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Abstract. This article examines the identity of Noyon Ket-Buga of the Naiman tribe
and his affiliation with a specific Chinggisid ulus. The narrative concerning the death
of Chinggis Khan's son Jochi, and the account of how Ket-Buga informed him of this
event - preserved in Kazakh, Kyrgyz, and Nogai folklore - emerged during the Golden
Horde period. The most complete and earliest version of this story is the Nogai one.
It displays direct parallels with the version found in Mirza Ulugh Beg’s Ulus-i Arba-
yi Chingizi, which suggests that the author had access to a Golden Horde historical
source. While this written source did not name the individual or his tribal affiliation,
the consistent mention of Ket-Buga in all three folkloric versions, and his identification
as a Naiman in the version most closely aligned with Ulugh Beg’s account (the Nogai
version), supports the conclusion that there once existed a variant of the narrative in
the Golden Horde wherein a Naiman named Ket-Buga informed Chinggis Khan of his
eldest son's death. Genealogies of the Naiman indeed mention a figure named Ket-Buga,
identified as either the son or grandson of the legendary tribal founder, Naiman. Based
on generational estimates in various genealogies, this individual likely lived during the
Golden Horde period. The only Ket-Buga of the Naiman tribe documented in written
sources is the famous general who died in battle against the Mamluks of Sultan Qutuz
at Ain Jalut in 1260. A central problem in identifying this military commander with the
Ket-Buga of folklore and Naiman genealogies is that, according to Persian historians,
this commander served under Hiilegii. Given the deep hostility between Hiilegii (a
son of Tolui) and the Jochids - which led to war in the early 1260s - it is difficult to
reconcile Ket-Buga’s association with Jochi, implied in the folklore, with his alleged
loyalty to Hiilegii. However, analysis of written sources reveals that the tradition of Ket-
Buga as Hiilegii's loyal general was shaped by Ilkhanid historiography. These historians
aimed to obscure the fact that Hiilegii’s territories were initially intended to be a
collective Chinggisid domain, with the Jochids enjoying a dominant role. Only through
an alliance with Khubilai and the physical elimination of Jochid princes, their armies,
and vassals during the winter of 1261-1262 did Hiilegii secure full control over Iran,
Irag, and Anatolia, which thereafter became hereditary Ilkhanid territory. On the other
hand, a report from the History of Herat, along with a number of indirect references,
suggest that Ket-Buga was a noyon subordinate to the Jochids. Further supporting this
interpretation is the fact that Noyon Baidar, who served under Ket-Buga’s command,
was killed during the anti-Jochid purges of the winter of 1261-1262.
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PekoHcTpyKkuust 6uorpadpuu HoivoHa Ket-bByru u3 nviemeHu HauMaH

A.Tlopcun
Hesasucumblil uccaedosamens, MazHumozopck, Poccus

AHHOTanud. B ctaTbe paccMaTpUBaeTCs BONPOC O JUYHOCTH HOWoOHa KeT-Byru u3 nijieMeHu HaliMaH
Y ero MOAYMHEHHOCTU KOHKPETHOMY YHUHTU3UJCKOMY yiycy. CloKeT 0 CMepTH CblHA YMHrHU3-XaHa
JoKydu 1 0 TOM, Kak eMy 06 3ToM coobiinia Ker-Byra, coxpaHuBLIMica B Ka3axCKOM, KUPTU3CKOM U
HoralckoM ¢oJibka0pe, cbopMupoBasics B 3noxy 3o010Tol Opabl. Haubosiee noyiHOM U paHHEH SBJsIETCS
ero Horauckas Bepcus. OHa MMeeT MpsAMble COBNAJEHUS C TEKCTOM 3TOTO CHKETa, OTPa3UBILErocs
B «Ynyc-u ap6a-iin YuHrusu» Mupssl Ynyroeka. OHU 0ObSCHAIOTCSA TEM, UTO B paclopsi>KEHUU aBTOpa
HAxOJMJICSI KAaKOW-TO 30JI0TOOPJBIHCKUN HCTOPUYECKHMH TeKCT. B HEM He ObLIM Ha3BaHbl UMs U
nJieMeHHasl IPUHA/JIEXXKHOCTh HOMOHA, coo61MBIIero YuHrus-xany o cmeptu bxyyd. Ho ymomuHanue
KeT-Byru Bo Bcex Tpex BapHaHTaX 3TOr0 GpoJIbKJIOPHOI0 CIOXKeTa U TO, YTO OH Ha3BaH HAiMaHOM B CAMOM
6JIM3KOM K CO061LIeHnI0 MUp3bl Yayroeka - HOTalCKOM, MO3BOJISIET 3aK/I0YUTh, 4TO B 30s10T0o OpJe
CYLIeCTBOBAJI BAPUAHT 3TOT0 TEKCTA, B KOTOPOM YHMHIH3-XaHy O CMEPTH €ro CTaplliero cbiHa coob1anl
KeT-Byra u3 nsieMeHu HaliMaH. B reHeasiorusix HaiiMaHOB JeWCTBUTEJNbHO GUrypupyer Hekud Ket-
Byra, ABAABLINICA IMO0 CBIHOM, IN60 BHYKOM JIETEHJAPHOT0 OCHOBATe 151 KoJlIeKTUBa - HalimaHa. Cyas
110 KOJINYECTBY MOKOJIEHUH, MPHUBENEHHBIX B PA3HBIX T'€HEA/OTUsX, ITOT YeJIOBEK J0KEH ObLI XKUTh
B anoxy 3os0Toi Opabl. EAMHCTBEHHBIM 3aQUKCHPOBAHHBIM MMCbMEHHBIMU UCTOYHUKAMU KeT-Byroi
Y3 [JIeMeHU HallMaH 6blJ1 3HAMEHUTbBIHN MOJIKOBO/ELl, TOTUOIINN B GUTBE C ETUNETCKUMU MaMJIIDKaMU
cyntaHa Kyrysa npu AWH-/xanyte B 1260 roay. KiroueBoii mpo6sieMoii ero cootHeceHus ¢ KeT-Byroii
$OJIbKJIOPHOTO CHO’KeTa M HaWMaHCKUX IeHeaJloTMid Bcerja siBJsJIoCh TO, YTO COIVIACHO HWPAHCKHUM
HUCTOpPHUKaM, 3TOT MOJIKOBOJeL, NOAYUHSICSA Xy/ary. YUUTbIBasi KPalHIO BpaxJeOHOCTb MeXAy 3TUM
ceiHOM Tosya u /bxyyuaamuy, koTopas B Havase 60-x roZloB NMpuUBeJa K BOMHeE, CJI0XKHO [JOMYCTHUTH,
yto KeT-Byra, BxoauBImINN B okpy:xeHHUe [KyduH, CyAs MO cofepkaHui0 (OJIbKJIOPHOTO CHOXKETa, U
NOJIKOBOZIELl, CAYKMBIIMK XyJary — 3TO OJHO U TOXe Juno. Ho aHa/nvM3 NUCbMEHHBIX UCTOYHHUKOB
NI0Ka3bIBaeT, UTO TPaJUIHs, COIIacHO KOTopoi KeT-Byra 6611 BepHBIM MOJIKOBO/ILLEM XyJIary, SIBJseTCs
pe3yJIbTaTOM TBOPUYeCcTBa UCTOPUKOB UiibxaHaTa. X 0CHOBHOH 3aZjaueil GbLJIO COKPBITHE daKTa TOTO,
YTO M3HAYaJIbHO TEPPUTOPHUU yJyca Xyaary AO/DKHBI ObLJIM CTaTh KOJIJIEKTUBHBIM YHWHTU3WUJACKUM
BJIaJleHUEM IPU CUJIBHOM JIOMUHUPOBAHUU TaM /Jlky4dujoB. Jluib 6Jarofaps corw3y ¢ XybuaaeMm U
bU3NYECKOMY YHUUTOXEHUI0 PKYIH/ICKHX LlapeBHUYeH, UX BOMCK M BaccayioB 3uMoi 1261-1262 roxa
XyJiary noJiy4uJi oJiHyto BJaCTb Haj TeppuTopusiMu UpaHa, Mpaka u Masoit A3uy, koTopasi 3aTeM cTajia
HacseacTBeHHOU. C Ipyroi cTopoHbl, coobuieHue «Mcropuu I'epaTa» U pss KOCBEHHBIX CBU/IETENBbCTB
roBopsT o ToM, 4yTo KeT-bByra 611 HOMloHOM, TogYMHEHHBIM /KydnaaM. Ha aTo ke yka3biBaeT U GakT
TOr0, YTO HAXOJMBIIUICA MOJ, ero KoMaHJOBaHHeM HOWOH bBailfap moru6 B xojie aHTHKYUUICKUX
penpeccuii 3uMbl 1261-1262 roga.
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duHaHcupoBaHMe. CTaTbsl NMOATOTOBJIEHA B paMKaX I'paHTOBOro ¢puHaHCUpOBaHUS MUHHCTepPCTBA
HayKH U BbIciiero o6pasoBanus Pecny6auku Kaszaxcran UPH AP23490261 «Uctopuyeckas 6uorpadus
Horas u ero po/ib B MCTOPHUHU TOCYAPCTBEHHOCTH JIXKy4HJ0B»

