saifi, p. 238. 
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Tīmūrids. According to the well-informed Rashīd al-Dīn, on the eve of 

Ghazan's reforms five out of every ten houses in the sacked cities of Iran 

were uninhabited.1 In Nakhchivān as late as the reign of Sultan Uvais 

five out of six houses were empty, the occupants having gone to live 

elsewhere.2 The heavy tax on crafts and trade, which had not existed 

under the pre-Mongol rulers,3 hampered the rivival of town-life. If we 

take into consideration the remarks of Hamd Allāh Qazvmi that many 

towns were still ruined and that others had become villages we can 

make the deduction that in general urban life had suffered a decline in 

Iran during the Mongol period. 

But this decline did not affect all towns. Some towns and cities 

revived after the reforms of Ghazan and made considerable economic 

progress. This depended not only on the fact that there were towns 

which had not been destroyed during the conquest (Tabriz for example 

avoided destruction by paying the conquerors), but also on the 

economic nature of the town. In medieval Iran towns could be divided 

into several economic types. First of all there were many small and 

medium-sized towns occupied in commerce and craft-industry serving 

a limited local market. Other towns of a moderate size were centres of 

craft-industry producing exports for the international market such as 

Kāzarūn—the centre of flax-spinning, Yazd—weaving silk—and 

Kāshān—the centre of the ceramics industry—which also weaved silk 

and made carpets. 

There were city-emporiums lying on international caravan and 

shipping routes, which were storing places, points for trans-shipping, 

and exchanges for the export and transit trades, such as Tabriz, Marāgheh, 

Hamadān, Qazvin, Isfahan, Shīrāz, Nīshāpūr, etc. Hurmuz, transferred 

from the coast to a bare little island in the Persian Gulf, flourished 

entirely thanks to the transit of Iranian, Arabic, Western European, 

Indian and Chinese goods. Frequently such towns were also centres of 

craft-industry serving the international market, as Isfahan (cotton and 

silk-weaving) and Shīrāz (iron goods, wool-weaving, the production 

of rose and other flower oils and aromatic essences).4 There is no 

1 J āmi' al-tawārīķhy ed. Alizade, pp. 558-9. 2 Dastūr al-kātiby p. 167*7. 
8 Naşir ad-dīn Tüsî, p. 761. Tamgha was collected on each business transaction, even in 

the case of prostitution and the sale of wine. The exact size of the tamgha is not known, 
but from one of the letters of Raşhid al-Dīn (no. 13, see below) it is possible to conclude 
that until the time of Ghazan it was paid at the rate of 10 per cent of the value of each deal. 
The tamgha was retained in Iran, but at a reduced rate, until the reign of Tahmāsp I. 

4 Rose water and other aromatic liquids were even exported to China from Fārs in the 
twelfth-thirteenth centuries; see Chau Ju-Kua, p. 134. 
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doubt that the great city-emporiums by far surpassed the greatest 

cities of Western Europe of the late medieval period, such as Venice, 

Milan, Florence or Paris, in the scale of their economic activities and 

their populations (at least before the Mongol invasion). Thus we 

should pay a certain respect to the figures given in the sources for the 

populations of the giant cities of the pre-Mongol period.1 In general 

we do not possess reliable statistical information for the Mongol period 

as regards population, but we do have some figures for the fifteenth 

century. Clavijo fixes the population of Tabriz in 1403 at 200,000 

households.2 A n anonymous historian of Shah Isma'Il, more modestly, 

and probably more correctly, gives the figure as from 200,000 to 

300,000 people. The Mongols are supposed to have slaughtered about 

800,000 people in Baghdad in 1258, whilst Tlmur is said to have killed 

90,000 in 1401. Josapha Barbaro gives the population of Isfahan3 as a 

mere 5 0,000 in the second half of the fifteenth century. That of Kashan 

he gives as 20,000 households ( = families, i.e. approx. 90,000 people), 

and that of Shiraz as 200,000 households (about 900,000 people), which 

is probably a great exaggeration.4 Such towns were able to recover 

quickly after the Mongol conquest and even to prosper because of 

income from exports and the transit trade, despite high rates of 

taxation (tamgha). This prosperity however came to a rapid end and 

such towns were deserted when the trade routes altered, as happened 

in the case of the south Iranian port of Siraf, the importance of which 

passed to Hurmuz. Towns living off the transit trade had comparatively 

little influence on the economic development of Iran as a whole, 

although of course they influenced the economies of the suburban 

regions. It is in part possible to assess the development of such towns, 

as well as the market character of their suburban agriculture, from their 

tax-returns. Regrettably Hamd Allah Qazvini rarely gave figures for 

tax {tamghd) paid by cities separately from that paid by the cities and 

their surrounding districts (see p. 508). 

The residences of the Il-Khans represented a peculiar type of town 

or city. Such were Maragheh, Tabriz, Ujan, and the bazaar-cities that 

had arisen around the Il-Khanid headquarters (prdu)—the summer camps 

1 See above, pp. 485-6. 
2 That is "families". Persian khdna, lit. house, signified " family" ordinarily. Assuming 

that the average family consisted of 4-5 persons, we obtain 900,000 inhabitants of Tabriz. 
This is an evident exaggeration. 

3 Isfahan was sacked twice after the Mongols had pillaged it (1237), by Tlmur and 
during the reign of Jahan-Shah. 4 Barbaro, pp. 72-4. 
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Vildyat cities in dinars dinars 

Tabriz 875,000 275,000 
Baghdad 800,000 — 
Shïraz 450,000 — 
Wasit 448,000 — 
Isfahan 350,000 500,000 
Hamadán 105,000 136,000 
Marágheh 70,000 185,000 
Qazvïn 55,000 55,000' 

a Nu^hat al-qulüb> pp. 78, 36, 116, 47, 50, 71-2, 87, 59 respectively. 

It is worthy of note that, whereas the Arab geographers of the ninth 

and tenth centuries and an anonymous Persian at the end of the tenth 

century give detailed information concerning articles produced by 

craftsmen and their export from the towns of Iran, Hamd Alláh Qazvini 

and Háfiz-i Abrü say almost nothing about the economic life of the 

towns, although they dwell upon the agricultural production of various 

regions in some detail. In this it is impossible not to see reflected the 

decline of the towns. Essentially we know very little about the economy 

of the towns and life in them during the thirteenth and fourteenth 

centuries. Nevertheless objets d'art in museums and various collections 

witness to the fact that Iranian craftsmanship remained at a high level.3 

In the correspondence of Rashid al-Din the following articles of export 

from various towns are mentioned: Tabriz—monochrome woven silks 

(kïmkhd), cloth of camel-hair, variously coloured velvets {qatïfa-yi alvári), 

shagreen and leather footwear, fur and fur goods; Shïraz—cotton cloths 

(karbds) and printed cotton goods, linen (qadaq of Kazarün), leather 

footwear; Isfahan—cotton cloths valad, dbydrt, shamsiyya, etc.; Kazarün— 

cotton cloths; Káshán—woven silks; Herat—kimkhd and other silken 

cloths.4 

1 Ibid. pp. 5 5 ֊6. 2 Ibn Battüta, vol. 1, p. 171. 
8 For more detail see: Zakï Muhammad Hasan, Sanáyť-i Iran ba՝d Islam, tarjuma-yi 

Farsï-yi Muhammad ť Al i Khalkhalï. 4 híukátibát-i Rashïdï, pp. 183 ff. (n. 34). 
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(Ala-Tagh, Sultaniyeh) and the winter ones (Mahmudabad). According 

to Hamd Allah Qazvini the tamgha paid in Sultaniyeh rose from 200,000 

to 300,000 dinars when the khan had his residence (ordu) there. The 

satisfaction of the requirements of the Court and trade with the nearby 

summer camps (yailaq) of the Mongols gave both wages and income to 

the motley population of craftsmen and traders gathered in Sultaniyeh.1 

Ibn Battuta calls Maragheh a little Damascus.2 

Tax (kharaj) from the 
Tax {tamgha) from country district in 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008
Cambridge Core terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/CHOL9780521069366.007
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Teachers College Library - Columbia University, on 27 Jun 2021 at 12:30:47, subject to the



T H E T O W N I N T H E F O U R T E E N T H C E N T U R Y 

The towns of the pre-Mongol period and after had no overall self-

government such as that given by statute to the city communes of the 

eleventh-sixteenth centuries and the German imperial cities in western 

Europe. There was however self-administration within the limits of 

the quarter (mahalla\ the householders of the quarter, gathering in the 

mosque, elected their mayor, discussed their business) and the guild 

or corporation—either merchant, craft, or religious. The corporations 

of the Sayyids and their elders—naqïb—in particular were very in

fluential; there were about 1,400 Sayyids in the Shirâz corporation.1 

The influence of the Sufi-dervish shaikhs was also enormous. At the 

beginning of the thirties of the thirteenth century the majority of the 

population in Balkh were murids of Shaikh Bahâ' al-Dïn Valad, the 

father of Jalàl al-Din Rûmï.2 A century later the inhabitants of Ardabil 

were thought to be mostly murids of Shaikh Safi al-Dïn Ishâq, the 

ancestor of the Safavid dynasty.3 In the towns the power of the local 

feudal landowner, known generally under the title of malik, was inter

woven with the power of the khan's vicegerent (Mongol basqaq, 

Persian shahnd) who controlled the activities of the malik, collected 

taxes and was endowed with military might.4 

The town nobility as previously had great influence in the towns 

forming a kind of patriciate. These were landowners or feudalists of 

the surrounding area who before the Saljuq conquest had lived in their 

castles, but who now lived more often in the towns than upon their 

estates. The characteristic peculiarity of this nobility was its close 

connexion with the great commercial companies and with big whole

sale and transit trade. They invested a part of their income in the 

companies of the great wholesale merchants, called usually urtaq 

(Turkish ortaq—"partner in a share", investor), "the Emperor's own 

merchants " (tujjâr-i khdss), or " trustworthy merchants " {tujjâr֊i amïn), 

who returned the feudal lords their share of the profit in goods, mostly 

textiles. Thus the above-mentioned vizier, the historian Rashid al-Din, 

himself a great feudal landowner,5 invested a major part of his fortune, 

32,500,000 dinars out of 35,000,000, in a large wholesale undertaking ; 

"the greater part of the money I gave to trustworthy merchants 

{tujjâr֊iamïny\ writes Rashid al-Din in his will, " and they conduct their 

trade with this money, and I have written down their names in my 

1 Ibn Battûta, vol. n, p. 78. 2 Aflâkï, trans. Huart, pp. 7-9, 15. 
3 Nu^hat al-qulub^ p. 81. 
4 For more on the inner structure of the towns and corporations see A . K. S. Lambton, 

Islamic Society in Persia. 6 See below, pp. 521-2. 
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account b o o k " . 1 In his letters Rashid al-Din gives huge lists of goods, 

mostly textiles, and partly leather and fur goods, e tc , which he had 

received from the merchants.2 Such a rapprochement of some groups 

of feudalists with the large-scale merchants is a phenomenon typical of 

medieval Iran, as also of other lands of the Near and Middle East. 

