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T. I. Sultanov

TURKIC VERSIONS OF THE TARIKH-I RASHIDI
IN THE MANUSCRIPT COLLECTION OF THE ST. PETERSBURG BRANCH
OF THE INSTITUTE OF ORIENTAL STUDIES

In terms of its content and literary fate, the Tarikh-i Rashidr
by Mirza (Muhammad) Haydar Dughlat (1500—1551) is
one of the most interesting texts in the history of sixteenth-
century historical literature in the Persian language [1]. The
manuscript tradition associated with the Tarikh-i Rashidr is
quite rich and diverse. Judging by available catalogues and
research, at present there are more than thirty known copies
of Mirza Haydar Daghlat's work. The autograph copy re-
mains undiscovered. Surviving copies of the Persian origi-
nal of the Tarikh-i Rashidi are not always complete and
display certain discrepancies. In sum, however, they make
possible a reconstruction of the entire text. The Tarikh-i
Rashidr gained especial fame and authority both with the
generations of Muslim readers in close chronological
proximity to the author, as well as with later readers. Elo-
quent testimony to the popularity of Mirza Haydar's work is
provided not only by the number of manuscripts of the Per-
sian original, the frequent recitations and significant ex-
cerpts from the Tarikh-i Rashidi employed by Muslim
authors in their writings on the history of Moghilistan, East
Turkestan and North India, but also by Turkic translations
of this work. The latter date back to the eighteenth and
nineteenth centuries and bear witness to the long-term in-
fluence of the Tarih-i Rashidr.

Mirza Haydar's work exerted an appreciable influence
on European oriental studies as well. Beginning from the
1840s, every scholar who touched on any questions con-
nected with the medieval history of Central Asia and North
India inevitably referred to it. An indication of the growing
attention to the Tartkh-i Rashidi in Western European ori-
ental studies was the publication in London of an English
translation of the work in 1895, which appeared thanks to
the efforts of N. Elias and E. Ross (re-issue 1898; repr.
1970, 1973). At the beginning of the 1990s, an American
scholar, W. Thackston, published the Persian text of the
Tarikh-i Rashidi along with a new translation into English.
A Russian translation of the Tarikh-i Rashidi was published
in Tashkent in 1996.

Despite this big popularity of the composition with the
scholarly circles, there is neither a reliable critical edition of
the text, nor a monograph-length study of it. There are also
serious problems with the literary history of Turkic transla-
tions of the Tarikh-i Rashidi. First and foremost, the num-
ber of independent translations of this work into Turkic

languages and the dates of their composition have not yet
been determined. W. Barthold, for example, wrote that
there are two Turkic translations of the Tarikh-i Rashidr:
that of Muhammad Sadig, made in the eighteenth century,
and a translation completed in Khotan in the nineteenth
century [2]. In the opinion of A. M. Muginov, the Tarikh-i
Rashidr was translated into Turkic at least three times, with
the earliest translation dating from 1160/1747 [3].
Z. V. Togan's remarks on the writing are of especial interest
for the literary history both of the Persian original of the
Tarikh-i Rashidi and of the Turkic translations. In an ad-
dendum to V. Barthold's entry on Mirza Haydar in the
Turkish “Encyclopedia of Islam”, he writes that “‘although
Mirza Haydar wrote his Tarikh-i Rashidi in Persian, it is
clear from several Chaghatay copies of the work that he
personally translated it into Turkic” [4]. Z. V. Togan does
not cite his source. The expression “several Chaghatay
copies of the work™ should, in all likelihood, be taken to
mean the copy of the Turkic translation of the Tarikh-i
Rashidr preserved in London. This idea is suggested by a
remark in a work by J. Pierson on Oriental manuscript col-
lections in Great Britain and Ireland. He writes that in the
library of The British and Foreign Bible Society there are
many Persian manuscripts, including “an important Turki
MS of the Tarikh-i Rashidi, written in 1543 A.D.” [5].

This date for the Turkic manuscript of the Tartkh-i
Rashidi seems to be dubious. As is known, the Tarikh-i
Rashidr consists of two independent parts, the second of
which was written before the first. The second part was be-
gun no later than 948/1541—42 and finished no earlier
than Muharram 950/April—May 1543, while the first part
was begun no later than 951/1544—45 and completed on
the last day of Dhi’l-Hijja 952/3 March 1546 [6]. The ex-
istence of a manuscript of the Tartkh-i Rashidi in Turkic,
“written in 1543” (the autograph?), would mean that Mirza
Haydar Diighlat began to write his historical work simulta-
neously in two languages — Persian and Turkic — and that
the Turkic version was completed earlier. Thus, the first
part of the Persian text, finished in March 1546, would be a
translation from the Turkic made by the author himself.
However, the brevity of J. Pierson's remarks and, most im-
portantly, their incompatibility with the currently estab-
lished facts of the work's literary history do not allow us to
go as far as this.



18

YNanuscripta (Jrientalia. VOL.3 NO.4 DECEMBER 1997

It should be noted that G. Hofman, author of a thor-
ough work on medieval Turkic literature, has also turned
his attention to the possible consequences of this new date
for the chronology and language of the Tarikh-i Rashidi.
Dissatisfied with J. Pierson's remarks and conscious of the
importance of this information for the literary history of the
text, he inquired on this issue with the staff of the library of
the above-mentioned Bible Society. In answer to his query,
they replied that the library's inventory book contains the
following entry on the manuscript which interests him:
“3 vols. Written by Mirza Haydar, a Prince of the Royal
family from Kashgar... The book was written in the country
of Kashmir of which he was the ruler about the year
1543 AD. Presented by Rev. F.St Baring May 25,
1889 [7].

The contents of the inventory entry convinced
G. Hofman that J. Pierson meant that the book was written
in 1543, and not that the manuscript was copied then [8].
But the year 1543 cannot, however, be the time when the
book was written: the Tarikh-i Rashidi was fully complete
only in 1546 (see above). As concerns the entry in the in-
ventory book, it contains many inaccuracies. In fact, the
original of the Tarikh-i Rashidi was written in Persian. Sec-
ondly, Mirza Haydar was not a prince by blood, and, fi-
nally, he ruled Kashmir from 1541 to 1551.

It seems obvious that the date which J. Pierson gives
for the composition of the Turkic manuscript of the Tarikh-
i Rashidi — 1543 — was taken by him from the inventory
entry cited, without verification or correlation with earlier
known facts. This date indicates only one of the years of
Mirza Haydar's reign in Kashmir. It has, consequently, no
relation either to the time of the Persian original's composi-
tion, nor to the time of the Turkic translation. As Elias and
Ross noted already in 1895, the manuscripts preserved in
the library of The British and Foreign Bible Society which
they used for their English translation of the Persian origi-
nal of the Tarikh-i Rashidr are copies of Turkic translations
of Mirza Haydar's work made in East Turkestan in the
nineteenth century [9].

This study aims to investigate the copies of Turkic
translations of the Tartkh-i Rashidi in the collection of the
St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental Studies,
which contains copies of nearly all currently known Turkic
translations of the Tarikh-i Rashidi. Several of them are the
translators' autographs. The relationship of all these trans-
lations is vague, though the manuscripts have been de-
scribed [10]. In addition, the current descriptions do not
establish the relation between the Persian original and these
Turkic translations. In our view, only a detailed study of the
structure of the Persian original and a careful comparison of
all surviving copies of the Turkic translations with the
original and with each other can clarify the literary history
of the text, as well as the individual features of each trans-
lation. The first step in this direction would be an extensive,
comparative and scholarly description of each of the copies
of the Turkic translations, as well as a single, composite ta-
ble of contents of the Persian original.

The Persian original of the Tarikh-i Rashidr consists of
two independent parts, termed daftars by the author him-
self. Each daftar forms a compositional whole. They differ
in the character of their basic sources, the form in which the
material is presented, and in their intended function. Aside
from the main body of the text consisting of 69 chapters,
the first daftar comprises an introduction and a conclusion.

The text of the second daftar includes: the introductory and
concluding chapters, the main section containing 144 chap-
ters, and three addenda [11].

Three brief works not belonging to the author are in-
cluded as addenda in the second daftar. They are: a treatise
written by Mirza Haydar Dughlat's spiritual mentor,
Muhammad Q&adr; a treatise written by an acquaintance of
the author known by the lagab Khwaja Niir3; and a letter
by the same Khwaja Nura [12].