HaiimaH pybiHaH IbIKKaH HOMOH KeT-ByFaHbIH 6Mip6assHbIH KaJ/IllbIHA
KeJITipy

A.TlopcuH
Tayesciz sepmmeywi, MazHumozopck, Peceli

AnjaTna. Makasaza HallMaH pyblHaH HIbIKKAH HOMOH KeT-ByFaHbIH *KeKe TyJIFacbl MEH OHbIH, HAKThI
6ip LIbIHFBIC 9yJieTiHE GAFbIHBILITHIIBIFBI Macesieci KapacTblpblia/ibl. [IIbIHFbIC XaHHBIH, YJIKEH YJIb
KombiHbIH KaUTBIC 601ybI K9HE 6yJ1 Typasbl ofaH KeT-ByfaHblH xabapJ/aybl }KeHiH/ET] CIOKeT Ka3ak,
KbIPFbI3 K9He HOFaill QOJIbKJIOPBbIH/A CaKTajfaH aHe AnTbliH Opja AayipiHAe KaJjblnTackaH. bya
AHBI3/IbIH EH epTe/ieri 9pi TOJBIK HYCKAChl — HOFAWUJIBIK HYCKa 60J1bIT Tabbl1abl. Oy Mup3a YJIbIKOEeKTiH
«¥ayc-u apba-iim YMHTU3U» IIbIFapMacblHAAFbl MOTIHMEH TiKesel YKCAacThIKTapAbl KepceTei.
Bys1 yKcacThIKTap aBTOP/bIH, KoJbiHAA ANThiH OpJia Ke3eHiHe THecii Tapuxy JAepeKkKe3 6OJIFAaHbIH
Oingipeni. ATaqMbIll AepeKTe HOHWOHHBIH aTbl MEH Pybl aTaJMaraH. Ajsaiia yir (GoJIbKJIOPJIBIK
HYCKaHbIH GapJ/bifbiHza Jla KeT-ByFfa eciMi ke3zeceTiHi »koHe HOFAWUJBIK — SIFHU YJIBIKOEK MOTiHiHe
€H >KaKbIH HYCKa/la OHbIH HaliMaH eKeHi aTan eTinyi AnteiH Opaasa 6ys OKUFaHbIH 6ip HYCKAChIHIA
2KowbinbiH esiMiH LBIHFBIC XaHFAa HaillMaH pyblHaH IIbIKKAH KeT-ByFaHblH eTKi3reHiH 6oJnkayFa
MYMKiH/Zik 6epesi. HalimaH pybIHbIH wexipenepinge Ket-byFa eciMii TyJiFa LIbIHBIMEH Jie Ke3Jece[|,
oa1 1mexipese He HallMaHHBIH yJjbl, He HeMepeci peTiHAe KepceTisieli. Op TypJi wexipenepaeri
OybIH CaHbIH ecKepe OThIpbIN, 6yJ1 TyJaFa AnTbiH Opaa aayipiHzae emip cypreH 6oJybl Kepek. XKazba
JlepeKTep/ie HallMaH pybIHaH WbIKKaH KeT-ByFa peTiH/ie )ka/IFbI3 FaHA TAPUXH TYJIFa 6esriJi — o1 1260
KblJ1bl AWH-/I>KaNyT malKacblH/Aa MOMJYKTEP/IEeH Ka3a TalKaH 9Mriji Kosabacuibl. By Kos6aciibIHbI
dosbkopablK KeT-ByFameH »xoHe HaliMaH LiexipesiepiHjeri Ty/iFaMeH caolikecTeHAipy MacesieciHeri
6acTbl KUbIHABIK — HPaHJbIK TapUXILIbLIAPAbIH, MaJliMeTTepi O0MbIHIIA, 01 XyJaryra 6aFblHbIIIThI
6osiraH. TosnyHabIH 6y yiibl MeH YKolllbl ypIaKTapbIHbIH apacblHAAFbl OIINEH/ITIKTI eCKepe OThIPbII
(omapabliy apachl 1260-kbL1apAbIH 6acbIHAA COFbICKA JleliH 6apFaH), posbKiaopaa KobIHBIH cepiri
peTinzie kepiHeTiH KeT-Byra MeH Xysaryra KbI3MeT eTKeH K0J16acClIbIHbI 6ip TyJ/Fa Jlell KapacTblpy
KUbIH. Asaiijia »)ka36a JgepektepAi tangay Ket-ByraHbiH XysnaryabiH ceHiMAl KoJ16acmibIChl GOJIFAHbI
YKOHIHJIET] ISCTYP — [/IXaHaT TapuXIIblIapbIHbIH U/€0JI0THUAJBIK KypaJsibl eKeHiH kepceTeai. Osap/biH,
GacThl MakcaTbl — XyJary yJyChIHbIH OacTankbia Oykia IIbIHFbIC oysieTiHe opTak aWMak 60JblIII,
oH/1a YKomrbl ypnakTapsl YCTeM/IK eTyre TUiC 60JFaHbl TypaJibl IIbIHABIKTHI KaCbIpy O0J/bI. Xysary
Tek XybuaiiMeH ofakTachln, 1261-1262 x. kpicTa 2Kollibl ypraKTapblHbIH XaH3a/a1apblH, 0J1ap/iblH,
9CKepJsiepi MeH Bacca/ZlapblH >KOWFaHHAH KeHiH faHa Mpan, Upak >koHe Kimi A3usimaFbl OUJIKTI
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MyparepJikke aliHanbIpa anajbl. EkiHini xaFbiHaH, «XepaT Tapuxbl» MeH 6acKa /a xkaHaMa JiepeKTep
KeTr-ByranbiH Kowbl yprnakTapblHa GaFbIHBIIITBI HOWOH GOJIFAHBIH KepceTefi. Bysl TYKbIPbIM/IbI
OHBIH K0J1acThIH/A 60JiFaH HOMOH baliapabiH 1261-1262 . KbICTaFbl aHTHXKOUIBLIBIK, penpeccusiap
Ke3iH/le Ka3a TanKaHbl Ja JaJesel Tyceai.