Thus in contrast to Western Europe from the eleventh to the fifteenth 

centuries the merchants did not oppose the great feudal landowners, 

but made common cause with them against the craftsmen, the lower 

classes of the towns and the local peasantry.3 

The town authorities—refis (mayor), qddi (the religious judge and 

head of the religious estate in the area), khatib (the imam of the mosque 

meeting), muhtasib (the censor of morals supervising bazaars, social 

life, and morals of the citizens), and others—came from the local 

patriciate. Often they inherited their positions. As did the family of 

the Qâdiyàn in Shiraz, the Mustaufiyân in Qazvin 4 and the Juvainïyàn 

in Khurasan.5 The writer of these lines analysed the information given 

by Hamd Allah Qazvini concerning the aristocratic families of his 

native town of Qazvin in order to give an idea of the nature of the 

urban nobility of his time.6 It appears that despite the fact that on 

7 Sha'ban 717/7 October 1220 the Mongols had carried out a "whole

sale massacre",7 many of the local noble families survived or were 

spared. O f the 28 families mentioned by the author 25 had settled in 

Qazvin long before the Mongol conquest,8 and only three (one of 

Mongol, one of Turkish, and one of Persian origin) again distinguished 

themselves in the service of the Mongol Il-Khàns. These families 

possessed estates in the district of Qazvin and carried out state and 

religious duties.9 

1 Mukâtibât-i Rashïdt, p. 238 (no. 36). 2 Ibid. pp. 183-93 (no. 34), 282-9 (no. 47). 
8 See Barthold, K istorii krestyanskikh dvi^heniy v Persii, pp. 61-2. 
4 The hereditary heads of the financial administration of the district. From this family 

came the historian and geographer Hamd Allah Mustaufî Qazvïnï (approx. 12 80-1350). 
5 From these came the sâhib-dïvân Shams al-Din Muhammad Juvaini and his brother 

'Alà' al-Dïn 'Atà-Malik Juvaini. 
6 Tarikh-igu^Jda, Persian text, pp. 842-91 abridged English translation, pp. 233-6. More 

detail in I. Petrushevsky, Gorodskaya %naf v go sudorstve Hulaguidov, pp. 88-96. 
7 Dramatically described by Hamd Allah Qazvïnï in his Zafar-nâma; see text in E. G. 

Browne, LHP, vol. in , pp. 96-8, 
8 Amongst this ancient aristocracy outstanding were the Zàkânïyân, from whom 

stemmed the poet 'Ubaid-i Zàkânï (died 1371) and the Ghafiarïyân, from whom sprang 
the ShàfTite theologian Najm al-Dïn 'Abd al-Ghafiar (died 1267), and the theologian of 
the sixteenth-century, Ahmad Ghaffàrï. 

9 Sadr al-Dïn Khàlidï was the grand vizier under Geikhatu; for more than sixty 
years, from 651 = 1253/4, the maliks of Qazvin were by inheritance of the Iftikhârïyàn 
family. 
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Noble families owned large estates with servants and slaves, sub

urban gardens, and sometimes whole quarters, in the towns. The enor

mous quarter or rather suburb rebuilt by Rashid al-Din in Tabriz, 

belonging to him by right of unconditional ownership {mulk), is 

described not without boasting in his letter to his son Sacd al-Din, 

the governor of Qinnisrin and 'Awasim. 1 In this quarter (Rub'-i 

Rashidi) he claims that there were 30,000 homes ( = families),2 24 cara-

vansarais, 1,500 shops, bath-houses, gardens, mills, workshops for 

weaving {sha'r-bdfi) and papermaking {kdghadh-sd^i), a dye-works 

{rangra^-khdna), a mint {ddr al-darb), etc. Rashid al-Din brought 

tradesmen {sanai va muhtarafd) from a variety of towns to his suburb, 

and asked his son to send 50 wool-weavers {suf-bdfdn) from Antioch 

and Cilicia, and 20 from Cyprus. Four-hundred theologians and lawyers 

were settled here in the " quarter of the learned" {kucha-ji culamd՝), 

and there were 1,000 students {tdlib֊i Him)? Fifty of the best doctors of 

Syria, Egypt, India, and China (oculists, surgeons, bonesetters) worked 

in the hospital {ddr al-shifd), and so on. In Hamadan Rashid al-Din had 

his own quarter with 1,500 houses. Nobles, mosques, theological 

academies or madrasas, and religious bodies owned by right of mulk 

or vaqf caravansarais, bazaars, and shops, which they leased for rent and 

from which they derived income. 

In medieval Iran there were four fundamental centres of social life 

in a town: the shahristdn and the quarters of the patriciate; the madrasas, 

the khdnqdhs of the dervishes, and other religious institutions together 

with religious corporations and dervish brotherhoods; the bazaar 

centre (Persian chdrsu, Arabic murabbaca), together with the caravansarais, 

big merchants, and wholesale trade; and the quarters of the craftsmen, 

and their corporations (Arabic sinf, plural asndf), the lesser bazaars 

with their petty retail trade. Wares were sold by craftsmen in the 

workshops, the latter also serving as shops {dukkdn in Arabic). Most 

often but not always craftsmen of one and the same trade lived in the 

same quarter; in every town there were quarters occupied by silk-

weavers, cotton-carders, shoemakers, saddlemakers, dyers, potters, etc. 

The sources are meagre concerning the craftsmens' corporations.4 

Ibn Battuta mentions them, saying that the Isfahan craftsmen elected 

1 Mukdtibdt-i Rashidi, pp. 315-27 (no. 51). 
2 Ibid. p. 318: AJU. jlj^A ^ « , ; " th ir ty" is perhaps a mistake for A*« " three" . 
8 Ibid. pp. 318-20; apart from the 1,000 students mentioned there were another 6,000 

supported by Rashid al-Din who studied in Tabriz itself. 
4 Concerning the corporations see A . K. S. Lambton, Islamic Society in Persia, pp. 17 ff. 
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elders from amongst themselves (al-ku/u, Persian kulu, kului).1 He also 

mentions guilds of craftsmen in Shiraz. In the sources rank is mentioned: 

ustdd "'master", khalifa "apprentice", 2 and shagird " p u p i l " , appren

tice. The craft guilds in the towns of Iran were much weaker than 

the guilds of western Europe. They could not obtain a corporative 

monopoly nor could they fix the price of their products to their greatest 

satisfaction, as was the case in western Europe. A connexion is trace

able between the craft guilds and the dervish brotherhoods.3 In 

literature there is more than one mention of the connexion between 

the corporations and the movement of the futmvwa—the unions of the 

akhis.4 The akhis are also mentioned in the towns of the fourteenth 

century,5 but there is no information concerning a connexion between 

them and the guilds. There were also corporations of declasse indigent 

elements Najjardnf and guilds of beggars (sdsdniydn or sdsiydn)? 

Corporate craftsmen were freemen although they had to give part of 

their produce to the treasury or to the local landowner, and take part 

without recompense in the construction of public buildings and in the 

decoration of the city for festivals organized by the authorities. But 

there were also unfree craftsmen working in the towns of Iran and 

Central Asia under the Mongols. At the time of the Mongol invasion 

many craftsmen were turned into slaves; some of them (for example 

1 Ibn Battiita, vol. n, p. 45. 
2 Ethnological investigation of Central Asian craft guilds show that there were thought 

to be two ranks in the corporations—apprentice (shagird) and master {ustdd); khalifa 
was the title of a person who had qualified as a master but who did not have the means 
to start his own dukkan and who worked for another craftsman. When a khalifa was able 
to start his own workshop he required no new initiation. The initiation of a master 
necessitated a threefold act: the reading of the first sura of the Qur'an, the tying on 
of a belt (kamarhandi), and a ritual feast, called arvdh-i pir. See, for example, E. M. 
Peshchereva, Goncharnoe proi^yodstvo v Srednei A^ii (Moscow, 1959), pp. 313-72. The 
Persian guilds are first mentioned in the Georgian hagiographic source of the sixth century 
—The Life of St Eustaphius of Mtskheta. 

3 Aflaki, translated by Huart, p. 117, says that during the lifetime of Jalal al-Dln Ruml 
the greater part of the dervishes of the Maulavi order consisted of craftsmen and poor 
people; the life of SafI al-DIn also mentions many murid craftsmen of the Shaikh Safi 
al-DIn (Sof vat al-safd, passim). 

4 Ibn Battuta, vol. 11, pp. 260-5. 
5 Sof vat al-safd, ff. 54^, 142^, 155 163^, 332^, 353#> 484^, 497^, 497a, etc. 
6 A . K. S. Lambton, op. cit. pp. 117 f., and for the Akhavi and the Futuwwa VI. 

Gordlevsky, Gosudarstvo SePd^hukov Maloi A%ii։ pp. 103-106; see also the bibliography of 
the subject in the latter work. 

7 Legend connected the creation of a guild of beggars with the descendants of the 
Sassanids (see the Burhdn-iQdti1 under oL*A<* Sasan). Regarding the Saslyan and their secret 
language or argot see the qasida of Abu Dulaf (tenth century; Tha'alibi, Yatimat al-Dahr, 
Damascus, 1304, vol. 111, pp. 179-94) and the manuscript of the fourteenth century in 
the Kitdb-i Sdsiydn. 
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the silkweavers of Herat) were taken to Mongolia, some remained in 

Iran and worked in special large workshops (kdr-khdna) belonging to 

the treasury, or the Il-Khanid family, and so on. Rashid al-Dln mentions 

kar-khanas in Khabushan, Nishapur, Tus, Isfara'in, Tabriz; 1 Vassaf 

speaks of kar-khanas and craftsmen belonging to individual Chingizids in 

Bukhara and Samarqand;2 whilst Saifi mentions a kar-khana in Herat.3 

It is evident from a decree of Ghazan that craftsmen working in such 

large workshops—saddlers, tanners, armourers, etc.—were slaves 

(asiran), and received no wages in money. Payment was in kind, but 

most of this payment was stolen by officials running the workshops. 