Of seven Turkic translations of the Tarikh-i Rashidi,
preserved in the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of
Oriental studies collection, the earliest one exists in one
copy (call number C 570), which entered the Institute's
holdings from the collection of S. F. Oldenburg. The author
of this translation is unknown: in the manuscript he simply
calls himself bende, giving neither his name nor his lagab.
The copy lacks a translator's foreword, if such ever existed,
and we know nothing of the motives for the translation or
the conditions in which it was composed. There is a brief
conclusion by the translator, but the information it contains
is of hardly any significance. It does, however, tell us that
the translation was made “in the year 1160, corresponding
to the year of the Sheep” [13].

A. M. Muginov accepts 1160/1747 as the year of the
translation's composition [14]. But the year of the Sheep,
in fact, here corresponds not to 1160, but to 1164
(A.D. 1751). This chronological confusion has a simple ex-
planation: in Turkestan and adjacent regions, there was no
single duodecenial calendar. This fact has been established
by a number of Muslim historians. Thus, Mahmid b. Walt
in his Bahr al-asrar speaks, though in contradictory and
unsure fashion, of the non-correspondence of the “day and
week” of the calendar in Kashgharia to those of
Mawarannakhr, Balkh and other areas. For this, he cites
popular accounts [15]. Information of a more definite char-
acter on this subject is contained in a work by the East
Turkestan historian Mulla Miisa, the Tarikh-i amniya, first
brought to attention by the well-known Kazakhstani orien-
talist V. P. Yudin. As Mulla Miisa makes clear, under the
rule of Sa‘id-khan (1514—1533), the duodecenial calendar
used in Kashgharia suffered some correction. As a result,
the count of years (on the duodecenial cycle) was four
years ahead of the count used in other areas. However, the
dates according to the Hijra were the same [16].

In this fashion, by bringing the Hijra date (1160)
into account with the date of the duodecenial calendar
(the year of the Sheep), with an eye to the local, East
Turkestan “correction” of Sa‘id-khan, we arrive at the
needed 1164 (A.D. 1751). The following information given
by the translator of the Tarikh-i Rashidi himself testifies to
the fact that the translation was in fact made in 1164. He
writes: “In 1164 I translated into Turki Targhib al-salat,
Tab-i a'rad and this book” (fol. 144b). By “this book” he
undoubtedly means the Tarikh-i Rashidr of Mirza Haydar
Diughlat.

Thus, an anonymous translator made a TurkT transla-
tion of the Tarikh-i Rashidi in 1164/1751. In his own
words, it took him 46 days to translate it (fol. 293a). From
this information and the phrase cited above we can con-
clude that, like the majority of late-medieval Muslim
translators, he was a literary professional.

With this we come to the end of the concrete informa-
tion about the translator contained in the manuscript. It re-
mains to cite here his address to the reader, which is noth-
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ing other than a contribution to the literary tradition. The
translator expresses his confidence that having performed
adeed (translation) pleasing to God, he has secured his
place in the memory of Muslims and therefore hopes that
they will recall him in their prayers (fol. 240b). The trans-
lator concludes with the traditional formula of iltimas
(“appeal”): “If mistakes have been allowed, may they not
be condemned. Allah is the most knowledgeable, the most
just” (fol. 293a).

A. M. Muginov characterizes this translation by an
anonymous author as a “heavily abridged and crude trans-
lation of the first, second and third parts of the Tarikh-i
Rashidi” [17]. This judgement, pronounced without any
supporting evidence, is hardly just. As will be shown later,
such an assessment is applicable to the copy of the transla-
tion, but not to the translation itself. In order to clarify the
situation, we turn now to the distinguishing features of
manuscript C 570.

The manuscript is a book of medium size in a leather,
brown, restored binding with an imprinted design. The
copy contains 300 folios [18]. The folios size: 26.0 X
X '17.0 cm, the size of the text: 21.0 X 12.0 cm. The number
of lines per page varies from 9 at the beginning to 20 in the
middle and at the end of the manuscript. One section of
the manuscript is written on Oriental paper, the other —
on European paper of a different type and colour,
with stamps and an advertisement text in Russian
(fols. 207a—207b, 255b, 261b, 264a—264b, and others).
Six folios at the beginning of the manuscript (fols. 01—06)
are without text; on folio 138a the text is not written in
completely; on folio 138b, there is only one line; on 206b,
there are two. .

The manuscript was copied by two people for their
own needs. The full family name of the main copyist is in-
dicated in the colophon — HajjT Yasuf b. Mulla ‘Ashir-
Khalifam b. Qurban-Sufi b. Dawlat-Sifi (fol. 298b). The
other copyist was evidently his father, Mulla ‘Ashur-
Khalifam. With the exception of a few pages, the entire
manuscript is copied in a heavy, sloppy and very coarse
hand, from which one can conclude that the main copyist
was not used to writing. Moreover, he was a poorly edu-
cated man: the text of the manuscript bristles with ortho-
graphic errors. They are especially common at the begin-
ning of the copy. In a number of cases, the orthographic er-
rors have been corrected in red ink (fols. 12a, 14a, 15a—
15b, 16a, and others), but the overwhelming number re-
main uncorrected. In an address to the reader, the copyist
writes: “If mistakes have been allowed, may they be merci-
fully forgiven, may they fix them with a pen, may they read
the Fatiha for this weak, property-less poor man and re-
member him in their prayers” (fol. 293b).

It seems that in this particular case these words should
not be considered merely as a traditional formula. Hajjt
Yisuf's confession of his weakness in what was undoubt-
edly a new endeavour for him was sincere. In fact, he did
not understand a significant number of the Persian expres-
sions and words and conveyed them in a heavily distorted
fashion (especially on fols. 112b, 146b, 199a, 204b, 223b,
230a, 241b, and 243a). One can conclude from this that his
Persian was poor. In analyzing the manuscript, one forms
the general impression that the main copyist was a man

who had learned only the basics of Arabographic writing
(Mulla ‘Ashir-Khalifam's son?).

The handwriting of the second copyist. however, is a
sure and accurate nasta ‘lig (fols. 102b, 103b—104a, 179b,
246b—247a, 298a), his spelling is good as well. He not
only had a solid knowledge of galam, but also seems to
have possessed a poetic gift: there are verses at the end of
the manuscript dedicated to the completion of this copy of
the Tarikh-i Rashidi. They were written by the second
copyist. In all probability, the verses were composed by
him as well.

In the words of the copyist, he copied out the “book
Tartkh-i Rashidi, consisting of forty-four jiazs” in one
month (fols. 293a, 298b). The manuscript was copied in
1322/1904—05 in the village of Tashimliq of the Kashghar
vilayet (fols. 293a, 298b). Later, the manuscript turned up
in “Kuchari”, where it was bought by S. F. Oldenburg “for
10 lan” on 20 January 1910 (fol. 02a).

This copy lacks copyist's introduction. The first dafrar
begins on folio 1b with the words “In the name of God, the
Beneficent, the Merciful”. It ends on folio 104b. Of the 69
chapters in the Persian original, 41 are entircly absent. The
second daftar begins on folio 104b and ends on folio 292b.
In this part, 12 chapters of the narrative text have been
omitted. Also omitted are two treatises, Khwaja Nura's let-
ter, Mirza Haydar's conclusion to the second daftar and
19 chapters from the section dealing with outstanding fig-
ures of the Herat circle. Omitted in both daftars are a large
part of the poetic verses and hadith contained in the Persian
original, as well as the beginning and end of Mirza
Haydar's conclusion to the first daftar and the beginning of
the author's introduction to the second daftar. The final
eight folios of the manuscript (293a—300a) form an after-
ward by the main copyist and his notes about various
events, in particular earthquakes and fires, which took place
in Kashghar, Khotan, Turfan, etc. Verses dedicated to the
completion of the copy are found on folio 298a.

The sequence of chapters in the copy does not corre-
spond to that of original. In the first daftar, the final section
of chapter 22 (fol. 51a) corresponds to the end of chapter
55 (in the original). In the second daftar, chapters 87—116
follow chapter 57, the text of which ends at the beginning
of folio 235b. Folios 270a—292b correspond to chapters
59—83. Thus, the final chapter in the copy is 83; in fact,
the final chapter (144) is located on fols. 269a—270a. In a
number of cases, the name of the chapter is missing, al-
though the text is given (fols. 59a, 104b, 140b, 169b, 217b,
and others). It is difficult to say whether the incorrect se-
quence of chapters and the occasional absence of chapter
titles are due to the condition of the manuscript on which
the copy is based or by the lack of experience in the field
and carelessness of the main copyist — Hajji Yisuf.

Another feature of the copy is that all of the chapters
and sections copied by the main copyist are a heavily
abridged and extensively adapted retelling in TurkT of the
corresponding chapters and sections in the Persian original.
In many cases, two or more chapters are brought together
in one small chapter with a single title.