TyuiH ce3aep: Ket-byra; HaliMaH; AliH-/IxanyT; XKowbl; XKombuiap; Xynary; UpaH; ¢osbkiop; yabIC;
Mup3sa YibIKOek

Introduction

In Kazakh, Kyrgyz, and Nogai folklore, a narrative has been preserved concerning the death
of Jochi, the son of Chinggis Khan, and how his close associates were compelled to inform the
ruler of this sorrowful news. According to the tale, Jochi died while hunting, killed by a kulan.
Chinggis Khan'’s entourage did not know how to relay this tragic message to him. Eventually,
Ket-Buga from the Naiman tribe took upon himself the task of informing the khan. He did so in
the form of a poetic message, playing the dombra.

The question of the identity of this Ket-Buga from the Naiman tribe remains a matter of
scholarly debate. In the genealogies of the Naimans, a certain Ket-Buga is indeed mentioned—
he is described as either the son or the grandson of the legendary founder of the tribe, Naiman
(Marghulan 1930: 330-331; Dzhumagaliyev 2024: 393). Judging by the number of generations
listed in various genealogies, this individual would have lived during the era of the Golden Horde.

The only Ket-Buga from the Naiman tribe recorded in written historical sources lived in the
13th century. This refers to the renowned military commander who initiated the campaign
against the Ismailis, participated in the capture of Baghdad in 1258, and perished in battle
against the Egyptian Mamluks of Sultan Qutuz at Ain Jalut in 1260. There are two opposing
viewpoints regarding his identification with the Ket-Buga from the folklore narrative about
Jochi’s death and from the genealogies of the Naiman tribe. Some scholars accept that they
refer to the same individual (Jochi Khan 2020: 225-226). Others approach this identification
with skepticism, believing them to be separate figures (Sabitov, Karatayev 2024: 66). It should
be noted that there are sound reasons for such doubts. In the texts of Juwayni, Rashid al-Din,
and Hamdallah Mustawfi Qazvini, Ket-Buga, who fell at Ain Jalut, is clearly identified as a noyon
subordinate to Hulagu, who dispatched him on the campaign to Syria. In the late 1250s to early
1260s, relations between the Jochids and the Iranian Toluids were characterized by extreme
hostility, which, less than two years after Ket-Buga's death, culminated in a fierce war in the
Caucasus between the two uluses. In light of this, it is indeed difficult to assume that Ket-Buga,
who, judging by the content of the folkloric tale, belonged to Jochi’s circle, and the commander
who served Hulagu, were one and the same person.

Methods and Materials

Thus, the story of Jochi’s death during a kulan hunt is widely distributed in the folklore
of peoples whose ancestors were part of the Ulus of Jochi. It is recorded among the Kazakhs,
Kyrgyz, and Nogais (Jochi Khan 2020: 249-253, 260-267, 268-271). The very fact of such a
broad geographic spread of a single narrative suggests that it originated during the era of the
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Golden Horde. This is also supported by the mention of the episode in the work of Utemish-Haji:
“When Yudji Khan went to the vilayat of Desht-i Kipchak, he reached the well-known Ulugh-
Tagh. One day, when he went hunting in the mountains, he encountered a herd of maral-kiyiks.
He began to shoot arrows and pursue them but fell from his horse, broke his neck, and died”
(Utemish-Haji 2017: 28).

Apparently, the most complete and earliest folkloric version of this narrative was recorded
among the Nogais. B. Kebekova noted its direct connection with the text Ulus-i arba-yi Chingizi.
The author rightly concluded that the often verbatim similarity between the folkloric narrative—
especially its Nogai version - and the historical text gives reason to assume that the work had
long existed in written form before it transitioned into oral tradition (Kebekova 1982: 159-164).

The resemblance is indeed striking. For example, in Ulus-i arba-yi Chingizi, the dialogue
between Chinggis Khan and the noyon is rendered as follows:

The meaning of Jirchi’s words was:

The surface of the sea is troubled - who will clear it, oh my padishah?

If the white poplar has fallen by the root - who will raise it, oh my padishah?

The great Sahib Qiran Chinggis Khan thus replied to Jirchi:

If the sea’s surface is troubled,

My son Jochi is there — he will clear it!

If the white poplar has fallen by the root,

My son Jochi is there — he will raise it!

When Jirchi repeatedly recited his verse, tears flowed from his eyes. Seeing this, the great Sahib
Qiran Chinggis Khan said:

Tears are falling from your eyes - can your heart be overfilled?

Your words burn the heart - has Jochi died?

At that time, there was an edict from the Sahib Qiran that whoever announced the death of
Jochi Khan would be punished by the Sahib Qiran. Therefore, Jirchi replied to the great Sahib Qiran
Chinggis Khan:

I have neither the strength nor the power to say it,

You yourself have spoken, oh my padishah!

Let your own command be upon you,

You have understood correctly, oh my padishah!

(Tulibayeva 2011: 85-86)

In the Nogai folkloric version recorded in 1968:

Ket-Buga entered the horde, never letting go of his dombra. Bowing to the khan and kneeling,
he ran his fingers across the strings of the dombra, drawing sorrowful, mournful sounds. Then,
looking at the khan with a questioning gaze, he said:

- The sea has grown murky from its source — who will clear it, oh khan?

The tree has fallen from its roots - who will raise it, oh khan?

Understanding the hint, the mighty khan replied:

- Ifthe sea has grown murky from its source - my son Jochi will clear it!

If the tree has fallen from its roots - my son Jochi will raise it!

Ket-Buga began to play a mournful kui on the dombra. The conqueror of the world became
absorbed in the sorrowful melody and, shedding tears, said:

- You have drawn tears from my eyes; my heart is filled with sorrow.
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Your song torments the soul... Has Jochi died?..

Ket-Buga, without interrupting the kui, continued:

— It was not in my power to remain silent — you understood everything yourself, oh khan!

1 did not utter a word, but you yourself reached the truth, oh khan!

(Jochi Khan 2020: 268-271)

Such a close resemblance between the folkloric version recorded in the second half of the
20th century and the medieval written source compels a closer examination of the content and
origins of Ulus-i arba-yi Chingizi. Its author was Mirza Ulugh Beg (1394-1449), grandson of
Amir Timur. In 1409, by order of his father Shahrukh, he became governor of Mawarannahr and
Turkestan, which he ruled until his tragic death. Mirza Ulugh Beg’s wife was Shakar-Bek, the
daughter of Darwish, the thirty-fourth khan of the Golden Horde (Tulibayeva 2011: 79).

The accounts concerning Jochi found at the beginning of the fifth part of his historical work
are entirely unique. They form a single information block composed of three narratives: (1) the
circumstances of Jochi’s birth; (2) the circumstances of Jochi’s death; (3) Jochi’s conquest of
Desht-i Kipchak.

The story of Borte’s abduction and Jochi’s birth resembles the version found in Rashid al-
Din’s writings but also includes a number of significant differences (Porsin 2023: 180). The
most important among them is the explicit indication of the duration of Borte’s captivity—
less than four months. Clearly, this clarification was necessary to prove the legitimacy of
Jochi’s lineage. This is confirmed by the author himself: “Because of this event, Jochi Khan was
always reproached; Chagatai and Ogedei constantly slandered Jochi Khan to the great Sahib
Qiran Chinggis Khan. Thus, this great lie found its way into the chronicles of Chagatai scholars.
However, in the opinion of most just and truthful chroniclers...”

Mirza Ulugh Beg belonged to the Timurid dynasty, which had come to power in the Ulus
of Chagatai. Therefore, the opposition between the “just and truthful chroniclers” and the
“Chagatai scholars” is especially significant in this context.