The whole product of the enslaved craftsmen went to the Divan. Since 

such labour was not very productive, Ghazan put the craftsmen on a 

fixed tax, after paying which the slaves could work for themselves.4 

A general phenomenon of the Iranian economy during the Il-Khan 

period was the decline of commodity economy (which remained in 

the areas near the main caravan routes and the large towns) and the 

growth of natural economy. Taxes from agricultural districts were 

mostly paid in kind—primarily in grain.5 And although the geo

graphical work of Hamd Allah Qazvini shows taxes in money, it is 

evident from a list of taxes from Khuzistan quoted by Rashid al-Din in 

a letter to his son Shihab al-Din, ruler of Khuzistan, that the basic tax— 

the land tax—was paid in kind, in the form of grain and as a share of 

the crop.6 The wages (mavajib) and pensions (marsumdt) of the military 

caste, theologians, shaikhs and others were mostly paid in kind—in 

the form of wheat, barley, rice, cattle, etc.7 In one of his letters Rashid 

al-Din gives a list of fruits which his estates were to supply him with 

for the winter. The estates, lying in different parts of the country, had 

to send 50,000 mans of grapes, 62,000 mans of pomegranates, 37,000 

mans of apples, 5,900 mans of raisins, 4,500 mans of fine raisins (kishmish), 

9,000 mans of pears, 7,000 mans of quince, 100,000 mans of dates, 

200,000 oranges, 20,000 lemons and other fruits and fruit-juices.8 The 

fact that Rashid al-Din did not buy this mass of fruit on the spot at his 

1 Jam? al-tawdrikh, ed. Alizade, pp. 30, 179, 414. 
2 Vassaf, pp. 67, 68; see ibid. p. 51, concerning the dependants (craftsmen ?) of the 

Chingizids in Bukhara; analysis of text in I. Petrushevsky, 1% istorii Bukbari' v XIII v., 
pp. 114-17. 8 Saifi, p. 285. 

4 Jdmi( al-tawdrikh, ed. Alizade, pp. 542-5. 
5 J ami1 al-tawdrikh y ed. Alizade, pp. 474-5; Mukdtibdt-i Rashldl, pp. 122-3 (no. 22); 

cf. ibid. p. 121: "with the stipulation that they be paid in kind." 
6 Ibid. 7 Ibid. pp. 252-6 (no. 41), 265-72 ( n o - 45)· 
8 Ibid. pp. 198-206 (no. 34). 
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winter residence in Tabriz, but brought it from distant regions, shows 

that the historian-minister extracted feudal rent from his estates 

primarily in kind. 

F E U D A L R E L A T I O N S H I P S . T H E C A T E G O R I E S 

OF L A N D O W N E R S HIP 

The Mongol conquest had a great and in general evil influence on the 

economic development of Iran; it had much less influence on the social 

structure of the country. The most typical features of specifically 

Iranian feudalism antedating the conquest survived it also. Such were 

the outstanding importance of irrigation ; the coexistence of settled 

agriculture and nomadic and semi-nomadic cattle-breeding ; the absence 

of demesne and corvée in the villages; the combination of large-scale 

feudal landownership with small-scale peasant tenants ; the predomin

ance of product rent (money and labour rent had only secondary 

importance) ; the growth of the military fief system ; the close con

nexion between the big merchants and the caravan trade and a group 

of feudal lords, and even their coalescence ; the absence of self-

governing towns, so typical of western Europe in the Middle Ages; 

and the widespread use of slave labour in the crafts and agriculture 

(irrigation and market gardening) alongside the exploitation of the 

labour of dependent peasants. Rashid al-Din employed 1,000 (500 men 

and 500 women) and 200 (100 men and 100 women) enslaved prisoners 

{astrati va ghulàmàrì) respectively in the great gardens Fathabad and 

Rashìdàbàd near Tabriz—Georgians, negroes, Abyssinians, Greeks 

and Kurds ( ?), who " showed zeal in the planting of the vine and of 

fruit trees, in the digging of channels underground (qanavdt) and on 

the surface (anhdr), in the watering and gathering of fruit". 1 

The governing class of feudal lords consisted of four main groups : 

(1) the military aristocracy of the nomad tribes—Mongol, Turkish, 

Kurd, etc. ; (2) the settled local provincial nobility, not connected by 

service with the central government ; (3) the civil service ; (4) the Muslim 

religious caste, more exactly the theologians. The last three groups were 

primarily composed of Iranians. These feudal groups, who struggled 

with one another to control the State, expressed two parallel political 

tendencies in Iranian society—that of feudal disintegration together 

with a system of military fiefs, and that of a centralized feudal state 

1 Mukatibdt-i Rasbtdi, p. 53 (no. 17); cf. ibid. pp. 194-5 (no. 34), 236 (no. 36). 
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together with a ramifying bureaucratic apparatus. Opposed to this class-

of exploiters was the principal exploited class—the settled peasantry. 

The nomads were also exploited by their nomad feudal lords, but on 

a much smaller scale. The nomad feudalists exploited not only the 

nomads subject to them, but also the settled peasants who dwelt on 

their fiefs. Along with the class division there existed that of estates:1 

"people of the sword" (ah l-i sham shir—the first two groups mentioned), 

"people of the p e n " (ahl֊i qalam—the last two groups of feudalists 

mentioned), and the taxable estate or the ra'iyyat (Arabic ra'dyd, plural of 

ra'iyyat, literally " h e r d " or "f lock")—the peasants and townspeople. 

This latter division of the population, not reflected in Muslim law, 

was evidently a survival from the Sassanian period, when society was 

divided into soldiers, priests, clerks, and the taxable people, composed 

of peasants, craftsmen and merchants. 

The old categories of feudal landownership long recognized by 

Muslim law (to be more explicit, conditional and unconditional 

ownership of land and water, i.e. irrigation works) continued to exist 

under the Il-Khans: (i) State lands (Arabo-Persian arddi-yi divdni); (2) 

the private demesne of the Il-Khan and the members of his family 

(Arabic khdssa, Mong. synonym inju); (3) the lands of the religious and 

charitable institutions {arddi-yi vaqfi); (4) the lands of private persons 

belonging to them by unconditional right, Arabic mulk, milk, Arabo-

Persian arddi-yi mdliki, arbdbi), corresponding to the western European 

allodium. 

A peculiarity of State ownership of land was that the State 

itself exploited its tenants—the village communes (jamdcat~i dih)—by 

means of finance officials ('ummdl). In this case the notions of rent and 

tax coincided, and the rents or taxes (the land-tax, etc.), paid in cash 

and kind to the State by the tenants, were then distributed amongst the 

military caste as wages, pensions, subsidies, gifts, etc. The abundance 

of state-owned lands was a characteristic of Asiatic feudalism. In the 

time of the caliphate such land was absolutely predominant in Arab 

'Iraq, in Egypt, and possibly in certain areas of Iran, but by no means in 

all. In Fars for example privately-owned lands {mulk) prevailed until the 

tenth century.2 After the Mongol conquest the area of the Divan 

lands greatly increased at first as a result of confiscations or the exter-

1 By class is understood union on the basis of attitude towards production and by-
estate union on a legal basis. 

2 Ibn al-Balkhl, Fdrs-Nama, pp. 171-2; cf. Istakhri, p. 158. 
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mination of the previous owners. But afterwards under the Il-Khâns 

the greater part of these lands were converted into private property, un

conditionally (mulk) or conditionally (/^Af*),1 by means of payment, sale,2 

or seizure. 

If the income of the Divân lands was spent on the upkeep of the State 

apparatus and the army, the income from khâssa properties (injü) was 

spent on the upkeep of the Il-Khân, of his legal wives (khatun), of his 

sons, and of their residences (ordu). These lands were under the control of 

a special ministry—the divdn-i injü. Often injü and state-owned lands were 

leased.3 Lands belonging to the ruling house (injü) were distinguished 

from lands belonging to the Il-Khan himself (ınjü-ji khdşş^ mulk֊i 

pâdşhâh)* Rent coincided with tax in these lands also. By the term injü 

was understood not only the land, but also the people living on the 

land, both peasants and landowners, who were personally dependent 

on the Il-Khan, his wives or sons, on the basis of commendation 

(Arabic iltijd) and patronage (Arabic iljd, himdyaf)? 

The injü land fund was composed of lands confiscated from the 

Iranian nobility after the Mongol conquest and of lands granted to 

members of the Il-Khanid family by the previous owners.6 This fund 

was extremely large. The lands of Ghazan himself amounted to 20,000 

fadddns (plough-strips),7 that is to 120,000-140,000 hectares of irrigated 

land. The injü land of Fars district was leased for four years in 682/ 

1292-3 for the sum of 10,000,000 dinars, i.e. for 2,500,000 dinars a 

year. If we consider that State taxes from Fars (from divân and mulk 

land) were 2,871,200 dinars,8 we can conclude that the injü lands of 

Fars gave a slightly smaller income than all the remaining lands. 

According to the Risd/a-ji Fa/akiyya, the overall income from the lands 

of the khâşşa (injü) amounted to 12,434,220i dinars per annum.9 

A certain kind of land mentioned in the sources was called khdlişdt 

(" clean lands " , i.e. those free of taxes payable to the divân). Nowadays 

in Iran the term signifies precisely lands belonging to the Divân or the 

State. But in the period under consideration, as is obvious from the 

1 See for more about this A . A . Alizade, ZemeVnaya Politika Ilkbânov, pp. 5-23. 
2 Thus under Arghun, the governor of Rüm, Fakhr al-DIn Ahmad Arküşhî sold State 

land (amlâk-i divâni) to men of standing (arbâb-i mandşib), and most of the land in Rüm 
became thereby mulk (Ta'rikh-i Gu^Jda, p. 485). 

3 Vaşşâf, pp. 231, 268, 317, 336, 404, etc. 
4 See A . A . Alizade K voprosu ob institute inju, p. 98. 
5 See Quatremere, Histoire des Mongols de la Perse, pp. 130-2, n. 12; Alizade, op. cit. 

pp. 95-108 
6 J ami' al-tawarikh, ed. Alizade, p. 479. 7 Vaşşâf, p. 349. 
8 Ibid. p. 268. 9 See above p. 499. 
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explanations of Vaşşâf and Raşhld al-Din,1 this name was given to 

ruined and deserted land (khardb u bd'ir) which was leased to landowner 

tenants {tarn pi. tunnd* in both authors) under a decree of Ghazan,2 on 

condition that it was restored and occupied again, and that part of the 

kharâj was paid in the form of a share of the crop (muqdsamd). Conditions 

of ownership were favourable to the tenants. These lands formed a 

separate part of the ruler's lands (khdşşa-ji pddşhdhı) under the 

administration of a special dîvân-i khdlisdt which made contracts with 

landowner tenants. 

The character of the vaqj as an institution, and therefore of vaqf 

landowning also, suffered no change under the Il-Khans. Inasmuch as 

the expenditure of vaqf income was limited by conditions laid down by 

legators, vaqf land may be regarded as a conditional form of feudal 

landowning. The income of owners of vaqf land did not only come from 

the exploitation of land and peasants, but also from canals, bazaars, 

shops, bathhouses, mills and other items of income which were leased 

for a money rent (Arabic i/'dra). Owners of vaqf land paid nothing to the 

Divân, since they had tax immunity. The vaqf constituted the main 

source of income for dervish shaikhs and theologians. A whole body 

of religious persons and their servants lived on the income of each 

large vaqf, receiving from its curator {mutavallî) pensions (marsümdt) 

partly in money but mainly in kind (bread or grain, rice, meat, soap, 

cloths, etc.), as is shown by the list of expenditure of the vaqf set up by 

Ghazan in Baghdad.3 After the Mongol conquest many vaqf estates 

were seized by the " despoilers " (Arabic mutaghallibd)—the Mongols. 