To illustrate this, we cite here two fragments from the
Persian text of the Tarikh-i Rashidi with the parallel text of
the copy, all in English translation:
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Translation

Fragment 1

The Persian original

“A tale about llyas-Khwaja-khan. No traditional accounts have
survived among the Moghiils about this [lyas-Khwaja-khan. I re-
member what [ heard from my father, may Allah illuminate his
grave, the name of Ilyas-Khwaja-khan. The circumstances of his
life are described in some detail and cited in coherent form in the
Zafar-nama. They are reprodused here” [19].

Manuscript C570

“Tale about Ilyas-khan [20]. No traditional accounts have sur-
vived among the Moghiils about this Ilyas-Khwaja-khan. This is
contained in the Zafar-nama™ (fols. 27b—28a).

Fragment 2

The Persian original

“The campaign of Shahibck-khan against Khwarazm, the libera-
tion of this country, his return to Mawarannahr and setting out for
the Khurasan regions. When Shahibek-khan had finished with the
affairs of the Moghiils, Sultan Abi Sa‘id-khan fled to Moghi-
listan, and my father to Khurasan. He killed a number of the
Moghils, and took a number prisoner. Shah-Bekim he sent to
Khurasan, and took the other Moghiils with him to Khwarazm. He
besieged Khwiarazm for eleven months. Chin-Suft was in
Khwarazm, as he had been appointed there by hakim Mirza Sultan
Husayn. During the eleven months, no one came to his aid. He
(Shahibek-khan) put up such a surprising fight, that up to the pre-
sent it is considered a model among the Uzbeks. In the end, as
nothing remained [in the city] to eat, a large part of the people
died from hunger, and further resistance became impossible. At
that time, Shahibek-khan took the fortress of Khwarazm, put
Chin-Sfi to death and returned to Samarqand™ [21].

The abridgements in the translation, its treatment of the
original, the unification of chapters, and other changes
noted in the copy are, in our opinion, the deliberate work of
the main copyist, Hajji Yasuf. It seems that he never in-
tended to produce an exact copy of the protograph. His ba-
sic task was to learn galam in as short a time as possible.
This conclusion is based on the following fact: the frag-
ments copied by the second copyist are distinguished by a
greater degree of completeness and accuracy and thus tes-

Manuscript C 570

“The campaign of Shahibek-khan against Khwarazm [22]. When
Shahibek-khan, having taken with him the remaining Moghiils,
set off for Khwarazm, Chin-SifT had been hakim there for the last
fifteen months, appointed by Sultan Husayn-mirza. He besieged
it. For eleven months no one came to his aid. He put up such a
surprising fight and conducted such marvellous battles that they
remained a model for the Uzbeks. Finally there was nothing to
eat, and people began to die; resistance became impossible.
Shahibek-khan took Khwarazm, put Chin-Sifi to death and re-
turned to Samargand” (fols. 155b—156a).

tify to the fact that both the translation itself and the manu-
script on which it was based were entirely satisfactory. To
illustrate this we cite in English translation an excerpt cop-
ied by the second copyist. For purposes of comparison, we
reproduce in translation the text of the Persian original of
the Tarikh-i Rashidi. The fragment published here was not
selected from the Turkic original at random: it simultane-
ously gives a clear idea of the character and method of
working with the text exhibited by both copyists.

Translation

The Persian original

“A word in conclusion to the first daftar of the Tarikh-i
Rashidi. ... Chingiz-khan had four sons. He divided the world
among these four sons. The ulis of each son represented one
quarter part of the populated cultured countries and deserts of the
conquered world. Where in historical works the aliis arba‘a ("the
four uliises") are mentioned, these same four parts just mentioned
are meant. The scholar Mirza Uliighbek wrote a historical work
and also called it Ulits arba‘a. One of the four ulises was [the
uliis] of the Moghils. The Moghiils were divided into two groups:
onc group was Moghils, the other — Chaghatays. But these two
groups, because of mutual antipathy, call each other by other, de-
rogatory names, namely: the Chaghatay call the Moghls jete, and
the Moghils call the Chaghatdy gqaraunds. None of the
Chaghatays arc now left, except for the Chaghatay padishahs, who
are descendants of Babur-padishah. Ordinary people have taken
the place of the Chaghatays in their hereditary cities and regions.
As for the Moghils, perhaps about thirty thousand of them

Manuscript C570

“A word in conclusion to the first daftar of the Tarikh-i
Rashidi. ... Chingiz-khan had four sons. He divided the world
among these four sons. Each of these sons, whatever country he
set off for, was victorious. Where in historical works the ulis
arba ‘a are mentioned, these four sons are meant. And the histori-
cal work by Mirza Ulighbek is called Uliis arba‘a. One of the
four uliises was [the wuliis] of the Moghiils. The Moghils comprise
two groups: one group is Moghiils, the other — Chaghatays. But
these two groups, because of antipathy, derogatorily call cach
other by other names: the Chaghatay call the Moghiils jete, and
the Moghiils call the Chaghatay garaunas. None of the
Chaghatays are now left, except for [the descendants of] Babur-
padishah. Of the Moghils, thirty thousand familics have remained
within the borders of Turfan and Kashghar. Uzbeks[-Qazags] and
Qirghiz have begun to lay claim to Moghilistan. All of the
Moghiils have accepted Islam, but the Qirghiz have remained in
the grip of unbelief. For this reason [24] they arc no longer
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have remaincd within the borders of Turfan and Kashghar.
Uzbeks[-Qazags] and Qirghiz have begun to lay claim to
Moghiilistan. Although the Qirghiz are also from the Moghill
tribes, because of their frequent obedience to the khagans they
have separated from the Moghiils. All of the Moghiils have be-
come Muslims and joined the number of followers of Islam, but
the Qirghiz, as before, have remained in the grip of unbelief. For
this reason they are no longer Moghiils. A consequence of this is
that the Moghiils have now become the most distant and smallest
creations” [23].

From the examples cited above it is evident that the
Turkic text copied by the second copyist is close in content
to the text of the Persian original; where, on the contrary,
the galam is taken up by HajjT Yusuf, the text of the trans-
lation is retold and refashioned. The changes introduced by
him to the translated text are quite significant: thus, in the
last fragment cited, the Persian original, and evidently the
anonymous eighteenth-century Turkic translation, takes up
an entire folio. HajjT Yisuf has “conveyed” the content in
three sentences. It is revealing that the narrative here is
conducted in the third person.

And so, the translation of the Tarikh-i Rashidi into
Turki was made by an anonymous author in 1164, which
corresponds to 1751. This is the earliest of the known
Turkic translations of Mirza Haydar Dighlat's work. The
translation is represented by a single copy in the collection
of the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental
Studies, copied by two people whose linguistic skills were
at different levels. An evaluation of the quality of the
translation is complicated by the fact that the text of the
Petersburg copy is heavily distorted by the low skill level
of the main copyist and by his free treatment of the origi-
nal. Judging by the few fragments copied by the second
copyist, however, the anonymous author's eighteenth-
century was on the whole entirely satisfactory.

By analysing the text of the manuscript, one can obtain
a certain sense of the character of the translation. In the
Turkic text, the following are given in Persian without
translation: Mirza Haydar's foreword to the first daftar
(heavily abridged in the copy, and partly distorted), poetry,
and nearly all the chapter titles. These are, in all probabil-
ity, features present in the translation. Of the chapter titles,
six are translated into Turkic (Nos. 3, 4, 6, 17, 25 in the
first daftar; No. 75 in the second), and in three cases the ti-
tles are given both in Persian and Turkic translation (No. 3,
17, 25). The translation of the titles cannot belong to the
anonymous author of the eighteenth century — the transla-
tion is far from accurate, and the Turkic names of several
chapters cannot even be termed translations. For example:
in the Persian original a chapter is entitled Raftan-i khan
be-Andijan bar-i diiyim; in the Turkic text — Raftan-i khan
Andijanga bar-i diyim (fol. 283). As one can see, the
“translation” here consists of replacing the Persian preposi-
tion be, which is usually prefixed to words to form the da-
tive and instrumental cases, with the suffix ga, which
forms, in part, the dative case in Turkic languages. These
half-translations evidently belong to HajjT Yasuf, the main
copyist.