Next follows the already mentioned narrative of Jochi’s death, which occurred six months
before the death of Chinggis Khan. It also casts the father-son relationship in a light favorable
to the Jochids. First, the vast majority of current scholars believe that Chinggis Khan's eldest
son died significantly earlier (Bartold 1900: 495-496; Qu Dafeng, Liu Jianyi 1998: 289-290;
Uskenbay 2013: 66-67; Jackson 2017: 458; Porsin 2023: 355). This view is based on the account
of Rashid al-Din, who states that by the autumn of 1225, Jochi was already deceased. Al-Qarshi
also reports that Jochi died in 1225 (Rashid al-Din 1952b: 229; The History of Kazakhstan in
Persian Sources 2005b: 119). Most importantly, Ulugh Beg’s description of Chinggis Khan’s
reaction to the news of Jochi’s death completely omits the well-known conflict between them
during that period. Reports of Jochi’s murder are found in the writings of Juzjani and al-Umari
(Tabakat-i-Nasiri 1881: 1101; The History of Kazakhstan in Arabic Sources 2005a: 181). The
true cause ofJochi’'s death remains unknown. However, even Rashid al-Din, while acknowledging
that Chinggis Khan was deeply saddened by the news of his eldest son’s death, notes that it
effectively prevented an armed conflict between them (Rashid al-Din 1960: 78-79; Thackston
1998-1999: 259-360).

One of the unique messages of Mirza Ulugh Beg concerningJochi is the account of the conquest
of the Dasht-i Qipchaq by the eldest son of Chinggis Khan. According to the source, he "was
given Khwarazm and the Dasht-i Qipchaq from the borders of Kayalyk to those places where the
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[hooves] of the Tatar horses reached, including Agsay Sakin, Jarrar, Bulgar, Alan, Bashgird, Urus,
and Cherkes." Jochi subdued these peoples and began to rule there. However, after his death,
the subjugated peoples rebelled. They had to be reconquered by Jochi’s son Batu (Tulibayeva
2011:79).

This accountis fundamentally different from how the Toluid historiography describes Mongol
military actions in the Dasht-i Qipchaq in 1222-1223. For example, The Secret History of the
Mongols contains two versions of the conquest of the Dasht-i Qipchaq. According to the Yuan
chao bi shi variant, the Qipchags and other western peoples were conquered by Siibe'etei, and
Batu was later sent to assist him (De Rachewiltz 2004: 194, 201; Kozin,_ 1940: 188-189, 192).
In the Altan Tobchi version, the western peoples were also conquered by Stibe'etei, and Jochi
was sent there by Chinggis Khan as a darughachi, that is, a governor, with a strict prohibition
against continuing conquests. At the same time, Rus’ and the Circassians, according to the source
already subjugated by 1224, were subordinated to separate noyans by Chinggis Khan's order
(Lubsan Danzan 1973: 228, 229-234; Porsin 2023: 135-175).

Accordingto Rashid al-Din, Jochi was ordered by his father to launch a campaign to the westbut
refused to comply, which led to a conflict between them (Rashid al-Din 1960: 78-79; Thackston,
1998-1999:259-360). Here we will not go into the question of how the events actually unfolded.
It is well known that for Mongol imperial historiography, the real or constructed fact of which
of Chinggis Khan's four sons was chosen to conquer the western lands - and how he carried out
this order - was of paramount importance (Jackson 2017: 57-69; Atwood 2017: 35-36; Porsin
2024: 234-235).

Obviously, both variants of The Secret History of the Mongols and Rashid al-Din’s version
undermined the legitimacy of the Jochid authority in the West. In contrast, Mirza Ulugh Beg
presents a narrative favorable to Jochi’s descendants. In this version, Chinggis Khan’s order was
given to and fulfilled by his eldest son. Only later did the western peoples rebel, and Batu, by the
order of (")gedei, had to reclaim his father's domains.

Given Ulugh Beg's references to "just and truthful chroniclers," whose position was opposed to
that of the Chagataid historical tradition, it can be concluded that he had access to some kind of
Jochid historical work. It is quite possible that he gained access to it through his wife, who was a
daughter of the khan of the Golden Horde. Unfortunately, Mirza Ulugh Beg fully incorporated into
his narrative only three episodes from this work. Among them, only the most important and, from
his point of view, unique one - the description of Chinggis Khan’s reaction to the news of Jochi’s
death - remained intact. This narrative combines prose with extensive fragments of poetic text.

All three surviving episodes concern matters of utmost importance for the Jochids in the
13th century: the origin of Jochi, the circumstances of his death (more precisely, Chinggis
Khan's attitude toward it), and the status of the western territories. Judging by their themes,
this work resembled The Secret History of the Mongols (Porsin 2023: 191-194). It may have
served as its Jochid counterpart. That texts similar to The Secret History existed not only among
the Toluids is confirmed by the contents of The Golden Legend, a 17th-century Mongolian
historical monument (Istoriia v trudakh uchenykh-lam 2005: 19-61). Its author was clearly
familiar with the written tradition of The Secret History, as evidenced by textual similarities
in certain episodes. At the same time, he used a different version of the text that shares some
features with the one that has come down to us. In it, most of the unique stories focus on the
affairs of the central ulus (Mongolia) and revolve around Chinggis Khan'’s brothers Belgiitei and

172 2025 GUMILYOV JOURNAL OF HISTORY
T. 152, Ne3. ISSN: 3080-129X. eISSN: 3080-6860



Reconstructing the Biography of Noyon Ket-Buga of the Naiman Tribe

Jochi-Qasar. This supports the hypothesis that multiple texts stylistically and thematically akin
to The Secret History once existed. It is likely that each major branch of the ruling dynasty
possessed such a text.

The existence of such a Jochid text clarifies the textual similarity between the folklore
narrative and the account by Mirza Ulugh Beg. The latter does not mention the name or tribal
affiliation of the person who informed Chinggis Khan of Jochi’s death. He calls him "Ulugh Jirchi,"
meaning "Great Storyteller." However, first, the name "Ket-Buga" appears in all three variants
of the folklore narrative — Kazakh, Kyrgyz, and Nogai. Second, the fact that he was a Naiman is
stated in the version closest to Ulugh Beg’s account and based on the Jochid written tradition—
the Nogai version. These two facts allow us to conclude that in the Golden Horde, there existed
a version of this text in which Chinggis Khan was informed of his eldest son’s death by Ket-Buga
of the Naiman tribe.

Results

The earliest mention of Ket-Buga in written sources close in time to the events is found in the
"Yuan Shi": "In the spring of the first month [the emperor] proceeded to the region of Shi-hui.
He sent Qi-tu-pu-hua (Ket-Buga) to attack the fortress of Chi-er-tu-ch’ie (Girdkuh) in Molay"
(Abramowski 1979: 20; Khrapachevskiy 2009: 187). This refers to the conquest of the Ismaili
state in [ran.

At the 1251 kurultai, the khan of the Mongol Empire was elected as Mongke, the son of Tolui.
He was brought to power by the Jochids and the Toluid factions. This was followed by large-
scale repressions against their main rivals—the Ogedeids and Chagataids. A key issue at the
kurultai, aside from electing Mongke, was the discussion of an invasion of Iran. For this reason,
the participants remained in Mongolia until early 1252 (Kostyukov 2005: 282-289; Kostyukov
2009: 210-239). The campaign was planned as a joint enterprise; however, the interests and
representation of the Jochids clearly predominated. Its main objective was the destruction of
the Ismaili state. Yet, after coming to power, Mongke decided to alter the terms of the agreement
and attempted to deprive the Jochids of leadership. Therefore, in 1252 two armies were sent to
Iran instead of one. The first force was subordinated to the Jochids and set out at the beginning
of 1252, led by Ket-Buga. Only in the autumn of 1252 did Mongke make the final decision to
send Hulagu to Iran. His appointment as commander and leadership of the army met opposition
from the Jochids, who reasonably feared this would weaken their influence in Iran (Jackson
2017:57-69; Kostyukov 2005: 282-289; Kostyukov 2009: 210-239).