But under the Muslim Il-Khâns vaqf landownership expanded and 

formed a large part of the land fund. 

By mulk, milk, or arbdbl is meant a feudal institution completely 

analogous to the western European allodium: the full ownership by the 

landowner (malik) of land and water (channel or kdri^), unconditional 

and without obligation of service to the State, free to be sold and 

bequeathed. Mulk or milk denoted small-scale peasant landownership 

as well, providing the land did not belong to the commune. Mulk land 

as a rule paid land tax to the divân but mostly paid a tenth (Arabic 

'ushr, Persian dah-jak) and not the kharâj. It is evident from the corre

spondence of Raşhid al-Din that the arbabi regions of Isfahan and 

1 Vaşşaf, pp. 349, 389, 445; J dm i6 al-tawdrikh, ed. Alizade, pp. 5 5 6-9. 
2 Ibid. pp. 559-63. 
3 Mukâtibât-i Raşhldî, pp. 34-40 (no. 14). 
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Khûzistân were obliged to pay a tenth part of the harvest Çuşhf) in kind 

{bi-jins).1 But there were also " f r e e " mulks (mulk-i hum) with fiscal 

immunity.2 

Military fiefs were formally accounted a part of the State lands— 

iqtac. But in fact they were a form of conditional private property, 

equivalent to the Western fiefs, with fiscal immunity and the transfer 

to the fief-holder (Arabic muqta\ Arabo-Persian iqta'-dar) of the right 

to collect the taxes for himself. Thus tax was the same as rent on these 

lands and the land tax and other taxes benefited the iqtâ'-dâr. The feudal 

institution of the iqtac had evolved from the tenth century, from the 

time of the Umayyads, up to the time of the Saljuqs. It changed from a 

peculiar kind of free benefice (a grant by the State to a member of the 

military caste of the right to collect for himself the kharâj, the cuşhr, the 

jizya from a certain fixed territory great or small for the period of service 

or for life; in which case the taxes became rent) into a military fief or 

grant of land with the people on it, which was already usually heredi

tary in the tenth century.3 Under the Saljuqs the hereditary iqtac had 

become the general rule, but this practice apparently only became 

established in law under Ghazan. From the time of the Saljuqs the 

iqta' became the specific form of domination by the Turkish, and, from 

the thirteenth century, by the Mongol-Turkish nomad military aristo

cracy, of the Iranian farmers settled on the iqta' lands.4 

Under the Saljuqs iqta' land was very common in Iran.5 Under the 

first six Il-Khans also iqtâc land was granted to the military,6 but not to 

all soldiers, the grants being mainly to the higher ranks. The mass of 

ranker soldiers, mostly nomads, received only wages in kind (grain), 

and some money under the name of jâmagu Under Ghazan iqta* fiefs 

were given to all Mongols who were warriors of the general levy, and 

according to Raşhîd al-Dln whole regions became iqta' " i n every 

vilâyat". Hamd Allah Qazvinl locates iqta' land in Âzarbâljân, Arrân, 

1 Mukâtibât-i RaşMdz, pp. 33 (no. 13), 121-3 (no. 22). 
2 Naşir al-Din Tüsî, pp. 760-1. 
3 See CI. Cahen, Evolution de I'iqta' du IX au XIII siecle. 
4 Concerning the iqtâi and other categories of landownership in Iran under the Il-Khâns 

see: B. Spuler, Die Mongolen in Iran, 2nd ed. (Berlin, 1955), pp. 327-32; A . M. Belenitsky, 
" K voprosu o sotsial'nikh otnosheniyakh v Irane v Hulaguidskuyu epokhu", Sovetskoe 
Vostokovedenie, vol. v (1948), pp. 112-15; A . K. S. Lambton, Landlord and Peasant in Persia 
(London, 1953), pp. 53-104; A . A . Alizade, Sotsialno-ekonomicheskaya istoria A^erbaijana v 
XIII-X1V vv. (Baku, 1956), pp. 135-92; I. P. Petrushevsky, Zemledelie i agrarni'e otnosheniya v 
Irane XTII-XIV vv. (i960), pp. 233-83. 

5 Havandı, pp. 130-1. 
6 Juvaini, vol. 1, p. 23; transl. Boyle, vol. 1, p. 32. 
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Shirvan and Khurasan,1 which is completely explained by the fact that 

the main summer (jailaq) and winter (qi'shlaq) camps of the Mongol and 

Turkish tribes forming the backbone of the Il-Khanid army were there. 

Cultivated land with settled peasants near to nomad camps was given 

as iqta'. 

Ghazan's decree of the year 703/1303, dealing with the apportion

i n g of iqta' land amongst the Mongol levy, was formally an act of 

beneficence on the part of the Il-Khan, but was in fact made necessary 

by the pressing importunity of the army, about which Rashid al-Dln 

speaks. This explains the publication of this decree, which was in 

contradiction to the general centralizing policy of Ghazan and stimu

lated thereafter the growth of feudal distintegration. According to 

the decree, a certain fixed area was granted in fief to the amir of a 

thousand, i.e. to the leader of a branch of the Mongol tribe who 

provided the army with a thousand horsemen. The amir of a thousand 

divided this amongst the amirs of hundreds by sortition (casting lots 

with a whip). In the same way amirs of hundreds divided land amongst 

amirs of tens, and these did likewise amongst the rankers. All of the 

soldiers received a large portion by right of iqtac—a village or part of a 

village—and the amirs received correspondingly more. The ownership 

of iqtac was conditional upon doing military service; the iqtac could 

be taken back upon execution of poor service. In accordance with the 

decree iqtac lands were to be inherited, but not necessarily by the son, 

but by whomsoever of the family could best carry out military service. 

The sense of the decree indicates that taxes which were previously 

paid to the divan could now be collected as a right by the landowner 

himself (apart from a small tax of 50 mans of grain). Thus the possessor 

of iqta' land had fiscal immunity but not administrative immunity. 

The inspector of the divan of the army—bttikchi-yi 'arid—was re

quired every year to carry out an inspection of iqtac lands and to 

take back the fiefs of those who had failed to do their military service 

or did not care to cultivate their land.2 The decree gives the rights of 

fief-holder in respect of peasants living on the iqtac lands.3 This decree 

firmly established the caste-hierarchical system of military fiefs. 

Jalayirid charters (of Sultan Uvais) granting iqta' to an amir of a 

tiimen? an amir of a thousand, and a lower rank, possibly an amir of a 

1 Nu^hat al-qulub, pp. 82, 92, 93, 147. 
2 ]dmii al-taivdrikh, ed. Alizade, pp. 508-17. 8 See below, pp. 522$. 

4 Military-administrative district capable of providing approximately 10,000 men. 
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hundred,1 have come down to us. In these decrees there is also talk of 

the granting of a whole district to the complete control {tasarruf) of a 

grantee. The terms jâmagî and iqtâ<՝ are here used as synonyms. Along 

with a clearly expressed fiscal immunity the iqta'-dar also received the 

right of administrative immunity, with a prohibition against officials 

of the Divân entering upon immune territory, set apart {mafru%) from 

the vilâyat and not subordinate to local authority.2 Thus we have here 

a further evolution of the iqtâc. 

Apart from the fiefs of the military nobility (Jqta6) there existed 

conditional grants of land and rent to members of the bureaucracy and 

the religious bodies. The grant for life of rent in kind (corn, barley, 

rice) or money was called ma'îşhat (Arabic literally " livelihood") and 

when granted into heredity {maurütB) or when it was "eternal" {abadı) 

it was called idrar (literally "pension"). Often such a grant was replaced 

by the grant of a village of the Divân, the income ( = amount of taxes) 

from which equalled the sum of the ma'Ishat or the idrar. This kind 

of grant was called the muqassa and was either for life {muqâşşa-yi ma՝-
c։shat) or for eternity {muqâşşa-yi idrar)? It is clearly evident from the 

charters of Sultân Uvais that the owner of muqassa lands not only had 

fiscal immunity but also administrative immunity. The latter is ex

pressed in the formula (which is met with in the charters of the fifteenth 

and sixteenth centuries): " Let them [the officials of the Divân] make brief 

and remove quills and feet"4(that is, let them not carry on correspond

ence nor trespass on immune land). 

Further development of the iqta* led to the soyurghal (Mong. literally 

"grant")—a military fief which appeared under the Jalayirids, was 

hereditary, and had fiscal and administrative immunity.5 After the 

middle of the fourteenth century the term soyurghal had replaced iqta. 

The latter term is encountered thereafter from time to time in narrative 

sources as an archaic and bookish expression ordinarily signifying 

soyurghal. The sources do not bear out the opinion expressed earlier 

that the soyurghal was introduced into Iran by Timur. 

Pasture lands can be distinguished as a special category of land. The 

nomads—Mongol, Turkish, Lur and Arab—utilized it for their summer 

1 Dastür al-kâtib, ff. 182 b-i 83 b. 2 Ibid. 
3 Ibid. ff. 221 b-22$b; for more about the idrar see also Naşir al-DIn Tüsî, p. 760; Juvaini, 

vol. 11, p. 277; Vaşşâf, p. 453; Mukâtibât-i Raşhîdz, pp. 255-6 (no. 41). 
4 Dastür al-kâtib, f. 22 b. 
5 See: V . Minorsky, A. Soyurghal of Qasim Aq-Qâyünlü\ A . M. Belenitsky, K istorii 

feodalnogo %emlevladeniya . . .; I. P. Petrushevsky, " K istorii instituta soyurgâia", Sovetskoe 
Vostokovedenie, vol. v i (1949), pp. 227-46. 
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camps in high mountainous regions and for their winter camps in 

the plains, with great distances between. Such pasture was normally 

designated by the terms yurt (Turkish) or 'alaj-khvdr (Arabo-Persian, 

literally "pasture"). 1 

The iqta', soyurghal, or yurt could encompass territory great or small 

and could include the land of landowners lower in rank (e.g. the iqta* 

land of an amir of a thousand contained the lands of ranks subordinate 

to him). Both this system and the confusion of the concepts of state-

owned land and the feudal estate which we find in the sources were in 

general typical of feudal societies with their hierarchic disintegrated 

form of property. 

As we have said, private ownership, both conditional (iqtdc) and 

unconditional (muik), greatly expanded at the expense of state-owner

ship under the last Il-Khans.2 A general feature of this process was the 

concentration of land in the hands of great landowners. There were 

various ways in which this occurred: the granting of land by the 

Il-Khans, law-suits (in respect of land the title-deeds of which had 

been lost),3 purchase (̂ ////fe-land), and often straightforward seizure by 

the strong. The term mutaghallib, meaning " seizer of land", is often 

met with in the documents of the period. Already under the first two 

Il-Khans the powerful Shams al-Dln Muhammad Juvaini, taking advan

tage of his position, bought land (wulk) worth 40,000,000 dinars. The 

greater part of the estates of Rashid al-Dln consisted of mulks which he 

bought in small pieces scattered about various regions. One supposes 

that this land was bought in separate lots from small landowners 

driven by ruin to sell their lands. The historian-minister also possessed 

deserted and neglected land (gaminhd-yi khardb u bd'ir), which he had 

taken on the basis of Ghazan's decree granting all such lands to those 

who would cultivate them.4 Lastly he derived income from vaqf lands 

of which he was the trustee (mutavalli). 