Thus, manuscript C 570 in the collection of the
St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of Oriental Studies is
a heavily abridged and reworked copy of an eighteenth-
century Turkic translation of the Tarikh-i Rashidi. Without
recourse to the Persian original or other Turkic translations

Moghiils in any way. The author of the book says: ‘I hope that if
mistakes and errors have been allowed, they will be forgiven and
no one will condemn them. The goal of the book is to leave a
memory, so that the [names and deeds of] the Moghil khagans
will not disappear entirely in the darkness of time’. This Tarikh-i
Rashidi was completed in [the year] nine-hundred-fifty-two
in Kashmir. The author of the book is Mirza Haydar [25]
Muhammad Husayn Giirgan™ (fols. 103b—104b).

of the Tarikh-i Rashidi, the manuscript is practically impos-
sible to use for scholarly research, which renders it of lim-
ited interest. It still provides, however, significant historical
evidence of a TurkT translation of the Tarikh-i Rashidi al-
ready in the middle of the eighteenth century, and of the
existence in Kashgharia at the beginning of the century of
another, probably more reliable, copy of this translation. In
its particulars (the information contained in the colophon,
the copyist's notes, etc.), it is of interest for specialists on
the cultural history of East Turkestan.

Chronologically, the next Turkl translation of the
Tartkh-i Rashidi belongs to Muhammad Sadiq Kashghart.
His name is well known to specialists. Judging by his liter-
ary legacy, Muhammad Sadiq was a prominent literary fig-
ure, a man of great diligence and capacity for work. He is
the author of at least two large works in Turkt: Tadhkira-yi
ashab-i kahf and Tadhkira-yi ‘azizan. The latter is also
known as Tadhkira-yi khwajagan and Tadhkira-yi jihan.
The Uzbek Academy of Sciences' collection of Oriental
manuscripts and the libraries of London hold copies of
a work by Muhammad Sadiq Kashghari entitled Durr al-
mazhar [26]. However, as is indicated in one of the Peters-
burg manuscripts, Durr al-mazhar (or Kitab-i durr-i
mazhar) is in fact merely another name for Tudhkira-yi
‘azizan [27]. The existence of the Tadhkira-yi ‘azizan under
several names is explained by the fact that the work has
reached us in several, apparently late, versions [28], each of
which has its own title. According to A. A. Semenov's
“Index”, there is a copy of this work in Persian entitled
Tadhkira-yi khwajagan [29].

V. P. Yudin as well as N. Lykoshin include among
the original works of Muhammad Sadiq the Adab al-
salihin [30]. According to research conducted by G. Hof-
man, however, the 4dab al-salihin is a TurkT translation of
the second part of Zubdat al-masa’il — a work by the
Indian author ‘Abd al-Haqq b. Sayf al-Din Dihlawl
Haqgqi [31], who wrote in Persian. Muhammad Sadiq's lit-
erary output is characterised by its variety: he not only
composed independent works, but also translated exten-
sively. Aside from the Tarikh-i Rashidr and the second part
of the Zubdat al-masa'il, he translated the Tarikh-i Tabari
into Turki, entitling his translation Tarikh-i /Iskandariya wa
taj-nama-yi shahi [32]. It is possible that the translation of
Muhammad Sadiq Yarkandr's Majmii ‘at al-haqigatayn [33)
is his work as well.

As is evident, Muhammad Sadiq Kashghar left an ap-
preciable mark on the cultural history of East Turkestan.
Nonetheless, we have practically no biographical informa-
tion about him; his dates have not even been established.
Yu. Mukhlisov's catalogue states without reference to
asource that Muhammad Sadiq Kashghari died in
1849 [34]. This date is accepted by A. M. Muginov [35]
and other Turkologists [36]. However, as has already been
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noted in the scholarly literature, this date does not fit in
with the time of the Tadhkira-yi ‘azizan's composition —
1182/1768—69 [37). This date is in chronological conflict
with the time of Muhammad Sadiq's greatest creative activ-
ity, which falls on the final forty years of the eighteenth
century. Judging by his nisba, he was born in Kashghar; it
appears that all of his work was conducted in East Turke-
stan in the eighteenth century.

His translation of the Tartkh-i Rashidi was also com-
pleted in Kashghar. According to Ch. Valikhanov (or his
informant) and A. M. Muginov, the translation was initi-
ated by Yinus-Taji-bek b. Iskandar-bek b. Ayman [sic!]
(Tmin-)Khwaja [38]. According to C. Salemann, the ini-
tiator was Hadrat Iskandar-wang hakim-begim [39].
G. Hofman, who used information in the literature rather
than the original, considers it sensible to rely on the author-
ity of Valikhanov and the compilers of the new catalogue
of Turkic manuscripts of the Institute of the Peoples of
Asia [40], which in this case means A. M. Muginov. He is
not, however, consistent in his choices: in another volume
of his work, he mentions that the translation of the Tarikh-i
Rashidi was made by Muhammad Sadiq for Iskandar-wang,
the son of Amin [sic!]-Khwaja-wang [41], in this case fol-
lowing C. Salemann. We will not attempt here to explain
why the section of the manuscript which treats the initiator
of the translation was read differently by Ch. Valikhanov
(or his informant), C. Salemann, and A. M. Muginov. We
merely note that certain sections of the text are indeed dif-
ficult to understand, but on the whole the text is fairly
“transparent” and leaves no doubt that the translation was
commissioned by Iskandar-wang. We turn to the transla-
tor's foreword [42], which has yet to be cited in detail by
anyone.

The foreword opens with the translator's lengthy dis-
course on the nature of the “nine heavens” (pp. 2—7). After
that the translator gives his own name in the following
phrase: “This despicable poor one, a recluse whose name
is in the darkness of obscurity, the most unworthy
Muhammad Sadiq Kashghart informs ...” (p. 7). He goes on
to write that the son of the deceased Hadrat Imin ((acl)-
Khwaja-wang-beklik, his Majesty Iskandar-wang hakim-
beklik, “on mounting the throne of Majesty and of the sul-
tanate, in the company of his dear son Hadrat Yiinus Taj1-
beklik, possessor of the true faith, — may Allah the Most
High increase from day to day his happiness and may He
ennoble him from hour to hour — honoured this poor one,
[who] offers up [his] prayers, by addressing him”. He said
that he gave Muhammad Sadiq an order to translate into
Turki the Tarikh-i Tabari, where events which took place
in the course of 5—6 thousand years are relayed. And while
the events connected with Chingiz-khan's appearance on
the historical arena are described in the Zafar-nama-yi
Timir-nama, there is little information about this in the
Tarikh-i Rashidi. But it contains extremely detailed ac-
counts of the reigns of the Moghiil khans from Tighldg-
Timiir to ‘Abd al-Rashid-khan. As this book was written in
Persian, “in a refined style”, it remains “concealed from the
inhabitants of Moghilistan.” It is necessary, said Iskandar-
wiang to Muhammad Sadig, to translate this historical book
into the “Turkic dialect” widely used in Kashghar, thus
rendering the contents “concealed in the book” accessible
to “all people” of this region that “they may recall our and
your name with kind words before the Final Judgement and
say a prayer of benevolence” (pp. 8—9).

Muhammad Sadiq dedicates the next lines to praise for
Iskandar-wang. In his words, with the ascension to power
of “this powerful amir” in Kashghar, a large part of the de-
serted “steppes and deserts have turned into cultivated
fields”, discord and feuding have ceased, justice has tri-
umphed, and a time of abundance has begun. For this rea-
son, writes Muhammad Sadiq in the conclusion to his
foreword, “with all my heart and soul I approved” of this
necessary work, and despite his lack of skill, set about ful-
filling his ruler's order. “If mistakes and omissions have
been allowed, then I hope that knowledgeable people will
correct them with the pen of corrections. To Allah belongs
all perfection,” — he writes (pp. 9—10).

The date of the translation is not indicated in the manu-
script; the time of the translation's appearance can only be
established by indirect evidence, and then only approxi-
mately. It is known that Hadrat Imin (Aymin)-Khwaja-
wang, Iskandar-wang's father, was for many years the
hakim of Turfan and received for his services to the Qing
empire the title of prince of the second rank, jun wang [43].
According to materials gathered by A. Temir, Imin-
Khwaja's father was Niyaz-Khwaja-Akhiind, the son of
Mir-Habiballah Waliallah Suaft Khwajam [44]. His name
appears in the sources in connection with military and po-
litical events in East Turkestan from the 1730s up through
1759 [4S]. In all probability, he died in the 1760s. The
years of Iskandar-wang's reign in Kashghar have not been
firmly established. All that is known is that he was suc-
ceeded by his son Yiinus; his other son, Isma‘il, became the
hakim of Yarkend. Moreover, Yiinus held the title of wang
already at the beginning of the nineteenth century [46). On
the basis of the preceding information, one can conclude
that Muhammad Sadiq Kashghari's translation appeared in
the last third of the eighteenth century.