The subordination of Ket-Buga'’s corps to the Jochids is confirmed by the sources. It is known
that from the Ulus of Jochi in the conquest of Iran and Iraq participated the Shibanids, Buvalids,
and Orduids. Apparently, they arrived there while Batu was still alive, that is, before the second
half of 1255. There are grounds to believe that the troops of Balakan and Tatar arrived first,
followed by the corps of Kuli. Rashid al-Din indicates that the latter moved through Khwarezm,
Dehistan, and Mazandaran, while Balakan and Tatar passed through Derbent (Rashid al-Din
1960: 80, 69; Thackston 1998-1999: 350, 361).

According to Juwayni, Balakan and Tatar “went ahead” of Hulagu. This report indicates that
the Jochids arrived in Iran earlier than the Toluid army. These same two names are mentioned
by Juwayni in describing Mongol actions at Alamut (De Rachewiltz 2004: 443). In 1255, before
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Hulagu’s army crossed the Amu Darya, a conflict arose between Shams ad-Din Muhammad Kart
and the Jochid princes over tax payments from Herat. Only Balakan and Tatar were involved in
this conflict as well (History of Herat 2024: 106-114; Jackson 2017: 67-68). Kuli, the first of the
princes mentioned by Rashid al-Din, appears only in 1256 when Hulagu’s army was stationed
near Hamadan (Rashid al-Din 1960: 33).

According to al-‘Umari, the initial goal of Hulagu’s army was the Ismailis. However, Hulagu
convinced Mongke of the necessity to conquer the Baghdad Caliphate. When Berke learned of
this, he reminded Batu that the Caliph was their ally. Batu agreed and forbade Hulagu from
crossing the Amu Darya. For this reason, Hulagu did not launch an offensive with his large army
for two years and only moved west after Batu’s death (History of Kazakhstan in Arabic Sources
2005: 182-183; Lech 1968: 102). It appears that it was the tumens of Balakan and Tatar that
enabled Batu to hold back Hulagu’s army’s westward advance until his death at the end of 1255.
According to Rashid al-Din, Ket-Buga of the Naiman tribe crossed the Amu Darya with his army
in March 1253 and began military operations in Kuhistan (Rashid al-Din 1946: 26; Thackston
1998-1999: 481). Obviously, Batu’s prohibition did not apply to him.

Ket-Buga’s subordination to the Jochids during this period is directly confirmed by the
“History of Herat.” On this basis, P. Jackson and V.P. Kostyukov concluded that he was a Jochid
noyan. According to the source, the conflict between the Jochids and the malik of Herat, Shams
ad-Din Muhammad Kart, occurred before Hulagu’'s army crossed the Amu Darya. The camps
of Balakan and Tatar were located in Badghis, where Batu’s governor Jijgai also resided. After
Shams ad-Din Muhammad Kart refused to pay tribute to the khan of the Ulus of Jochi, the
Jochid noyan Dubday was sent from Badghis to Herat, accompanied by Batu’s envoy. By order
of Balakan, Ket-Buga was to assist the Jochid representatives in this conflict (History of Herat
2024: 33).

In 1256, following the deaths of Batu and Sartaq, the position of the Jochids changed drastically.
According to Jamal al-Qarshi, “the rule passed to the Khakans” (History of Kazakhstan in Persian
Sources 2005b: 120). The throne of the Ulus of Jochi was taken by the minor Ulachchi, whose
regent was Batu’s senior wife, Borakchin. From this time until the death of M6ongke, the Ulus of
Jochi remained under his control (Myskov 2003: 64-65; Kostyukov 2007: 184-185; Kostyukov
2008: 62; Sabitov 2015: 52; Porsin 2020: 264-267).

Apparently, relations between Hulagu and the Jochid units in the region were quite tense. At
the time of Hulagu’s arrival in Iran, alongside the forces of Balakan and Tatar, there was also the
army of Tama, originally dispatched by Ogedei under the command of Chormagan. His successor
in the early 1240s, the noyan Baiju, remained subordinate to the Jochids throughout his military
career, starting from the Mongol-Khwarazmian war (Jackson 2017: 65-66; Kostyukov 2009:
216; Porsin 2020: 267-271; Porsin 2023: 302-303).

Almost immediately after Hulagu’s army arrived, Baiju’s corps moved from Transcaucasia
to Rum. Baiju’s forces were initially stationed in Transcaucasia. Sebastatsi notes that Hulagu
“ordered all his troops, whose commander was Baju, to withdraw from their position in Mugan
so that he could take this place himself, and they withdrew and marched toward the land of
Rum, while the sultan fled to Alaiyan” (Galstyan 1962: 26-27). Baiju’s departure to Rum dealt
a serious blow to the Golden Horde’s position in the region, if only because it severed their
connection through the Caucasus with the main Jochid domains (Porsin 2020: 270-271).

Of particular interest are the accusations Hulagu made against Baiju in 1257, according to
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Rashid al-Din: “Churmagun-noyan has died. What have you done in his place in the land of
[ran? What army have you defeated, what enemies have you subdued, other than frightening the
Mongol troops with the splendor and grandeur of the caliph?” Baiju was forced to defend himself
on his knees: “I am not guilty. What was within my power, I have fulfilled: from Ray to the borders
of Rum and Syria, I have settled all matters except the case of Baghdad, because it is impossible
to lead an army to those regions due to the numerous population, abundance of troops, weapons,
equipment, and difficult roads that would lie ahead...” (Rashid al-Din 1946: 32-33; Thackston
1998-1999: 486-487). Essentially, Baiju was accused of sabotaging his duties regarding the
conquest of the Caliphate. It is likely that he was acting as an agent of Jochid policy, which ran
counter to the intentions of the Toluid faction. The fact that the Jochids regarded the caliph as their
ally is further confirmed by the above-mentioned report of al-‘Umari and by Juzjani’s accounts of
Berke’s regular diplomatic contacts with the caliph. The Jochid prince received honorary robes
from the caliph several times even during Batu’s lifetime (Tabakat-i Nasiri 1881: 1285).

Rashid al-Din hints at a conflict between Hulagu and the Jochid princes, which surfaced
during the siege of Baghdad in early February 1258. Mongol detachments had already occupied
the fortress walls, but “on the side of Bazaar Sultan stood Bulga and Tutar and had not yet
climbed the walls,” for which Hulagu reproached them and demanded an acceleration of the
assault (Rashid al-Din 1946: 42; Thackston 1998-1999: 496).

However, the sources apparently do not report any tension between Hulagu and Ket-Buga
during this period. Together with the Ilkhan, Ket-Buga actively participated in the defeat of the
Ismailis in 1256 and the siege of Baghdad in 1258. His status seems to have been quite high
since Hulagu ordered the caliph and his sons to be housed in Ket-Buga's camp after the city’s
capture (Rashid al-Din 1946: 29-32, 36-44; Thackston 1998-1999: 497).

Then, in 1259, Hulagu’s army invaded Syria, with Ket-Buga leading the vanguard. In the
summer of 1260, Hulagu learned of the death of his brother Méngke. He decided to return to his
primary eastern domains, leaving Ket-Buga in charge of the military command in Syria. After
this, the famous Battle of Ain Jalut took place. The Mongol army under Ket-Buga’s command
was defeated, and he himself was killed. Subsequently, the Mamluks under Qutuz expelled the
Mongols from Syria. Ket-Buga’s family was taken captive (Rashid al-Din 1946: 48-54; Thackston
1998-1999: 502-506).

Rashid al-Din provides a vivid account of Ket-Buga’s threats to Qutuz even in the face of
death. However, R. Amitai noted that this narrative was largely fabricated by Rashid al-Din or
his informants. Its content directly contradicts Ket-Buga's biography found in the work of al-
Yunini — an early Mamluk-period historian, a contemporary of the events, and a person who
personally saw Ket-Buga during his stay in Syria. According to this source, the Mongol noyan
died in battle. Ket-Buga’'s body was identified by his son, who was captured by the Mamluks
(Amitai 2007: 219-230; Amitai 2021: 229).