From Rashid al-Din's will it is evident that, beside those lands 

which he had given to his sons earlier, he intended to leave his sons 

and daughters, friends and trusted servants, 12,770 faddans (plough-

strips) of mulk ploughland, i.e. approx. 75-85,000 hectares of irrigated 

ploughland, and 39,000 date-palms in Arab "Iraq and the southern 

1 See Quatremere, Histoire des Mongols de la Perse, p. 137 n. 12: " T h e sultan ordered every 
tribe to be given an iqtdi and a 'alaf-khwdr" 

2 See Alizade, ZemeVnaya politika Wkhanov\ see reference to sources there as well. 
8 J ami* al-tawdrtkh, ed. Alizade, pp. 446-50. 
4 Mukdtibdt-i Raihtdi, pp. 14 (no. 6), 21 (no. 9), 22-3 (no. 10), 180-1 (no. 33). 
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regions of Iran. As well as this he bequeathed to them an enormous 

number of gardens (1,200 men and women were slaves in but two of 

them near Tabriz), vineyards, 30,000 horses, 250,000 rams, 10,000 

camels, and so on. Rashid al-Dln had elders of nomad tribes {ahsham) 

pasture his cattle and used to give his poultry and geese to depen

dent peasants {dahdqiri) to be fed.1 The Il-Khan Abu. Sa'id presented 

the Shlrazi qadl Majd al-Dln Fall with 1 0 0 settlements in the Fars 

valley ofjamkan. 2 

T H E P E A S A N T S U N D E R T H E I L - K H A N S 

As is well known, Moslem law did not recognize serfdom and a special 

category of serfs. It knew only of free Muslims, dhimmis {ahlal-dhimma); 

the heterodox, Christians, Jews, Zoroastrians—who were personally 

free but had limited civil rights; and finally the slave,3 in principal a 

heterodox prisoner or the descendant of a heterodox prisoner. The 

taxable estate {ra'aya)—peasants and townspeople—were formally 

regarded as personally free. De facto feudal dependence existed as a 

result of bondage to the soil, in virtue of which the State transferred 

populated land conditionally {iqta\ vaqf) or unconditionally {muik) to 

the military caste and to the faqih, together with the right to receive 

either wholly or in part the kharaj and other taxes, in which case tax 

became rent. Thus the relationship between the landowner and the 

peasant had the character not of personal but of territorial dependence. 

Nizam al-Mulk said that the muqta' had no rights over the person {tan) 

of the peasant, nor over the members of his family, nor over his plot 

of land, nor over his household; he had only the right to collect the 

rent.4 Such was the formal legal position of the peasant. Things were 

of course different in practice. A s early as the twelfth century the 

owners of iqtac land exercised legal and police powers over their 

peasants. The confusion of administrative and State functions with the 

rights of the landowner was a feature typical of both Western and 

Eastern feudalism. 

1 Mukatibat-i Rashidi, pp. 224-40 (no. 36), 194-5 (no. 34), 53 (no. 17). See for more 
detail I. Petrushevsky, Feodalnoe khozyaystvo Rashid ad-dina. 

2 Ibn Battuta, vol. 11, p. 61. 
8 In the period under consideration the words for slave were usually gbu/dm, aslr and 

barda. The terms labd (Arabic) and banda (Persian) on the other hand were most often used 
in a different sense—"slave o f G o d " , or "humble servant". In the sources slaves are 
never confused with feudal bondsmen—the ra^iyyat. 

4 Siydsat-Ndma, ed. Schefer, p. 28; ed. Khalkhali. p. 22. 
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The self-government practised from ancient times by the village 

communes in Iran limited to an extent the arbitrary powers of the 

landowners and the financial officials in State lands. However, this 

communal self-government had begun to decay long before the Mongol 

conquest as a result of the inner stratification of the village commune 

already noticeable under the last Sassanians—the small landowners, the 

diqhâns, were then distinguished from the commune—and also as a 

result of the arbitrary practices of the financial officials and, after the 

Saljuq period, of the possessors of military fiefs. The village commune is 

rarely mentioned in the sources of the Mongol period and is usually 

called jamâ'at-i dïh> jamaat-i qurây or jamâ'at-i ahâlï֊yi dïhhâ.1 However 

we did not chance upon any material descriptive of life in the commune 

in the sources, although we are told here and there of conflicts and law

suits between commune and landowner. We completely failed to find 

any mention of the periodic redistribution of land or about communal 

crop-rotation; it is evident that both had disappeared about the begin

ning of this period. The impression is created that the village commune 

was in a state of decline under the Mongols. 

Before the thirteenth century we have no information that the feudal 

dependence of the peasants had taken the form of serfdom, with pro

hibition of travel. The binding of the peasants to the soil occurs 

apparently only after the Mongol conquest.2 It was provoked primarily 

by the general economic decline of the country and by the catastrophic 

curtailment in the number of its inhabitants with the concomitant lack 

of workers and taxpayers on the land. There was now too much un

cultivated and empty land and too few hands. In addition the fiscal 

policy of the conquerors and unbridled lawlessness on their part drove 

the peasants to mass flight.3 For these reasons the State and the feudal 

classes had a stake in prohibiting the right of movement of peasants and 

their forced return if they should flee. On the other hand the "Great 

Yasa" of Chingiz-Khan looked upon the dependence of the low-ranking 

Mongol warrior on his lord as a personal dependence. The Mongol 

warrior (qaraçhu) was considered a serf and was attached, but of course 

not to the soil, for this would not make sense amongst nomads, but to 

1 See Safwat al-safâ, ff. 184^, 192^-192^, 1960, 3250, 4690, 474^; Mukâtibât-i Rashïdï, 
p. 236 (no. 36); Dastûr al-kâtib, f. 51^. 

2 For more detail see I. Petrushevsky, Zemledelie . , pp. 324-39; references to sources 
and also literature on the question. 

8 See Jâmi' al-tawârikh, ed. Alizade, pp. 458-9, 514; Mukàtibat-i Kashidt^ pp. 12 (no. 5), 
146 (no. 27); Saifï, p. 464; Hâfiz-i Abrû, Dhail-i ]âmic al-tawârïkb։ p. 20; Dastûr al-kàtib^ 
ff. 119^ i2o#, iGja-iSjb, 177b, 1830, 198^-198^, 200*2, 229*. 
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the person of his hereditary lord, the nomad aristocrat. The Mongol 

conquerors attempted to extend this notion to include the Iranian 

ra'iyyat. The Yasa prohibited movement to another place under pain of 

death to "any man from a thousand, hundred, or ten", and forbade the 

concealing of fugitives.1 And although this law only applied to soldiers 

of the Mongol levy at first, it produced the feudal attachment of the 

ra'iyyat, in so far as the Yasa was extended to them2 and in so far as the 

basis of the Yasa was the principle of universal attachment to the service 

of the State. The Armenian historian Grigor of Akner relates how 

tax-payers who had run away from the place of their registration were 

captured, bound and whipped without mercy.3 The Mongol view of the 

peasants as the personal property of the lord is recorded in a decree of 

Ghazan, in which it is clear that the fief-holders are speaking of their 

peasants: "They are given to us in the iqta', they are our slaves."4 This 

is a confusion of slaves with the ra'iyyat, previously impossible and 

inadmissible in Muslim law. 

The decree of Ghazan concerning the military fiefs or iqtac confirms 

the previously existing attachment of peasants to the soil. Peasants who 

had fled from inhabited and deserted villages granted as iqta' were 

ordered to return to their former habitations, unless thirty years had 

elapsed from the time of their flight, or unless they were included in the 

tax lists (qdnuri) of other vilayats. All were forbidden to shelter fugitive 

ra'iyyat.5 Another decree of Ghazan prohibited the further movement 

of peasants settled upon land.6 Thus attachment to the soil had spread 

to all peasants. 

At the same time the decrees of Ghazan of the period after his con

version to Islam must be regarded as an attempt at judicial compromise 

between the Yasa of Chingiz-Khan and Muslim law. The right of 

movement of peasants was denied, but they were treated as free in law. 

It was emphasized that landowners should not move the peasants from 

village to village arbitrarily and they were forbidden to call them 

slaves. The peasants were not attached to the landowner but to the 

place of registration, to the tax list of a given area. This tendency to 

compromise between the Mongol Yasa and Muslim law is characteristic 

of the whole of Ghazan's domestic policy. Of course the formal freedom 

of peasants was pure fiction in their actual situation without rights. 

1 Juvaini, vol. i, p. 24; trans. Boyle, vol. 1, p. 32. 2 Ibid, p. 25. 
3 Grigor of Akner, ed. Blake and Frye, pp. 324-5. 
4 J ami1 al-tawdrtkh, ed. Alizade, p. 514. 
5 Ibid, 6 Ibid. ed. Alizade, vol. in, p. 562. 
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The attachment of peasants to the soil was also in existence under the 

Jalayirid sultans. Frequent orders for the search for peasants and their 

return to their former homes can be found in the documents collected 

in the Das fur al-kdtib.1 One document mentions the return of fugitive 

ra'iyyat of the Hamadan vilayat.2 The reasons for flight given in these 

documents were the heaviness of the taxes, the arbitrary and illegal 

exactions of the local authorities, and sometimes the devastation of an 

area. 

Quit-rent {mu^ara^d) was the basic form of exploitation of the peasants 

in Iran both before and after the Mongol invasion. Peasants regarded 

as free in law depended on the landlord as tenants or subtenants, and 

in most cases hereditary tenants. The rent they paid was mostly feudal 

rent, a share of the crop, or in regions near to towns and there only, 

rent half in kind and half in money. The predominance of quit-rent was 

due to the fact that the landowners' own demesne was by and large 

absent from the economy. It is at least true that landlords did not 

possess, as a rule, their own grain-producing properties. Thus the 

peasants did not do the corvee. In so far as landowners still worked their 

own estates (gardens and virgin land—bdqi\ they employed slave 

prisoners and not peasants.3 

The five part division of the harvest between the landlord and the 

farmer (one part for the land, irrigation, draught animals, seed, and 

workmen) which exists at the present day is not mentioned in the 

medieval sources. Then also the share of the landowner (in other 

words, the feudal rent) varied according to local conditions and 

depended for its size on whether the tenant received from his land

lord land only, or oxen, seed, and the benefits of his irrigation as well. 