We will now examine the structure of the manuscript
and some of its individual features. The Petersburg manu-
script is today the only known copy of Muhammad Sadiq's
translation. Like the Persian original, the translation con-
sists of two daftars; each daftar has its own pagination,
pencilled in Arabic numerals. Unfortunately, both sections
are incomplete. The first daftar begins on page 10 [47] and
ends on page 184. Fourteen chapters are missing entirely,
and two chapters (Nos. 11 and 13) are unfinished. A large
lacuna — 10 missing chapters in a row at the outset — is
explained by a defect in the manuscript. At this place sev-
eral kurrasas were evidently lost. Page 78, on which chap-
ter 26 ends is a verso and in the custode the next folio be-
gins with the word bar (,L). The next page, however, is
chapter 36 of the first daftar. The copy gives titles only for
the first and final nine chapters (Nos. 60—69); in all other
cases they are absent, including the author's title for the af-
terward to the first daftar. Almost everywhere space has
been left for the text of the titles. The bulk of the poetry and
hadith in the Persian original have been omitted as well.

A folio has been inserted between the first and second
daftars; it is smaller than the folios of the manuscript itself
and has been folded in two. This list, an insertion evidently
belonging to one of the owners of the manuscript, contains
the following text in Persian: “A translation of the Tarikh-i
Rashidri into the Turkic language of Kashghar. The transla-
tion from Persian into Turki was made by Muhammad
KashgharT on the injunction of Yinus-Tajik(sic!)-bek
b. Iskandar-dang(sic!)-bek b. Imin-Khwaja, amir of
Kashghar. This Muhammad $adiq is the same man who
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translated the Tarikh-i Tabari from Arabic [48] into Turki.
The original is a work by Muhammad Haydar-mirza
b. Husayn-Giirgan, who was known among people as Mirza
Haydar. He is one of the descendants of amir Buladjt
Daghlat (p. 19). The book contains a history of the Moghiil
khans, from the reign of Tughliq-Timir-khan to the time of
*Abd al-Rashid-khén b. Sa‘1d-khan's rule. It consists of two
daftars ...”. After that a fihrist of the first and second
daftars follows.

On reading this note, one may ask: was it not under its
influence that Ch. Valikhanov (or his informant) and
A. M. Muginov indicated Yunus-Taji-beklik as the initiator
of the translation? The author of the note, however, misun-
derstood the text of the foreword. That the ruler at that time
was in fact Iskandar-wang is already evident from the for-
mula which follows his name: “may Allah the Most High
immortalise his reign and his power.” The glorification af-
ter Yiinus' name contains only good wishes. Yinus' con-
nection to the translation is limited to his presence at the re-
ception at which his father, “on mounting the throne
of Majesty and of the Sultanate”, dictated his orders to
Muhammad Sadiq [49].

The second daftar begins with the words: “Second
daftar of the Tarikh-i Rashidi. In the name of Allah the Be-
neficent and the Merciful!” This section of the manuscript
also contains a large lacuna — 13 chapters are missing at
the beginning of the daftar. The text of the manuscript
breaks off on the chapter which tells of Shah-Muhammad-
sultan. Similarly, 38 chapters are missing at the end of the
manuscript, along with the author's foreword to the second
daftar, the second treatise and Khwaja Niira's letter.

The chapter entitled “The Tale of the Final Circum-
stances of My Father Mirza Husayn-Giirgan” is given twice
(pp- 19—23 and 32—6). This repetition could not have
arisen because the translator returned to the same text (in
both instances the translation is the same), but rather be-
cause the copyist made a second copy of this chapter. It is
difficult to say whether this is explained by the carelessness
of the copyist or by some feature of the manuscript from
which he made his copy.

In many places we encounter pencilled notcs and cor-
rections of the copyist's mistakes. A note in French pen-
cilled into the margin of page 12 of the first daftar clearly
indicates their origin: “All the pagination in the present
manuscript, as well as the marginalia and dates in pencil are
well known and belong to our colleague and friend, Mirza
Jafar Topchibashev. Baron Desmaisons”.

Since the end of the manuscript is missing, there is no
information either about the copyist or about the time and
place of the copy's composition. One can state with confi-
dence only that the copy was made no later than
1266/1849—50, which is evident from the following note
made by one of the manuscript's owners: “Two volumes
of the Tartkh-i Rashidr in Turki. Bought for 30 ranga.
1266 [A.H.]" (p. 01). In the opinion of A. M. Muginov, the
copy was made in East Turkestan [50].

In the scholarly literature, V. V. Velyaminov-Zernov
has made especially full use of Muhammad Sadiq's transla-
tion. The second part of his Issledovaniia (‘“Researches™)
contains extensive excerpts in text and translation from the
Persian original of the Tarikh-i Rashidi (based on the
manuscript in the Oriental Faculty of the St. Petersburg
University) along with the Muhammad Sadiq's Turkic
translation in parallel text [51]. He notes both omissions

and various additions in the Turkic translation. Muhammad
Sadiq's translation was also used in Materialy po istorii
Kazakhskikh khanstv (“Materials on the History of the
Kazakh Khanates”) [52].

V. V. Velyaminov-Zernov terms Muhammad Sadiq's
translation “outstanding” [53]. On the other hand, in the
words of G.Hofman, Muhammad S$adiq's translation is
“not very accurate” [54]. This judgement is undoubtedly
based on the following remarks by C. Salemann. Noting
that V. V. Velyaminov-Zernov cited excerpts of the Turkic
text, he writes that “as the excerpts show, this translation is
unclear, as many places are simply incomprehensible with-
out recourse to the original. One can, however, make full
use of it as an aid to textual criticism. On the linguistic
level, I direct the attention of Turkologists to the strange
noun ikandik (Jex\Syl), pl. Tkandiklar (HUS 9a3lSS)),
which I have not encountered anywhere else” [55].

It is true that the Petersburg copy of Muhammad
Sadiq's Turkic translation omits more than a few words,
expressions and dates. It also contains some serious errors.
I provide several examples not noted by V. V. Velyaminov-
Zemov. In the translation, the seventh child of Yunus-khan
is given as Sultan Nigar-khanim (p. 9, second daftar); in
the Persian original it is Dawlat Sultan-khanim. On
page 166 of the translation, the year A.H. 950 is errone-
ously written instead of A.H.905. In another place,
A.H. 928 is replaced first with A.H. 916, later the word
“ten” is crossed out and “twenty” written above it (p. 283).
On page 115, the date (A.H.912) is omitted entirely. In
place of the correct “Qara-Tegin”, the copy contains
“Qatar-Tegin” (p. 181), and so on.

One should also note that the Petersburg manuscript
completely lacks regular using of geographic names and
ethnonyms. Especially telling is the word gazag () ;3).
Until page 229 of the second daftar, the word is written ei-
ther in the form gazag (3l 38) or qadag (3las). On the
page indicated we encounter the expression “... One of the
scholars drew up the_chronogram for that event: ashti-yi
qadag (3lad 51)". As the abjad can only give
the needed date (A.H.919) from the phrase ashtr-yi
qazaq (3lias 1), the word gadag (3lias) is crossed
out and gazaq f;}) is written above it. It should be noted
that the form gazaq (3!33) is used for the remainder
of the text.

A comparison of the extant chapters of the Turkic
manuscript with the Persian original of the 7arikh-i Rashidi
shows that in Muhammad Sadiq's translation there are no
changes, additions, digressions, etc., which would indicate
beyond doubt conscious, creative contributions on the part
of the translator. The omissions of words, certain expres-
sions and dates noted in the Petersburg manuscript are ex-
plained by flaws in the copy on which Muhammad Sadiq
based his translation, as well as by mistakes added by the
copyist. On the whole, Muhammad Sadiq Kashghari's
translation conveys in reasonably accurate fashion the text
of the Persian original of the Tarikh-i Rashidi, although it is
somewhat dry and contains a large number of Arabic and
Persian words and expressions rarely used in Turkic lan-
guages. The translator's adherence to Persianisms, in par-
ticular, is surprising: Muhammad Sadiq leaves untranslated
not only Persian nouns, adjectives, adverbs, etc., but some-
times even verbs and verbal forms. For a reader unfamiliar
with the basics of Persian grammar, reading and under-
standing Muhammad Sadiq's translation is quite difficult.
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Judging by the number of copies, neither the ano-
nymous author's eighteenth-century translation nor Mu-
hammad Sadiq's translation was widely known. Insufficient
familiarity with these translations in East Turkestan as well
as the constant attention on the part of the society's upper
levels to written histories, genealogies of former dynasties
and tales of ancestry stimulated new translations of the
Tarikh-i Rashidr in the nineteenth century. Among these is
the translation by Muhammad Niyaz. The new translation
contains a detailed foreword, where the translator describes
precisely the circumstances in which the translation was
made, his work methods, etc. [56]. We summarise
the foreword here, as its contents are of interest in a number
of ways.