For the purposes of this study, it is important that Rashid al-Din portrays Ket-Buga as a
commander loyal to Hulagu, whose death the Ilkhan grieved deeply. Ket-Buga’s subordination
to Hulagu subsequently became the official version for historians of the Ilkhanate. This is
confirmed by the presence of his name in the list of Hulagu’s noyans, which also includes Baiju,
in the Shu‘ab-i Panjgana, and by Wassaf’s reports (Khamidova 2018: 175; Geschichte Wassaf’s
1856: 88-91).

Nevertheless, Rashid al-Din’s account contains several details corroborated by other sources.

GUMILYOV JOURNAL OF HISTORY 2025 175
ISSN: 3080-129X. eISSN: 3080-6860 T. 152.N93.



A. Porsin

First, there is the embassy of Hulagu to Qutuz, after whose arrival the Mamluks decided to strike
Ket-Buga’s forces. According to the source, Hulagu effectively declared war on Egypt as he was
leaving Syria (Rashid al-Din 1946: 48; Thackston 1998-1999: 504). This step can be regarded
at least as imprudent, considering that most of the Mongol army was departing eastward
with him. Nevertheless, Egyptian sources confirm the arrival of Hulagu’s embassy to Qutuz.
Their message contained references to Mongol doctrines of world domination, demands for
immediate submission, and insulting remarks directed at Qutuz. According to al-Nuwayri, the
embassy was sent by Ket-Buga (Amitai 1995: 36). This contradiction is resolved by Kazvini’s
report, which states that Hulagu ordered Ket-Buga to send the embassy to Egypt (Zafar-Namah
1983: 162). It is likely that the mission was joint.

Secondly, the clear unpreparedness of Ket-Buga'’s corps for a full-scale Mamluk invasion draws
attention. He commanded a tumen consisting of 12,000 men. Under his command were also a
small Armenian contingent and some local Syrian troops (Amitai 2021: 227). It is difficult to say
whether Baidar’s detachment, stationed in Gaza and the first to face the Mamluk assault, was
part of Ket-Buga's tumen. The course of the Battle of Ain Jalut indicates that Ket-Buga’s tumen
was highly combat-effective. Nonetheless, the forces available to him were clearly insufficient
even to hold Syria, let alone launch an invasion of Egypt. Thus, by leaving Ket-Buga behind with
most of his army, Hulagu placed him in a very precarious position, and the hostile embassy sent
to the Mamluks only exacerbated it.

Rashid al-Din explains Hulagu’s return by stating that he received news of Mangu’s death.
However, P. Jackson noted a clear chronological inconsistency. Mangu died on August 11, 1259
(Abramowski 1979: 33; Khrapachevskii 2009: 202). According to Rashid al-Din, Hulagu learned
of his death in the spring of 1260, since by June 6 he had already arrived in Ahlat (Rashid al-Din
1946: 49; Thackston 1998-1999: 503). It is unlikely that this news would have reached Hulagu
only eight or nine months later, considering that Kublai, who was in southern China, learned of
Mangu’s death on September 19 (Franke 1948: 324; Jackson 2017: 72).

P.Jackson concluded thatinitially Hulagu had no hereditary rights to the conquered territories
of Iran and Iraq. First, the Jochids who participated in the invasion numerically outnumbered
other relatives. The Ugedeids were not represented at all. Among the Chagataids, only the
prince Nekuder with his tumen took part. Hulagu was accompanied by his brother Subedei,
who died en route. In contrast, on the Jochid side, three princes participated — Balakan, Tatar,
and Kuli. Second, even the extremely loyal Rashid al-Din reported that although Mangu secretly
wished to transfer these territories to his brother’s possession, he publicly ordered him to
return to Mongolia after the campaign. Third, according to al-Umari, Hulagu was initially only
Mangu’s representative and only after the campaign did he rebel and declare independence.
Fourth, according to Tarikh-i Ujaitu, in 1312 Khan Uzbek claimed these territories belonged
to the Jochids by Mangu’s yarlik (Jackson 2017: 67). R. Amitai agreed with this viewpoint.
The researcher suggested that Hulagu might have gone to Azerbaijan out of fear of escalating
tensions with Berke after Mangu’s death (Amitai 1995: 29).

Discussions
Subsequent events fully confirm this perspective. Moreover, they clarify Hulagu’s real

attitude toward Ket-Buga and his entourage. Baydar, who brought Ket-Buga news of the Mamluk
advance, unlike his commander, managed to escape and return to Hulagu. It is unclear whether
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he participated in the failed Mongol attempt to suppress the Aleppo emirs’ uprising at the end
of 1260. Egyptian sources name Baydar as the leader of a Mongol detachment of 6,000 men
defeated near Homs. On the other hand, Rashid al-Din states that this corps was commanded by
Elkay-noyan, probably identical with the active participant in the conquest of the Ismailis and
the Baghdad Caliphate, Koke-Elkey (Rashid al-Din 1946: 54; Thackston 1998-1999: 507; Amitai
1995: 50-52).

In any case, Baydar died somewhat later. His death is described in detail by Hamdallah
Mustawfi Kazvini, who completed his historical work Zafar-nameh in 1334-1335. According
to the source, some time after the defeat at Ayn Jalut, Baydar’s son Buruldai turned to Hulagu.
His message was a denunciation of his own father, whom Buruldai accused of hostility toward
Ket-Buga and the Mongol defeat. He offered to execute his father himself and, having received
permission, beheaded Baydar. The source then reports that Hulagu ordered a kurultai to be
convened at Ala-Tag, inviting leaders from all territories under his control. Bayju was at that
time in Rum. Upon receiving the invitation, he became very worried. Summoning his relatives,
Bayju announced that Hulagu intended to accuse him at the kurultai. Bayju’s alleged guilt, he
said, was that when Hulagu “led his army to war from Turan to this country,” the Jochid noyan
summoned the local rulers and called them to war: “We should not call him khagan in Iran, and
everyone should raise an army against him. We will not allow him to enter this land but will gird
our loins to fight him.” Although Bayju explained his actions as a test of his subjects’ loyalty to the
[Ikhan, it was clear this excuse was unconvincing. Bayju took poison to spare his relatives from
repression. Judging by Kazvini’s vague indication, his sacrifice did not particularly help them
(Zafar-Namah 1983: 162-173). Rashid al-Din confirms that Bayju’s death was connected to
accusations against him by Hulagu: “Bayju conquered Anatolia [Rum] and boasted and bragged
that he, they say, conquered Anatolia! Hulagu-khan summoned him [to himself], accused him,
and executed him” (Rashid al-Din 1952a: 195).

Importantly, the author chronologically links Baydar’s execution and Bayju’'s death to the
kurultai at Ala-Tag. It appears to be the winter kurultai of 1261-1262, at which the Jochid
princes were killed and which effectively marked the beginning of the war between the Golden
Horde and Hulagu’s ulus. The most coherent account of the events comes from Caucasian
sources. Kirakos Gandzaketsi reports that the war began due to Berke’s and Hulagu’s support
for different claimants to the khan's throne. The Chagataid Alghu allied with Hulagu against
Berke. Hulagu ordered the killing of “noble and famous rulers from the line of Batu and Berke:
Gula, Balakhai, Tutkhar, Megan, son of Gula, Gatakhan, and many others along with their army.”
Only a few managed to escape and flee to Berke. Learning of what had happened, the ruler of the
Golden Horde gathered an army to avenge the deaths of his relatives and subjects. Hulagu also
assembled an army, dividing it into three parts. One, under his son Abagai, was sent to Khorasan
to aid Alghu; another was left in the Darial Gorge (the Alan gates); and Hulagu himself led the
army through Derbent, ravaging the Golden Horde’s territory, reaching the Volga (Kirakos
Gandzaketsi 1976: 236-237; Bedrosian 1986: 395; Brosset 1870: 193).