The share of the landlord was designated by the term hissa-ji mdliki, 

bahra-yi mdlikdna^ 

In general there was not a clear distinction between this rent and 

taxes. Both were either paid wholly to the State, as was the case on the 

land of the Divan where tax and rent were one; or to the Il-Khan and 

his family, if the land was injii land; or wholly to the landlord on 

vaqfi, iqta', muqassa, and mulk~i hurr territory; or lastly income from 

1 See above p. 523, n. 2; see especially Dastur al-kdtibľ,  f. 2290 (three documents). 
2 Ibid, the first document. 
8 Mukdtibdi-i Rashldz, pp. 53 (no. 17), 236 (no. 36); J ami' al-tawdnkh, ed. Alizade, 

p. 513: " L e t virgin land be worked by their slaves oxen, teams of draught animals, and 
with their seed." 

4 Vassaf, p. 630; Dastur al-kdtib, f. 151b. 
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land would be divided between the State as tax and the landlord as 

rent in fixed proportion on mulk and khdlisdt land. What was this 

proportion ? We have but little information on this point. We see from 

the tax regulations of Khuzistan that the Divan took 60 per cent of 

the harvest on state-owned land and 10 per cent from arbabi or mulk 

land in kind.1 Assuming that the same amount was paid by the tenant 

on the latter land as on the former, we may conjecture that the land

owner derived 50 per cent after the State's 10 per cent (dah-jak) had 

been paid to the divan, and that the peasant kept 40 per cent of his 

crop. We can suppose that the same applies to the Isfahan vilayat where 

the divan took 10 per cent.2 On khalisat land in Arab Iraq however the 

tenant {tdni) had one-third of the crop, one-third was paid to the divan, 

and the subtenant farmer (bar^gar) kept one-third for himself.3 

Money rent existed in suburban regions near to large towns (money 

rent on land—ijdra); auxiliary forms of rent were the labour rent and 

rent in kind. Labour rent signified the forced labour of the ra'iyyat on 

behalf of the State or their landlords and consisted of irrigation work 

such as the digging of channels and kariz and their periodic cleansing,4 

building work such as the construction of houses, palaces, fortress 

walls, etc.,5 and the clearing of woodland for the plough in the lands 

near the Caspian.6 The words used for this labour rent were bigdr, 

shigdr, and hashar. 

The terms akkdr, mu%ari\ and bar^gar meaning "farmer, sower", 

as the sources show, took on the sense of quit-rent tenant. The econo

mic unit was juft-i gdvy literally a "team of oxen" (synonyms were 

fadddn, ^aujy and pdgdv). This term had a twofold technical sense: (1) a 

team of oxen together with light or heavy plough and ploughmen, the 

team often consisting of several pairs of beasts and sometimes as many 

as twelve; (2) a strip of land for ploughing which could be worked by 

one team in one season. The size of the juft or faddan varied in different 

1 Mukatibdt-i Rashzdt, pp. 121-3 (no. 22). 
2 Ibid. pp. 33-4 (no. 13). ^ 

3 Nu^hat al-qulub, p. 31; instead of ^ U and <l5j j> as in the edition of le Strange, 

should be and 
4 Mukdtibdt-i Rasbid, pp. 244—45 (no. 38; Rashldl gathered together 20,000 raiyat 

from Jazireh, Rum, and Armenia in order to dig a canal), 246—7 (no. 39); compare Rashahat 
'ayn al-haydt, p. 227 (3,000 peasants from the estates of Khwaja Ahrar sent to clean 
channels). 

5 J ami*1 al-tawdrtkh, ed. Alizade, p. 558; Kirakos transl. Brosset, p. 193; Saifi, pp. 440, 
444, 739-472; cf. Juvaini, vol. 1, p. 20. 

6 £ahir al-DIn Mar'ashl, p. 413. 
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regions but an average would possibly be 6-7 hectares.1 The juft 

normally included several peasant farms and served as the unit of 

taxation of the peasants.2 It was a unit for fixing the returns—the inju 

estates of Ghazan in Fars were leased at 61 dinars and 4 dangs per 

annum from each faddan3 and also as the unit for the distribution of 

compulsory labour amongst the peasants.4 

The official acts rarely touch upon the condition of the peasants on 

privately owned estates and give meagre information. This is under

standable since the State regarded the relationship between the peasant 

and his malik as the private affair of the latter; narrative sources rarely 

mention this subject. On the other hand we possess much information 

from the most varied sources concerning the condition of the peasants 

on injii and Divan land, and they all paint a dark picture. Hamd Allah 

Qazvlnl gives us to understand that the position of the peasant was 

better on the estates of the private landowners (arbdb), and that they 

took care to preserve their own property. Managers of Divan and vaqf 

land, in which there was a rapid turnover, were in a hurry to get rich, 

and did not worry about the prosperity of their estates, with the result 

that they ruined them.5 The poet Nlzarl in the seventies of the thirteenth 

century saw an estate (privately owned) in Kuhistan which had been 

deserted because of the oppression of a tyrant landlord,6 The same poet 

gives the following description of the practice of collecting tax in kind 

(wine) in the same province. The tax collector (muhassil) arrived at the 

village of Baidan and presented the elder {mihtar-i dih) with an as

signation (bardt) on 100 mans of wine. The elder announced that his 

village was ruined and that he did not have a single man of wine. He 

was given 200 blows with a stick, which only ceased when the hidden 

jars of wine were discovered.7 Rashid al-Din, speaking about the mass 

flight of peasants from their villages, continues: "When the tax 

collectors went around the locality, they found some villain or other 

who knew the houses, and at his direction discovered the people in 

corners, cellars, gardens, and ruins. If they could not find the men, 

they seized their wives. Driving them before them like a flock of sheep, 

1 See for calculations I. Petrushevsky, Feodalnoe khosgaystvo Rashid ad-dina, pp. 90-3; 
references and literature on the question. 

2 Dastur al-kdtib) f. 151 8 Vassaf. p. 349. 
4 Rashahdt cayn al-haydty pp. 227-8; Silsilat an-nasab-i Safaviya, pp. 113-14. 
5 Tdrikh-i Guftfda, pp. 485-6. 
6 Dastur-Ndma, ed. BertePs, pp. 65-6, Vostochni' sbornik, vol. 1 (1918). 
1 Dastur-Ndma, pp. 67-8. 
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they brought them to the tax officials who had them hung up on ropes 

so that the wails and plaints of the women rose up to the heavens."1 

The same author relates that one of the landowners (malldk) arrived 

at his village in Flruzabad in the region of Yazd to collect the rent and 

could find neither elder nor peasant: they had all fled. On the other 

hand he saw seventeen tax collectors, come with barats to be met from 

the taxes of the village. They had managed to capture three ra'iyyat who 

had hidden in the steppe. They brought them back to the village and 

hung them on ropes to force them to tell where the other peasants were 

hidden, but they discovered nothing.2 Rashid al-Dln wrote to his son 

Mahmud, governor of Kirman, about the poverty-stricken condition 

of the peasants of the province of Bam, ruined and in flight because of 

the extortion and violence practised by the military.3 Rent and taxes 

not only devoured a great part of the peasant's crops, but were often 

more than the peasant could pay, so that arrears (baqdjdy mounted 

from year to year, and the peasant remained an eternal debtor. Tax-

farming did more than a little to ruin the peasants, and this practice, 

called mtqdta'a or daman, remained in existence after the reign of Ghazan.5 

Tax-farmers were mainly nomad aristocrats,6 local landlords, officials 

or moneylenders attempting to get as much out of the ra'iyyat as pos

sible, and not caring if they drove them to total ruin. Rashid al-Dln and 

Vassaf give us much information concerning the malpractices and 

exactions of the tax-farmers.7 The fiscal system established by the 

Mongols and tax-farming were primary reasons for the calamitous 

situation of the ra'iyyat, particularly the settled peasants, almost the 

majority of whom were on the verge of penury previous to Ghazan's 

reforms. The lawlessness and violence of the feudal lords, first and 

foremost, of the Mongol-Turkish nomad nobility and the military 

caste down to its lowest ranks, were causes no less important.8 These 

are typified by the remarks of Ghazan, that" in the eyes of the governors 

and others even clods of earth call forth esteem, but the ra'iyyat do n o t " 

that " the rubbish on the roads was not trodden underfoot as were the 

ra'iyyat", and that the Iranian ra'iyyat were so demeaned and terrorized, 

1 ]dmii al-tan>drikky ed. Alizade, p. 458. 2 Ibid. p. 460. 
3 Mukdtibdt-i Rasbidl, pp. 10-11 (no. 5). 
4 Juvaini, vol. 11, pp. 223, 244, etc.; transl. Boyle, vol. 11, pp. 487, 507-8. 
5 Mukdtibdt-i Rasbzdz, p. 269 (no. 45). 
6 J ami' al-tawarikh, ed. Alizade, pp. 453, 468. 
7 J ami' al-tawdrzkh, ed. Alizade, pp. 448-53, 468 476; Vassaf, pp. 231. 268 298-9, 

302-3, 404, 436-9-
8 J ami1 al-tawarikh^ ed. Alizade, pp. 478-9, 567-9. 
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that were a fly to steal their bread, they would not dare oppose it. 1 

These words show clearly the contrast between the fiction of freedom 

in law (in accordance with Moslem law) and the actual unprivileged and 

depressed position of the ra'iyyat. 

T H E F I S C A L SYSTEM U N D E R T H E I L - K H A N S 

The fiscal system, like the whole Mongol system of government, was a 

monstrous and self-contradictory combination of methods introduced 

by the nomad conquerors (partly influenced by China—taxation per 

head of the population) and ancient Iranian traditions kept up by the 

'Abbasid caliphate. The Mongol fiscal system has attracted the atten

tion of a number of investigators.2 Nevertheless the meaning of certain 

terms used in taxation and the nature of the taxes they designated are 

still very often unclear and have not been determined. This is explained 

by the insufficiency and in some cases the vagueness of the sources, 

and also by the fact that one and the same term had a different meaning 

at different times and in different regions. The latter circumstance is 

evidently to be explained by the fact that the different areas had dis

similar fiscal regulations and traditions, whilst the tendency of Moslem 

lawyers to consider the tax system as a unified whole inclined them to use a 

common terminology for taxes that differed at times in various districts. 