The sovereign ruler of Yarkend, ‘Abd al-Rahman-wéng
hakim-beklik, writes Muhammad Niyaz, told him on more
than one occasion, “honouring this insignificant creature
with his mercy”, that this region belongs to the area of
Moghiilistan and is the residence of the Moghiil khans.
*Abd al-Rahman-wang hakim also said that the conditions
in which the khans lived from the time of Chingiz-khan to
the interruption of the khan dynasty in Moghilistan were
not known. Also unknown is how many rulers reigned in
this vilayet, what order they established, how this was ob-
served, and when it ceased to function. ‘Abd al-Rahman-
wang hakim-beklik explained that it was the reason it was
necessary “to find a book which would relay the history of
the khans' rule, or to find a trust-worthy story-teller who
would tell of these events so that the names of the Moghil
khans do not disappear in this world and the conditions of
their life not remain forgotten™.

Muhammad Niyaz writes further that no one has any
definite information on whether such works existed in the
region's collections of books. By chance, however, a copy
of Mirza Haydar Giurgan's Tarikh-i Rashidi was found. On
reading it, Muhammad Niyaz discovered that the book was
dedicated entirely to the Moghill khans and the description
of events in Moghilistdan. The manuscript was in bad con-
dition, and it was almost impossible to use. “We regretted
this very much,” writes the translator. “Had this copy been
in good condition, it would have been translated into Turki
then”, that is, under ‘Abd al-Rahman-wang. Later, when
Muhammad Niyaz found himself, in his words, in the
service of ‘Abd al-Rahman's son, Muhammad ‘Aziz-wang
hakim-beklik, the ruler of Khotan, he succeeded in finding
in the palace library another copy of the Tarikh-i Rashidi.
This copy was distinguished (from the one discovered
earlier) by its “perfect completeness, impeccable execu-
tion and beautiful preservation”. As the Tarikh-i Rashidi
was written in Persian, states the foreword, not everyone
could use it or comprehend its contents. For this reason
Muhammad ‘Aziz-wang ordered to translate the Tarikh-i
Rashidr into TurkT in order to make its contents accessible
to many and to ensure that the initiator of the translation
and the translator would be well-remembered and prayers
of benevolence be said for them. Although Muhammad
Niyaz did not consider himself qualified or worthy of this
great task, in his words, he undertook the translation, for
“in the execution of the royal order and highest will there
[cannot] be delays or omissions”.

Muhammad Niyaz goes on to describe his inethods of
working. In brief, they are as follows: the translation is
made in simple language, in expressions accessible to all.
Suras from the Qur’an and hadith, translated by the author

from Arabic into Persian, are here translated into Turki.
Those Arabic verses and expressions not translated by the
author of the Tarikh-i Rashidi are left “without interfer-
ence.” Certain Arabic verses, the meaning of which is diffi-
cult to understand, are also left untranslated. The Turkic
verses which belong to Mirza Haydar himself, or were bor-
rowed by him from other authors, are given as they stand in
the original. The Persian verses which contain tarikhs
(chronograms) or mu‘amma are also reproduced without
change or adaptation, so as not to “spoil” them. The re-
maining Persian verses are translated into Turki. “Various
words not of Arabic or Persian origin, which are possibly
Mongolian, from those distant times of their victory, or
Qalmagqg, such as, for example, manghlay. qarultay and
other such expressions, are translated approximately
according to their meaning, although I wish it were other-
wise,” — writes the translator. In all probability, says
Muhammad Niyaz, mistakes have also been made in the
translation of some little-known Persian words. But “to the
fullest extent of my abilities, I strove to observe the rules of
translation and contented myself with satisfactorily con-
veying the content of the Persian text with Turkic
words,” — Muhammad Niyaz adds.

Finally, the translator announces that he, like Mirza
Haydar Giirgan, who dedicated his work to ‘Abd al-Rashid-
khan, dedicates his translation of the Tarikh-i Rashidr to
Muhammad ‘Aziz-wang, which he does for the following
three reasons: (1) the Persian original of this book was dis-
covered and became known in his time, (2) the translation
was made in accordance with his royal order, and (3) his
lineage extends across generations to Hadrat Mawlana
Jamal al-Din, whose tomb is located in the vilayet of Agsa,
in the Ay-Kil district.

The translator's foreword concludes with verses
(fols. 11a—12a). There are many poetic interpolations in
the very text of the foreword as well.

The afterward to the translation [57] has a special title:
“The Completion of the Translation of This Book and the
Completion of the Rough Copy”. It begins with words of
praise to Allah, who gave the translator strength to com-
plete this “great task”. He goes on to inform us that the
translation was completed in Khotan on 20 Jumada II 1253
(22 September 1837), corresponding to the year of the
Cow. He continues with the traditional formula of Muslim
translators: he asks the readers to forgive him for the imper-
fections of the translation and calls on them to correct the
mistakes which have been allowed. The afterward closes as
does the foreword, with a poem by the translator.

Our information about the translator is limited. His full
name was Muhammad Niyaz b. ‘Abd al-Ghafur (D 120,
fols. 2b, 6a). He was a poet by vocation and used the
takhallus of Niyazi. This pen-name is cited several times
at various places in his poetry (D 120, fols. 12a, 61b, 62a;
D 121, fol. 147a). As the translation shows, he had an ex-
cellent knowledge of his native Turkic and was fluent in
Persian. Moreover, he not only translated from Persian, but
also wrote poetry in it (see D 120, fol. 11a). The dates of
Muhammad Niyaz are unknown. As is evident from the
text of the foreword, he served ‘Abd al-Rahman-wiang, the
ruler of Yarkend, who died, according to Chinese sources,
in 1833 [58]. Muhammad Niyaz then found himself
in Khotan in the service of ‘Abd al-Rahman's son,
Muhammad ‘Aziz-wang, in all probability, as a court
writer. It is difficult to say whether he was called to the
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Khotan court as a result of old acquaintance or thanks to his
literary fame.

The manuscript section of the St. Petersburg Branch of
the Institute of Oriental Studies contains a copy of a work
by Muhammad Niyaz not mentioned in other catalogues. It
is called Qisas al-ghara'ib [59). The name of the author is
cited in it as Muhammad Niyaz b. Ghafur-bek [60]. In the
poem which closes the author's foreword, his takhallus,
Niyaz], is given as well (fol. 3b). The Qisas al-ghara’ib is
a short compilation in the genre of “general history” of
Muslim dynasties. In the words of the author, it is
a “translation into TurkT” of the most interesting and, from
his point of view, entertaining stories from such Persian-
language works as the Tartkh-i Akbari, Rawdat al-jannat,
Tadhkirat al-shu‘ara, Nigaristan, Rawdat al-safa, and oth-
ers (fols. 2b, 120a, 128b). The work was finished in the
“Yarkend vilayet, on Monday, the twenty-first day of Rajab
of 1268, corresponding to the year of the Fish” (fol. 128b),
that is, 11 May 1852.

The Qisas al-ghara'itb was written by order of the
hakim of Khotan, Muhammad ‘Aziz-wang hakim-beklik
(fol. 2b). As is evident from this information and the for-
mula after his name — “may his might increase” —
Muhammad ‘Aziz was still alive in 1852. Incidentally, this
refutes the claim, advanced without reference to a source,
that he died in 1842 [61]. From the content of the author's
foreword, it is clear that Muhammad Niyaz continued to
serve the Khotan khan. The reason for Niyazi's move from
Khotan to the Yarkend vilayet is unknown, as is the year of
his death.

To close our section on the translator, it is worth noting
that at the beginning of the nineteenth century, an individ-
ual who called himself Niyazi KashgharT translated the
Tadhkira-yi uwaysiya into Turki [62]. Without studying
a copy of his translation, it is problematic to claim, solely
on the basis of the rakhallus, that Muhammad Niyaz
b. *Abd al-Ghafur is this translator or whether we have here
two individuals with the takhallus Niyazi.