Another important source is the work of Grigor Aknerci. According to this source, seven
“khan’s sons” ravaged the conquered regions and recognized no authority above them. Hulagu
sent a message to Mangu, stating that “the old cavalry” had been removed (the Bayju corps had
been transferred to Rum) and that the territories to be conquered were already taken. At the
same time, Hulagu noted the anarchy in governing the region. Mangu sent his yaghurchi, that
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is judges, with orders to make Hulagu khan and “subject to yasak anyone who opposed him.”
When the yaghurchi arrived, they convened a kurultai and invited the “khan’s sons.” Before
the assembly, the Georgian king David arrived with an army. When the Chinggisids attending
the meeting learned that Hulagu was to be elevated to the throne, their opinions diverged. The
Chagataid Tekuder and a certain Bora-khan agreed, but Balakan, Tutar, Mingan, and Gatagan
strongly opposed. When it became clear they could not be convinced, Balakan, Tutar, and Gatagan
were executed by strangulation with a bowstring on the yaghurchi’s orders. Mingan, due to his
youth, was spared and sent to exile on an island. Afterward, the yaghurchi ordered the Armenian
and Georgian troops to attack the Jochid garrisons. Grand-scale repressions began. Only two leaders
survived — Nuha-kuun and Aratamur. Having foreseen the attack, they took treasures and horses
and fled through the Caucasus to the Jochid ulus. They convinced Berke to start a war against Hulagu
and fought for ten years. After the internal opposition was crushed, the yaghurchi proclaimed Hulagu
khan (Patkanov 1871: 30-33; Bedrosian 2003: 338-339).

The text contains one significant inaccuracy. The khan who issued the yarlik to Hulagu could not
have been Mangu. The reference is undoubtedly to Kublai (Jackson 2017: 72; Kostyukov 2008: 64—
65). Nonetheless, the text provides extremely valuable information about the events that took place.

First, the source places responsibility for the execution of the Jochid princes and destruction
of their troops not on Hulagu but on the Great Khan, i.e.,, Kublai. It was his yaghurchi who ordered
the executions of Balakan, Tutar, and Gatagan. They also commanded the Armenian, Georgian, and
Mongol forces that exterminated the Jochid contingents.

Second, the source reports that Nuha-kuun and Aratamur fled through the Caucasus with twelve
thousand horsemen. K. P. Patkanov suggested that Nuha-kuun was Prince Nogai, a future hero of the
war with Iran. He linked Aratamur to Al-Timur of the Georgian Chronicle. The researcher noted that
kuuns in this source corresponds to “khan’s sons” in Grigor Aknerci, i.e., Chinggisids (Patkanov 1871:
91-92). V. P. Kostyukov agreed with the possible identification of Nogai and Nuha-kuun (Kostyukov
2008: 71).

According to E. V. Cleaves, the Turkic anthroponym “Ar-Tamur” (Ardamur-Ardamir) is
etymologized as “Ar” — “man,” and “damur-tamur” — “iron.” The anthroponym “Nuha-kuun”
he read as “Nogai Koun” (Noqai Koun): “Noqai” — “dog,” and “Koun” — “son” (Cleaves 1949:
406, 225). Thus, Nuha-kuun is Prince Nogai. This is confirmed by the identity of the names and
his role in the later conflict. According to the source, having received Berke’s support, he waged
war against the Ilkhanate for ten years. It is well known that until the early 1270s, Nogai led the
Jochid troops in the Caucasus and participated in battles in 1262-1263 and 1265.

According to the anonymous 14th-century Georgian Chronograph, the troops subordinate
to the Jochids, “stationed in Greece,” learned of the execution of the Jochids and the seizure
of their possessions. Their leader was Ala-Temur. They, “together with their households and
belongings,” decided to break through into the Jochid Ulus via the Caucasus. Hulagu’s forces
attempted to stop them but were defeated. After twelve clashes, Ala-Temur’s corps reached
the Kura River. There, the Armenians subordinate to Hulagu tried to halt them but were also
defeated. Ala-Temur’s corps crossed the Kura and retreated into the Jochid Ulus. Following this,
Berke began preparations for war against Hulagu (Kartlis Tskhovreba 2008: 372-373).

Ala-Temur of the Chronograph and Aratamur of Grigor Aknerci are undoubtedly the
same individual. The source does not classify him among the “children of the khans,” i.e., the
Chinggisids. Presumably, Ar-Temur belonged to the tribal aristocracy of the Jochid Ulus. The
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Chronograph’s “Greece” refers to the Sultanate of Rum. The onset of the war between the Jochid
and Hulagu uluses is dated to the winter of 1261-1262 (Jackson 2017: 72-73; Kostyukov
2009: 69; Favero 2018: 50). Based on Caucasian sources, the events can be reconstructed
with reasonable accuracy. In the winter of 1261-1262, representatives of Kublai arrived in
Iran bearing a yarlik granting all conquered territories as hereditary possession to Hulagu. A
kurultai was convened upon their arrival, at which this decision was proclaimed. The outraged
Jochid princes and noyans were Kkilled, and their troops were either annihilated or fled. The
only surviving Jochid who managed to return to the Golden Horde was Nogai. He was in Rum
together with Ar-Temur. Most likely, Nogai represented Jochid interests there, substituting for
his father Tatar, who had gone to the kurultai. Subsequently, Berke was compelled to declare
war on Hulagu (Porsin 2020: 325-326).

[t is important to consider that for Ilkhanate historiography, the question of how and under
what circumstances Hulagu and his descendants inherited jointly conquered territories was
very sensitive. The official narrative of these events developed in at least two stages.

The Egyptian author al-Mufaddal relays a report from Ala ad-Din ibn Abdallah al-Baghdadi.
According to his own account, he was captured by the Mongols during the conquest of Baghdad
and served them for some time before escaping. The source reports that Berke sent envoys—
Balagiya and Tatarshe-to Hulagu demanding the Jochids’ rightful share of the loot acquired
during the campaign. The embassy initially harbored hostile intentions, as it included magicians
tasked with killing Hulagu. The magician Yaksha, serving Hulagu, was bribed by the envoys.
However, the plot was uncovered thanks to the Chinese sorceress Kamsha, whom Hulagu had
assigned to oversee the envoys. Thereafter, the envoys and Yaksha were executed, sparking
the war (History of Kazakhstan in Arabic Sources 2005a: 147-148). Scholars agree that these
individuals correspond to Balakan and Tatar (Jackson 2017: 70; Kostyukov 2008: 67; Sabitov
2015: 54).

This version, which the informant acquired while serving the Mongols, likely originated in
the 1260s. Several features stand out. First, only Balakan and Tatar are mentioned, which is
natural since, according to Aknerci, Kuli died of illness before these events (Patkanov 1871: 24—
27; Bedrosian 2003: 12). Second, it recognizes the Jochids’ claims to a share of the spoils as the
cause of the conflict. Third, by this time, the narrative about accusations of the princes’ use of
magical practices against Hulagu emerges. Fourth, it indirectly acknowledges the involvement
of people from China in the purge, aligning with Aknerci’s description of the kurultai.