The sources mention about 45 terms for taxes and obligations of the 

Il-Khan period that survived in part into the following period. Some of 

these terms are however synonyms. The majority of them were known 

before the Mongols, under the Saljuqs or even earlier. The tax system 

of the Mongols nonetheless weighed much more heavily upon the 

population of Iran than the fiscal systems of earlier epochs. This was 

because of the high, inexactly ascertained rates of tax and the arbitrary 

methods of collection practised by the authorities, and not because of 

the imposition of new taxes. (Rashid al-Din and Vassaf note the practice 

of exacting one and the same tax several times in one year or exacting 

it several years in advance.) A final reason for this was the fact that a 

1 J ami' al-tawdrtkh, ed. Alizade, pp. 469, 477. 
2 Besides the well-known work of d'Ohsson and the notes of Quatremere on his Histoire 

des Mongols de la Perse, see V . V . Barthold, Persidskaya nadpis' na stene aniiskoi mecheti Manuche; 
V . Minorsky, A Soyurghal. . .; V. Minorsky, Fdrs in 881 = 4J6; B. Spuler, Die Mongolen 
in Iran, pp. 306-35; 'Abbas Iqbal, Tarikh-i mufassal-i Iran, vol. 1, pp. 285-307; A . K. S. 
Lambton, Landlord and peasant in Persia, pp. 102-4; A . A . Alizade, Sotsialno-ekonomicbeskaya 
i politicheskaya is tor iy a A^erbaid^fjana XIII-XIV vv., pp. 198-253; I. P. Petrushevsky, 
Zemledelie i agrarnie otnosbeniya v Irane XIII-XIV vv., pp. 340-402 (ch. vui) . 
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ruined country could not bear such a tax burden. The burden was made 

more heavy by tax-farming and by covering State expenditure with 

assignations (bardt, havala), payment of which was imposed on the 

ra'iyyat. Whilst it is true that both practices existed under previous 

rulers, they greatly expanded under the Mongols, and Ghazan's fiscal 

policy was only a palliative. The whole weight of the tax burden fell of 

course on the peasant raciyyat, and the lower and middle ranks of the 

town dwellers; the upper classes—"the people of the sword" and the 

"people of the p e n " were either free from taxes or passed them on to 

the quit-rent peasants of their estates. 

The main tax before the Mongol conquest was, as is known, the 

kharaj—the land tax. A new tax came into existence alongside it in the 

Mongol period, and in some cases replaced the kharaj. This was the 

qubchur. As Quatremere has shown, 1 the qubchur was at first only a 

tax on pasture land. Qubchur kept its original technical meaning of one 

out of every 100 head of cattle or i per cent amongst the Mongols 

under the Il-Khans,2 from which it is evident that taxes paid by the 

nomads remained insignificant. But shortly after the Mongol conquest 

the Mongol authorities began to use the word qubchur, a term familiar 

to them, to designate the basic direct tax paid by town and country 

dwellers. Thus the qubchur meant two basically distinct taxes: the i per 

cent paid by the nomads; and the tax on the settled population, which, 

as can be seen from Juvaini and Rashid al-Dln, was paid in money 

even after Ghazan's reforms, and must have been very difficult for the 

peasants to pay, since they had to sell their grain to raise the money. 

The nature of the qubchur remains far from clear. The opinion has been 

expressed that the qubchur paid by the settled population corresponds to 

the kharaj, but this has not been proved, as is shown by Minorsky.3 

It has also been shown that in some areas only one of the taxes was 

collected—the qubchur in one, the kharaj in another.4 Indeed Rashid al-

Din mentions " qubchur regions " (vildydt~i qubchur!) ; 5 in other vilayats, 

for example Khuzistan, only the kharaj was exacted.6 But there were 

regions like Fars where both the qubchur and the kharaj were paid.7 It 

is not known what the basis of the distinction was. 

1 See Quatremere, op. cit. p. 256 n. 83; compare B. Vladimirtsov, Obshchestvennii stroi 
mongolov, p. 112. 

2 Naslr al-Din Tusi, p. 761; Dastur al-kdtib, ff. 201 b, 226a. 
3 A Soyurghdlof Qasim Aq-Qoyunlu, p. 955 n. 2. 
4 A . A . Alizade, op. cit. p. 204. 6 ]dmic al-tawdrikh> ed. Alizade, p. 461. 
6 Mukdtibdt-i Rasbidi, pp. 122-3 (no. 22). 7 Vassaf, p. 347. 
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From information given by Naşir al-Din Tüsi, 1 we can see that the 

qubchur was a poll tax under Hülegü (and evidently later) and that it 

was imposed on all subjects first of all by the Mongols contrary to Muslim 

law, which exempted the Mohammedans. The qubchur was graded 

according to the property of the tax-payer, and its rate changed often.2 

Rashid al-Din relates that the qubchur was usually farmed out, and that 

there were governors who took i o times, and even 20 or 30 times the 

qubchur from the ra'iyyat of their vilâyats (the latter being evidently an 

exaggeration).3 Qubchur returns under Ghazan are not known. One can 

deduce from the decree of Ghazan only that the overall sum from each 

district was ascertained on the basis of fixed estimated expenditure 

{ikhrâjât-i muqarrarT) and was then divided amongst the ra'iyyat on the 

basis of previous tax lists.4 The term qubchur disappears from documents 

under the Jalayirids, but the tax itself—poll tax, paid by Muslims as 

well—was still in existence later under the name of sar-shumara or 

sarana. 

As we have already said, the kharâj was mostly collected in kind as 

part of the crop (the ancient muqdsama) in the Il-Khanid period, but it 

was paid in cash5 on a measured area (the ancient misâha) in the country

side near to such towns as Baghdad and Şhirâz. The rate of the tax was 

not the same in each vilâyat. In one of Ghazan's decrees the part of the 

crop given by the peasant to the Divân (kharâj) was fixed at 1/3 to 1 /4.6 

But in Khüzistân, as we have said, the kharâj from state-owned land 

was fixed during the reign of Ghazan at 6/10 of the crop. In one 

Jalayirid document the rate of the kharâj is stipulated as 2/10 of the 

harvest in kind (bahra), "according to the custom of the vilâyat". 7  

Apart from the basic kharâj {asl-i kharâj or simply aşl) there was also 

an additional sum—far\8 The far' was supposed to be 1/10 of the basic 

kharâj, according to Vaşşâf, and from 1/10 to 2/10, according to Naşir 

al-Din Tüsi. 9 The terms aşl-i kharâj and far6 were known long before 

the Mongol conquest.1 0 

The tithe Çuşhr or dabyak), in other words the lands tax at the 

1 Naşir al-Dîn Tüsi p. 763. 
2 Juvainî, vol. 11, pp. 254, 256, 261; trans. Boyle, vol. 11, pp. 517, 517, 524. 
3 J ami1 al-tawdrikh) ed. Alizade, p. 453. 
4 Ibid. p. 462. 5 Ibid. pp. 472-3. 6 Ibid. p. 551. 
7 Dastür al-kâtib, f. 199^. 
8 Vaşşâf, pp. 438, 439. 
9 Ibid. p. 435; Naşir al-Dîn Tüsî, p. 762. 

1 0 Firdausî, Shâb-Nâma, ed. Mohl, vol. v n , p. 502 (chapter 50, verse 899); cf. RâvandI, 
p. 32. 
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alleviated rate of i/10 of the crop in kind,1 was exacted from privately 

owned lands (mulk> arbdbt)2 under the Il-Khans. Apparently this was a 

special privilege of the landowners. It did not apply to peasants paying 

quit-rent, who had to pay rent to landlords {bahra-ji mdlikdna), as well 

as 'ushr to the divan. 

The sources give conflicting information on the qalan> which is 

evidently explained by the fact that it signified different taxes and duties 

at different times and in different places. Grigor of Akner and Rashid 

al-Dln speak of the qalan as a kind of military service. But the table 

of taxes of Khuzistan show it to be the upkeep of the military aristo

cracy (amirs) during their tours and military expedition,3 whilst the 

amount raised by the qalan was a meagre 1,200 dinars from the whole 

of Khuzistan, compared with the total tax from the region of 325,000 

dinars.4 But the thirteenth-century Persian poet Pur-i Baha, in a qasida in 

honour of the historian and administrator c Ala' al-Dln Juvaini speaks 

of the qalan and the qubchur as the two main taxes that bore heavily and 

with ruinous effect upon the population.5 We conclude from this that 

the term qalan was here used in place of khardj. 

Earlier we mentioned the tax that the Mongols introduced for the 

first time, the tamgha> which was paid on all forms of trade and urban 

crafts, even prostitution,6 and which replaced the Moslem %akdt at the 

rate of 2-5 per cent. (There is no mention of zakat in documents of the 

thirteenth century and after.) The rate of the tamgha is not known 

exactly. But from the letter of Rashid al-Dln to his spiritual counsellor 

Sadr al-Din Turka'i 7 we can conclude that the rate was 10 per cent of 

the value of each commercial transaction originally, and that Ghazan 

cut it by half in some towns and in other towns abrogated it for a 

period (for example, in the towns of Khuzistan). 

The term 'avdrid meant a special tax to cover extraordinary expenses, 

but was in fact regularly imposed and was extremely ruinous.8 We can 

1 Concerning the origin and original character of the lmhr see A . N. Poliak, Classification 
of Lands . . pp. 40-62; F. Lokkegaard, Islamic Taxation, pp. 72-91. 

2 At least from all private estates in Khuzistan and the Isfahan pi lay at; see the Mukdtibdt-i 
Rashidi, pp. 33-4 (no. 13), 121-3 (no. 22); cf. Rashahdt *՝ayn al-hayat, p. 227. 

3 Mukdtibdt-i Rashidi, pp. 122-3. 4 Ibid. 
5 See V . Minorsky, PHr-i Bahd and his poems, pp. 194-7 (Persian text), 198-200 (English 

translation), especially verse two: 

" T h e whole world has become scattered and homeless 
Because of the immense qalan and endless qopfar." 

6 Dastur al-kdtib, f. 227^. 
7 Mukdtibat-i Rashldl, p. 34 (no. 13). 
8 See Vassaf, p. 197; Mukdtibdt-i Rashidi, p. 28 (no. 11). 

Cambridge Histories Online © Cambridge University Press, 2008
Cambridge Core terms of use, available at https://www.cambridge.org/core/terms. https://doi.org/10.1017/CHOL9780521069366.007
Downloaded from https://www.cambridge.org/core. Teachers College Library - Columbia University, on 27 Jun 2021 at 12:30:47, subject to the



T H E F I S C A L S Y S T E M U N D E R T H E Ï L - K H Â N S 

judge its character from a tale of Saifi. In 716/1317 the governor of 

Khurasan, the Amir Yasa'ul, desiring to organize a celebration in 

honour of his daughter on the occasion of her marriage with the son 

of Prince Yasa'ur, imposed 'avarid of 300,000 dinars on the ra'iyyat of 

Khurasan, 50,000 of which were to be paid by Herat. T w o naibs with 

fifty horsemen, arriving in Herat on the day of the Festival of the 

Sacrifice (czd-i qurbdn), drove the inhabitants out of the mosque with 

sticks, and laid 100 to 200 dinars tax on all whom they caught and 

bound. They extorted it on the spot, beating and torturing, wounding 

and making invalids of about 200 citizens. By sunset they had collected 

50,000 dinars.1 'Avarid was already resorted to under Mahmud 

of Ghazna.2 

The words calafa and 'ulufa (lit. fodder, forage) signified a collection 

in kind to provide food and fodder for the military caste and the army 

in a given district. According to the sources, this exaction consisted of 

grain, straw, oxen, sheep, poultry, wine, and sometimes money. In 

707/1307 the general Muhammad Sam demanded 500 kharvars of grain, 

500 rams, 50 horses, 30 slaves {barda) and 10,000 dinars for his army 

from the vassals of the lord of Herat.3 The taghdr was the same tax, 

but in a narrower sense, being only paid in grain, at the rate of 100 

mans ( = 1 kharvar, or ass load). 