Unlike the translations by the unknown, eighteenth-
century author and Muhammad Sadiq, Niyazi's translation
has come down to us in a comparatively large number of
copies. At present, scholars have information about the ex-
istence of no fewer than ten manuscripts of various degrees
of completeness, all copies of Muhammad Niyazr's transla-
tion. NiyazT's translation is represented in the collections of
the former Soviet Union by six manuscripts. We will de-
scribe first the Petersburg manuscripts, noting those fea-
tures unmentioned in the descriptions of V. D. Smirnov and
A. M. Muginov [63]:

1. St. Petersburg, the St. Petersburg Branch of the In-
stitute of Oriental Studies (D 120). In the opinion of
A. M. Muginov, this is, “possibly the translator's autograph
copy”. This manuscript, beautifully executed and pre-
served, contains a translation of the first daftar of the
Tarikh-i Rashidi. The copy ends with the chapter on ‘Abd
al-Rashid-khan, and thus lacks Mirza Haydar's conclusion
to the first daftar. Otherwise, the manuscript is distin-
guished by its exceptional completeness. We note among
the copy's, and, consequently, the translation's features, an
additional section included in his translation by Muhammad
Niyaz. After the chapter dedicated to amir Khudaydad,
Muhammad Niyaz writes that his constant wish was to per-
form the hajj. When he learned that amir Khudaydad had

received the honour of visiting Mecca and even being bur-
ied there, he was moved to write the poetic verses he then
includes. The verses are dedicated to the same theme —
NiyazT's desire to visit the places holy to Muslims. The text
inserted by the translator takes up a full three pages (minus
two lines) (fols. 60b—62a).

2. St. Petersburg, the St. Petersburg Branch of the In-
stitute of Oriental Studies (D 121). The manuscript contains
only a part of the second daftar, beginning with the thirty-
ninth chapter. The manuscript ends with a translator's af-
terward in prose and verse. In a number of cases, the chap-
ter titles are missing (fols. 3b, 70a, 106a); the title of one
chapter is incompletely written in (fol. 48b). Folio 88a and
a part of folio 87b are not filled in, although the gap is only
spatial, not textual. In format and handwriting, the manu-
script is close to D 120. It is possible that they were pro-
duced in the same place and represented separately bound
parts of a single copy of the translation. If this 1s the case,
there must be a third manuscript of the same format and
handwriting which contains the first chapters of the second
daftar missing in D 121.

3. St. Petersburg, the St. Petersburg Branch of the In-
stitute of Oriental Studies (D 122). The manuscript was
copied by an unknown individual for his own purposes on
paper of various sizes and types. The text of the translation
is incomplete and the order is extremely distorted. The ori-
gin of most of the lacunae is explained by the particular
features of the copy from which the manuscript under dis-
cussion was made. This is clear from a marginal note in the
hand of the copyist, which follows the chapter on Yinus-
khan: “At this place twelve folios are missing” (fol. 32a). In
fact, “at this place” the text of three chapters of the transla-
tion is missing. In place of Muhammad Niyaz' afterward,
the manuscript contains a brief note: “The book Tarikh-i
Rashidi was written in Farsi; it was translated into the
Turkic dialect on Wednesday, on the first day of the month
of ‘id-i qurban of 1253” (fol. 12a).

4. St. Petersburg, the St. Petersburg Branch of the In-
stitute of Oriental Studies (D 192). The manuscript contains
the text of the translation of the final 35 chapters of the
second daftar of the Tarikh-i Rashidi, as well as the second
treatise, Khwaja Niura's letters and Mirza Haydar's conclu-
sion to the second daftar. The text is very close to manu-
script D 121; both manuscripts contain an identical trans-
lator's afterward.

5. St. Petersburg, the St. Petersburg Branch of the In-
stitute of Oriental Studies (D 138). We shall discuss this
manuscript later, in connection with another translation.

6/1. Tashkent, Institute of Oriental Studies
(No. 10191/P). Judging by the date of the manuscript
(1253/1837—38), this is possibly a copy of Muhammad
Niyaz' translation, although the catalogue, where the de-
scription of the manuscript is given, states that it is an
“Uighur-Uzbek version”(?) completed by an unknown in-
dividual on the orders of the “ruler of Kashghar, Zukhiir al-
Din Tajt hakim-beklik” [64]. The manuscript contains an
appendix dealing with a history of Kashgharia from the
1540s to the nineteenth century. According to V. P. Yudin
and O.Kh. Zhalilov, the appropriate chapters from the
Tartkh-i Kashghar together with a book entitled Tawarikh
were used to continue the narrative of East Turkestan his-
tory. “By Tawarikh, it would seem that the Tarikh-i Sayvid
Raqim is meant” [65], as the author of an article on the ap-
pendix suggests.
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7/1. Delhi, The Archeological Museum. Red Fort [66].
The translator's name is given in the catalogue as Muham-
mad Niyayuhi, son of ‘Abd al-Ghaffar. No descriptive
characteristics of the manuscript are provided, aside from
its length (676 fols.) and size (36.0 X 23.0 cm).

8—10/1—3. London, The British and Foreign Bible
Society. Three manuscripts [67]. They are all incomplete,
and each contains only a partial text of the translation. The
manuscript which contains part of the text of the second
daftar, according to N.Elias, ends with the following
words: “I finished this translation on 22 Jumada II 1263, in
the city of Khotan” [68]. If this note has been accurately
reproduced by N. Elias [69], then it is quite clear that, as
frequently happens with dates and numbers in general, the
copyist has allowed an error here: instead of “22 Jumada II
1263”, it should read “20 Jumada II 1253”. A second pos-
sibility exists, although it is quite a stretch; namely, that this
note belongs not to the translator, Muhammad Niyaz, but to
the copyist. In that case, the date indicated is the date on
which the manuscript was copied.

11/1. London, The India Office Library (Turki
ms. [) [70]. We have no information on the manuscript.
Judging by the sections cited by Hamada Masami, the
manuscript begins with Muhammad Niyaz' foreword.

All currently known copies of Muhammad Niyaz'
manuscript date from the nineteenth century. The broad and
relatively rapid distribution of this translation was aided
both by the virtues of Mirza Haydar Dighlat's work and the
high quality of the new translation. NiyazT's translation is
distinguished by great accuracy and even elegance. The
translator succeeded not only in conveying the meaning of
the original, but also the simple style of the Persian text, its
lightness and clarity of exposition. This is equally true of
the poetry: the Persian verses contained in the Tarikh-i
Rashidr are translated into Turkl with the poetic rhythm

intact, which testifies to the translator's poetic gifts. It
seems to us that the task set in the foreword — to translate
in simple language and expressions accessible to all —
should be seen not only as Niyazi's wish to bring his trans-
lation into accord with the linguistic and aesthetic needs of
contemporary East Turkestan educated society, which had a
poor command of Persian. The orientation toward a pri-
marily Turkic lexicon, judging by the language of his Qisas
al-ghara'ib and the detailed foreword to the Tarikh-i
Rashidi, represents a deliberate decision by Muhammad
Niyaz. His fluent command of Persian and his excellent
knowledge of Turkic allowed him to follow this principal
consistently, without harming the accuracy or clarity of the
translation. The text's easy comprehensibility to a Turkic
reader unfamiliar with Persian, along with the accurately
conveyed content allow us to speak of the high quality of
Muhammad Niyaz' translation. One should also take into
account that the translation was made from a manuscript
“of perfect completeness, impeccable execution and beauti-
ful preservation”. Also important here is the fact that most
of the translation (manuscripts D 120 and D 121) is appar-
ently represented by Muhammad Niyaz' autograph copy or,
in any case, a copy of beautiful workmanship and good
preservation made during the translator's lifetime. Thus, the
significance of this new translation for textual criticism of
the Persian original is quite great. Thanks to its virtues,
Muhammad Niyaz' translation can perform for the modern
scholar of the Tarikh-i Rashidi services which, as a result of
the specific features of “Oriental translation™ [71], Muslim
translations rarely perform.

In order to give the reader an idea of the breadth and
accuracy of Muhammad Niyaz' translation, we cite here in
English translation a fragment from the Persian original
of the Tartkh-i Rashidi with the Turkic translation in paral-
lel text.

Translation

The Persian original

A narration about Sultan Ahmad-khan, the son of Yinus-khan. ...
Sultan Ahmad-khian was an extremely religious, devout and pious
ruler, so he decided the majority of matters on the basis of divine
law and experienced no difficulties in this. He was a stern, daring
man of perfect valour; his thought was sound, his judgments
proper. He showed special concern for sayyids, darwishes,
‘ulama’ and the virtuous. He dedicated the major part of his time
to carrying out moral and religious injunctions and publicly per-
formed the rituals of stipulated prayer. He strictly observed the
bonds of kinship. Respect for good deeds and lofty spiritual
qualitics was matchless in his time. His blessed age was thirty
nine [when he died]. A complete description of the conditions of
his life 1s given in the second daftar” [72].

As is evident from the comparison, Muhammad Niyaz
follows the Persian original very closely, giving throughout
a clear and almost everywhere outstanding translation.
There is no doubt that the translator set himself no stylistic,
textological or other tasks which aimed to change the letter
of the original. Strictly observing the “rules of translation,”
he simply strove, as is indicated in the foreword, “to repro-
duce accurately the meaning of the Persian text in Turkic
words” (D 120, fol. 10a).