The general poll-tax (sar-shumdray sardna — qubchur) introduced by 

the Mongols, which we have already mentioned, must not be confused 

with the ancient poll-tax based on Moslem law, exacted from the non-

Moslems—the jizya. After the Mongol conquest the jizya ceased to 

exist. Ghazan restored the jizya paid by the heterodox (October 1295) 

after his conversion to Islam, but quickly abolished it (1296)4 because 

of the intercession of the Nestorian patriarch Mar Yabalaha III, an 

Uighur by birth (1281-1317). But in 1306 the jizya was restored again 

by Oljeitu, and this time for good. 5 Under Sultan Uvais the jizya paid 

by Christians and Jews (men only) was 8 dinars from the rich, 6 from 

those of middle condition, and 4 from the poorer people.6 It is not 

clear whether the jizya was paid by the heterodox instead of the sar-

shumara, or together with it. In some districts khana-shumdra1 (i.e. tax 

paid by household or family) was exacted in place of sar-shumara. 

Tax on gardens was paid in fruit—bdgh-shumdra8—and was evidently 

1 Saifi, p. 649. 2 Nizami-y 'Arudi Samarqandi, p. 18. 
3 Saifi, p. 522. 4 Mar Yabalaha, pp. 115-16. 
5 Ibid. p. 149. 6 Dastur al-kdtib, f. 2200. 
7 Ibid. ff. 225 #-225 b. 8 Ibid. 
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identical with the thamārāt (fruit).1 This tax derives from the time of 

Khusrau I Anushirvān, who laid a tax on fruit trees.2 

Increases in the kharāj and other taxes were reflected in the terms 

tafdvut (difference), taufīr (increase),3 jāvaid (excess), and nemeri 

(Mongol: addition).4 Details and rates of these taxes are not specified 

more exactly. 

The term ikhrājāt (lit. expenditure), frequently encountered in the 

sources, evidently referred to the whole group of circumstantial and 

permanent taxes paid by the ra'iyyat to cover the cost of officials touring 

the latters' districts (tkhrājāt-i sādir u vārid)? Expenditure covered by 

estimates (rnuqarrari) was distinguished from expenses beyond the 

estimates (kharifiyat). The following taxes evidently belonged to the 

group: haqq al-taqrlr (synonym—rasm al-vi%ara)—as we see from the 

correspondence of Rashid al-Dln;6 a tax in kind (grain, sugar, etc.) 

for the support of the Grand Vazīr: rasm al-sadara {haqq al-tauliyja)—a 

tax collected from the ra'iyyat of vaqf lands for the Grand Sadr at the rate 

of 10 per cent:7 rusūm-i shahnagī or dārūghakī—a tax for the governor of 

a province (shahna, darugha, basqaq); rusūm-i 'ammāl (rasm-i khazāna, 

Arabic-Persian)—a tax for the upkeep of officials of the Exchequer 

(kharim, bait al֊māl), fixed at z out of every 100 dinars tax from the 

time of Ghazan; 8 haqq at-tahsīl ("share of the tax")—for the tax 

collector (muhassi/, tahsīldār) ; 9 and har%—a tax at the preliminary 

estimate of a crop, and similar taxes. 

The term tarh signified the compulsory sale of products by the 

ra'iyyat to the Exchequer or local ruler at prices much below market 

value, and the compulsory purchase by the ra'iyyat of goods lying in 

government stores at prices far beyond that value. The meaning of 

the term is explained by A . A. Alizade. 1 0 

1 Vassāf, p. 439, e>j^-'i ŗŗ\j**J J ^ ; Mukātibāt-iRashidi, pp. 121 ff., o i j^i* is the reading 

of Professor Muhammad Shafi'; the manuscript had o l j LJ 
2 Tabarl, ser. 1, pp. 960-2; Th. Noeldeke, Geschichte der Perser und Araber..pp. 244-5 n. 
3 This term was already known in the eleventh century, see the Siyāsat֊Nāmay p. 209. 
4 Vassāf, p. 326; also mentioned in the Ani inscription. 
5 Juvainī, vol. 1, p. 23; Vassāf, p. 339; Dastūr al-kdtib, ff. 112*7, 201 ¿7-201 b, zzib, 

2250-2290. (All the documents granting immunity shown here speak of liberation from 
the ikhrājāt as well as other taxes.) 

6 Mukātibāt-i Rashidi, pp. 236-7 (no. 36), 243 (no. 37). 
7 Dastur al-kātib, f. 2130. 
8 Jdt»tc al-taiPārlkh, ed. Alizade, vol. 111, pp. 540-41. 9 Dastūr al-kātib, f. 206b. 

1 0 A . A . Alizade, Termin tarh, pp. 109-13; there also references to sources; in particular 
there is the story from Vassāf (p. 363) about how, at a time of famine in Fārs, the ra'iyyatwere 
ordered to provide the Exchequer with a tarh of corn at 6 dinars per kharvār, when the 
market price was 30 dinārs per kharvār. 
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"Presents "from the ra'iyyat to the Il-Khan, to members of his family, 

to dignitaries, and to the local feudalists (Persianptshkash, Mongol sa'uri, 

Turkish tu^ghit) were obligatory upon their arrival in a district, or upon 

the occasion of some festivity, and their proportions were established. 

Thus one of Ghazan's decrees states that a wine-skin of fruit-juice 

should contain 50 Tabriz mans in payment of scfuri to the residence of 

Il-Khan, whilst a wine-skin of fruit-juice given on the occasion of a 

festivity should hold 40 mans.1 

The gathering of ra'iyyat for forced labour has already been mentioned. 

It was one of their heaviest duties. N o less heavy for them was the 

obligation to billet (Arabic nu%fil> Turkish qonalgha)—the duty of taking 

into their houses the innumerable messengers, amirs, military persons, 

and officials, together with their staffs, and then to feed and entertain 

them. According to Rashid al-Din, every basqaq who toured a region with 

his staff occupied at least a hundred houses at one time. " I n every 

neighbourhood", he says, " where a messenger decided to stay, the in

habitants were immediately subjected to constraint, since his slaves and 

military servants lowered themselves into neighbouring courtyards 

from the flat roofs, and stole whatever their eyes fell on. They shot 

their arrows at pigeons and chickens, and often hit children. What

ever they found that was eatable or drinkable or could be fed to 

their cattle, no matter to whom it belonged, they stole for them

selves."2 Since the messengers were arriving all the time, when one 

left a house, another would be billeted in it the very same day. " Every 

year", relates Rashid al-Din, "under various pretexts messengers took 

away several thousand cows, bedding, cauldrons, pots and utensils 

belonging to the inhabitants. They stabled saddle animals and beasts 

of burden in the gardens, and in one day would ruin a garden which 

was the product of ten years' work and a thousand difficulties over

come." 3 Ghazan abolished the right to billet in the houses of the ra'iyyat 

and ordered the construction of special government hostelries. But 

already by the time of the Il-Khan Abu. Sa'id the obligation to billet 

had appeared yet again. We can ascertain this from the fact that the 

reason for the uprising of the Sarbadars in Khurasan (737/1337) was 

the unbridled licence of a Mongol messenger who stopped for lodging 

at the village of Bashtin and demanded wine and a woman. Under 

Sultan Uvais decrees were again issued to forbid billeting in the houses 

1 J ami* al-tawarikh, ed. Alizade, p. 499. 2 Ibid. p. 564. 
8 Ibid. p. 460. 
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of the ra'iyyat.1 O f course the obligation to billet existed in Iran before 

the Mongol conquest,2 but never before did it assume such propor

tions of national disaster as it did under the Mongols, according to 

Raşhid al-Din, when many of the ra'iyyat deliberately kept their houses 

in a delapidated condition, which however did not always help. 

The carriage duty (Turkish ulagh)—the obligation of the ra'iyyat to 

provide animals for riding and carrying on the postal service (band, 

Turkish yam)—was already in existence at the time of the caliphate. 

But only in the Mongol period do the sources describe it as a national 

calamity. 

"It is impossible to calculate", says Rashid al-Din, "how many asses the 
ulagh took each year from the ra'iyyat, the merchants, and others, and how 
many thousands of ra'iyyat had their heads, arms, and legs broken by the 
messengers. The ra'iyyat were all the time wandering about in search of their 
animals, taken from them for government transport, and did not know 
what to do. Some of their animals had been driven away for good, and were 
not returned. Others were left by the roadside to die; and the ra'iyyat neg
lected the farms and their work." 3 

Such were in general the system of taxes and obligations and its 

terminology under the Il-Khans. We shall not dwell here upon a 

number of fiscal terms which are insufficiently clear. Taxes and obliga

tions not based on Moslem law (that is, apart from the kharâj, 'ushr, 

jizya, and zakât) were covered by the term takâlîf, taklıjât-i divânla But 

beside these there were taxes arbitrarily fixed by local authorities, 

denoted in the sources by the terms shiltaqat (Arabicized plural of the 

Mongol sbiltaq, pretext (for extortion) and shandqis (plural of Arabic 

shanqasa—synonym of istiqsa*—"draining to the uttermost, exhausting 

utterly"). 5 

The system of taxes and services of the Il-Khân state was without a 

doubt based on the merciless exploitation of the settled working 

population by both the state and the feudal leadership connected with 

it. The scale of feudal rent and taxation was completely out of propor

tion with the economic development of the country. Attempts to 

1 Dasfür al-kâtib, fT. 5ob, i66b-i62>b. 
2 Ibn al-Athîr, vol. xi , p. 180; Râvandî, pp. 33, 513 (note of the editor on the term 

macula). 
3 ]âmii al-tawankh, ed. Alizade, p. 556; cf. ibid. pp. 479-83. 
4 See Khwandamir, Hablb al-siyary vol. m , pt. 4, p. 21, where there is an abridgement of 

the decree of Sultân Ahmad Aq-Qoyunlu (902/1497) abolishing the taxes takâlıf-i divâni 
and ikhrâjât-i shiltaqat, by reason of their not being based on Moslem law. 

6 See Râvandî, p. 507 (editor's note on the word shanqasa). 
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reform this system and make it less hard on the peasants and town 

dwellers—under Ghazan and the early Jalayirids—gave but temporary 

and relative periods of economic revival. In sum, this system, together 

with the general ruin of the period of the Mongol conquest, was the 

main factor in the inability of Iran to regain the level that it had 

reached by the beginning of the thirteenth century. High rates of feudal 

rent and tax were the chief causes of the popular uprisings in Iran. 
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