Manuscript D 120

“A narration about Sultan Ahmad-khan, the son of Yanus-khan. ...
Sultan Ahmad-khan was an extremely religious, devout and pious
padishah, so he decided the majority of matters on the basis of di-
vine law and experienced no difficulties in this. He was very en-
ergetic, audacious and of perfect valour; his thought was sound,
his judgments proper. He extended exceptional patronage to
darwishes, ‘ulama’ and the virtuous. He dedicated the major part
of his time to carrying out moral and religious injunctions and
publicly performed the ritual of the stipulated five prayers. He
strictly observed the bonds of kinship. In his time, respect for
good deeds and lofty spiritual qualities was incomparable. His
blessed age was thirty nine [when he died]. A description of the
other conditions of his life is given in the second duftar” (fol. 94b).

We should add to the three translations considered here
one more Turkic translation, apparently completed in the
nineteenth century, also in East Turkestan. This translation
is represented in the collection of the St. Petersburg Branch
of the Institute of Oriental Studies by a single copy
(D 138). Neither the name of the translator nor the date
of the translation is indicated in the manuscript. For un-
clear reasons, C. Salemann believed that the translator was
Muhammad Sadiq Kashghart [73]. As for A. M. Muginov,
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he assumed that the translation of all four parts of the work
represented in this copy was made by Muhammad Niyaz
b. ‘Abd al-Ghaftir [74]. However, a comparison of the text
with all available Turkic translations shows that we have
here an independent translation from the Persian original.
The translation is incomplete, and its text occupies only
a part of the manuscript. The text of the second part of the
volume, as will be shown below, goes back to Muhammad
Niyaz' translation. As this manuscript has not yet been in-
vestigated or studied, we give a more detailed description.

The manuscript is a large-size volume (42.0 X 27.0 cm)
bound in green cardboard with coloured imprints. The first
folios (fols. 01—O03b, 1a) and the last folios (fols. 245b,
001a—004b) contain no text. At the beginning of folio 03a
there is a brief note consisting of four words: “Huwa. Be-
ginning of the Tartkh-i Rashidr”. The folios left blank at
the beginning and end of the volume were, evidently, in-
tended for the translator's foreword and afterward. Like the
original, the translation is divided into two daftars. The text
of the first daftar is distinguished by significant omissions:
three chapters are missing after fol. 12a, and the daftar it-
self ends with the chapter “The tale of Yinus-khan and Ay-
razzaq's setting out for Samarqand, to Mirza Ulighbek”
(fol. 41b). Consequently, in comparison to the original, the
first daftar lacks 36 chapters and the author's afterward.
The second daftar begins with the words “Foreword to the
second daftar of the Tarikh-i Rashidi” (fol. 42b). There are
few lacunae in this section of the manuscript: only three
chapters are missing, among them the chapter about singers
(fol. 80a). Folio 239a is blank, and contains on the reverse
side a note unrelated to the main text in the hand of the
copyist: it is an enumeration of the ancestors of the amir
Pialadchi and Timir with some brief information about
them. There is no break in the main text.

The manuscript was copied in 1308/1890—91 (fol.
245a) by a single copyist in a neat, cursive nasta lig. The
copyist's name is not indicated, nor are there any clear indi-
cations of where the copy was made. Judging by the fact
that the manuscript was acquired by the Asiatic Museum in
1897 as part of the collection of J. Liitsch, “former consular
secretary in Kashghar” [75], the manuscript was copied in
East Turkestan.

A comparison of the texts quite clearly shows that the
manuscript under consideration contains two different
translations of the Persian original and that the second
daftar of the copy is based on Muhammad Niyaz' transla-
tion. Furthermore, the texts from the first daftar of manu-
scripts D 138 and D 120 differ both in style and usage.
Tellingly, this section reveals differences even in the poetry
translated into Turki. Moreover, in manuscript D 138, cer-
tain verses are given both in Persian and Turkic translation
(fol. 34a). The reconstruction of the Farsi verse, partly ab-
sent in Niyazi's translation, would have been impossible
unless the translator had the Persian original of the Tarikh-i
Rashidr at hand.

The text of the first daftar of manuscript D 138 does
not agree in its particulars either with the anonymous
author's eighteenth-century translation or with Muhammad
Sadiq's translation.

The texts from the second daftar of manuscripts D 138
and D 121, on the other hand, reveal complete accord.
They contain the exact same translation, namely, that of
Muhammad Niyaz. In manuscript D 138, however, the text
of Muhammad Niyaz' translation has been somewhat

abridged in comparison with manuscript D 121: absent
are the chapter on T3j al-Din's return to Turfan (fol. 179b),
the description of Kashmir (fol. 216b), poetry in several
places (fols. 221b, 226b, 230a), one chapter title (236b),
and Muhammad Niyaz' afterward to the translation. One
also finds the omission or addition of certain words and the
distortion or improvement of certain readings, etc.

It was noted above that in manuscript D 138, the
anonymous author's translation ends in the middle of fo-
lio41b on the thirty-sixth chapter of the first dafrar.
Moreover, the chapter's text concludes with the word
tamam (*“finished”). As the remaining text of the first daftar
is missing in the manuscript, and the text of the second
daftar of NiyazT's translation is incompletely represented in
the manuscript available for comparison — which lacks the
author's foreword and the first 38 chapters -— it is difficult
to establish the chapter and daftar where Muhammad
Niyaz' translation actually begins. There is some uncer-
tainty about the word tamam. What does it relate to? What
is “finished”? The unconnected and independent translation
from the Persian original? The text of the first daftar repre-
sented in the protograph? Is the copyist's work — copying
the text of the anonymous author's translation — “fi-
nished”? Consequently, the following remain unelucidated:
the true degree of completeness of the anonymous author's
translation; the time of the new translation's appearance; the
reason for the compilative nature of manuscript D 138.
Who is responsible for uniting in one book the texts of two
different translations? Was it the translator himself or
the copyist?

The possibility of giving convincing answers to all
these questions is limited by the absence of the appropriate
information which could, under favourable circumstances,
be gleaned directly from the manuscript. The current state
of our knowledge leaves much room for guesses and
speculation. The goal of our article, however, is concrete —
a study of the Turkic manuscripts of the Tarikh-i Rashidr
preserved in the St. Petersburg Branch of the Institute of
Oriental Studies collection with an elucidation of their main
features through a comparison of the Turkic copies with the
Persian original and with each other. The new, independent
translation of the Tarikh-i Rashidi into Turki revealed
in this fashion is one of the concrete results of the pre-
sent work.

Thus, the manuscript collection of the St. Petersburg
Branch of the Institute of Oriental Studies contains at least
four translations of the Tarikh-i Rashidr into Turk’, the ear-
liest of which dates from 1751. They are all independent
and unconnected to each other. That is, the Turkic transla-
tions of Mirza Haydar Diighlat's historical work which have
reached us do not represent the evolution of a single basic
translation, but rely on various copies of the Persian
original.

All of the translations are of East Turkestan origin, and
were evidently made by literary professionals. The transla-
tions are not, however, of equal value, which is explained
not only by the quality of the translations themselves, but
by the degree of completeness of the copies, as well as by
the degree of preservation of the author's text of each indi-
vidual translation. The most significant of them is the
translation by Muhammad Niyaz, a well-educated and
knowledgeable translator and, evidently, a gifted man with
a good knowledge of languages and of the country de-
scribed by Mirza Haydar Dighlat.
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The East Turkestan origin of the translations is not sufficient knowledge of each of the preceding translations.
a coincidence. The Tarikh-i Rashidi is a central source for This is supported both by the number of copies of eight-
the history of East Turkestan from the fourteenth to the eenth-century translations which have reached us and by
sixteenth centuries, the period of Moghilistan's formation the absence of information testifying to each translator's
and, in particular, the Moghiil state centred around knowledge of his predecessors.
Yarkend. When the needs and demands of local cultural As is evident from the material cited, at least two of the
development compelled East Turkestan scribes of the four translations were commissioned by highly placed indi-
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries to turn to the history of  viduals. The readership of the translations under considera-
an earlier period, they found themselves dependent on their tion was, nonetheless, socially diverse. Evidence for this is
predecessors, who wrote primarily in Persian. First among found not only in the author's descriptions of their motiva-
them was Mirza Haydar Dughlat. This is the chief explana- tion — to make the Tarikh-i Rashidi accessible to all
tion for the number of translations of the Tartkh-i Rashidi Turkic-speaking inhabitants of Moghiilistan — but also in
into Turki. On the other hand, the appearance of new the existence of a copy made for their own needs by the in-
translations of Mirza Haydar's work was provoked by in- habitants of a rural area.
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