At the beginning of the 14th century, Rashid al-Din’s work reflected the second stage of
this official narrative. The author provides two variants of the story concerning the death of
the Jochids. According to the first, Tatar killed Balakan using sorcery. Hulagu sent him to the
Golden Horde. After trial, Berke sent Tatar back to Hulagu, granting him authority to decide the
criminal’s fate. Tatar was executed, and afterward, Kuli died. The second variant differs in that
Balakan, who attempted to kill Hulagu, was executed, and Tatar and Kuli died subsequently. As
for the fate of the Jochid contingents, Rashid al-Din vaguely reports that most fled—some to
Khorasan, then to Ghazni and Bamiyan, others through the Caucasus to the Jochid Ulus (Rashid
al-Din 1946: 54; Rashid al-Din 1960: 81-82; Thackston 1998-1999: 362).

Comparing this version with Caucasian sources and the account of Ala ad-Din ibn Abdallah
al-Baghdadi reveals that it bears no relation to reality. It is a propagandistic narrative intended
to legitimize Hulagu’s wholly unlawful actions by framing them as conforming to the Yassa of
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Chinggis Khan.

P. Jackson noted that Rashid al-Din’s description of the early war between Kublai and Arig-
Buga is highly confusing and biased. He depicts Kublai as the legitimate ruler and Arig-Buga as a
rebel. However, cross-referencing independent sources indicates that Arig-Buga was the lawful
heir of Mongke, a fact Rashid al-Din sought to conceal. Even his own narrative shows that Arig-
Buga was supported by Orghina Khatun, then head of the Chagatai ulus, and Berke as leader
of the Jochid ulus and senior member of the ruling dynasty. Rashid al-Din’s account of the fate
of the Jochid princes in Iran is also contradictory and imprecise, significantly less informative
than Grigor Aknerci’s description. The researcher concluded that the Kkillings of Balakan and
Tatar, along with the destruction of Jochid troops in Iran, occurred in 1261-1262. At the same
time, Berke’s subordinate Bayju was executed. These events corresponded with Hulagu’s final
alignment with Kublai. Meanwhile, Alghu struck at Berke’s positions in Central Asia. Hulagu’s
and Alghu’s actions fully corresponded to Kublai’s interests, who sought to weaken Berke as
Arig-Buga’s main supporter (Rashid al-Din 1960: 159-163; Thackston 1998-1999: 427-430;
Jackson 2017: 68-75).

According to Kirakos Gandzaketsi, the actions of Hulagu and Alghu were coordinated (Kirakos
Gandzaketsi 1976: 236-237; Bedrosian 1986: 395; Brosset 1870: 193). It appears that their
cooperation was facilitated by the diplomatic activity of Kublai Khan. Rashid al-Din’s account
of Alghu’s rebellion against Ariq Boke is quite detailed; however, its chronology is rather
confused. According to the source, upon arriving in Transoxiana, Alghu’s representatives killed
all of Berke’s subjects, and Chagatai troops invaded Khwarezm. Nevertheless, the text does
not clarify whether these events occurred before or after Alghu received the patent (yarligh)
from Kublai (Rashid al-Din 1960: 96-98, 159-163; Thackston 1998-1999: 376-377, 427-430).
A more precise dating can be established based on the biography of Yelii Chucai in the Yuan
shi. According to this source, by mid-1262 Alghu was already in open warfare with Ariq Boke
and, in the latter half of 1262, retreated to Transoxiana as a subject of Kublai (Bretschneider
2018: 37-38). Vassaf reports that during the first confrontation between Berke and Hulagu, the
Khan's representatives conducted a census in Bukhara, after which 5,000 townspeople, subjects
of the Ulus of Jochi, were executed (Geschichte Wassaf’s 1856: 94). Although the source does
not name the Khan, it is clear that during this period such actions could only have been carried
out by Alghu on behalf of Kublai.

According to Rashid al-Din, Hulagu and Alghu received patents (yarlighs) to govern their
uluses simultaneously from Kublai: “At that time the Khan sent the following message to Hulagu
Khan and Alghu: ‘In the lands of turmoil—from the banks of the Jayhun to the gates of Misr—
you, Hulagu, shall command and vigilantly guard the Mongol army and territories, defending
the glorious name of our ancestors. From the Altai Mountains to the Jayhun, Alghu shall
govern and oversee the ulus and tribes” (Rashid al-Din 1960: 159-163; Thackston 1998-1999:
427-430). The biography of Yelii Chucai, which confirms that by mid-1262 Alghu recognized
Kublai as Khan, along with the arrival of Kublai’s envoys in Iran bearing the patent for Hulagu,
corroborates this account.

Notably, events in Iran under Hulagu’s control and in Transoxiana under Alghu’s authority
unfolded similarly. In both regions, supporters of Berke were eliminated, followed by direct
warfare against the Ulus of Jochi. It seems that by 1262 Kublai had successfully forged a highly
effective military alliance. He guaranteed Alghu and Hulagu their governing powers over their
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uluses by issuing patents, simultaneously directing them against Berke, the principal ally of
Ariq Boke (Porsin 2020: 335).

[t can be concluded that the execution of Baidar, as well as the execution or suicide of Baiju,
occurred amid the anti-Jochid repressions in Hulagu’s ulus. The very fact of Baidar’s elimination
during this period indicates that Hulagu regarded him as a Jochid noyan, which aligns with the
fact that he was subordinate to Ket-Buqa.

It is unlikely that Hulagu, when sending a message to Qutuz and departing Syria with his
army, deliberately provoked the Mamluks to attack the Jochid forces in this region. Such a move
would have been too risky. Rather, he likely aimed to restrict the mobility of a combat-capable
and potentially dangerous unit. According to the Caucasian sources, the 12,000-strong corps of
Aratmur and Nogai stationed in Rum was highly effective. The Jochid forces in Syria and Rum
posed a serious threat to Hulagu. Thus, the actual outcome of the Battle of Ain Jalut for the
I[lkhan was the strengthening of his position in the critical conflict over the territories of Iran
and Iraq. Had such an experienced Jochid commander as Ket-Buqa been alive at the outbreak of
the war, and had his tumen not been destroyed by the Mamluks, the situation in the Caucasus
might have evolved quite differently.

Sources preserve limited information about Ket-Buqga’s personality. According to Kirakos
Gandzaketsi, he was a Christian (Kirakos Gandzaketsi 1976: 156; Bedrosian 1986: 324;
Brosset 1870: 234). This is corroborated by al-Yunini, who further notes that Ket-Buqa did not
discriminate against Christians, adhering to the norms of Chinggis Khan’s Yassa. The author,
who personally saw Ket-Buqa in Baalbek in 1260, describes him as follows: “He had a rare beard
under his chin, braided like a rope because of its length. Sometimes he tucked its end into a ring
on his ear, sometimes it hung on his chest, reaching down to his navel... He was an old man who
had lived during the times of Chinggis Khan.” The latter detail indirectly supports the hypothesis
that he was identical to the noyan who reported Jochi’s death to Chinggis Khan in 1225. Al-
Yunini characterizes Ket-Buqa as an outstanding administrator and commander who enjoyed
unquestioned authority among the Mongols. To confirm his military capabilities, he provides
an interesting description of the capture of a Syrian fortress. Usually, Ket-Buga employed the
tactic of hashar, driving captured prisoners to storm the next fortification. However, one fortress
proved too resilient. Ket-Buqga resorted to trickery: he informed the defenders that he knew
the fortress was short of water and that the siege would continue. The townspeople replied
that he was mistaken. Ket-Buga wished to verify this, and the inhabitants, hoping the Mongols
would depart, consented. A group of warriors was sent into the city with spears hollowed out
and filled with poison. The warriors ostensibly tested the wells’ depths while poisoning them.
Soon, the fortress fell. At the same time, al-Yunini notes that Ket-Buqa was faithful to his word,
and if he had given a written guarantee of safety, the recipient of the patent truly had certain
protections (Amitai 2007: 224-227). It is noteworthy that such flattering characteristics were
given to Ket-Buqa by a Syrian historian who was generally hostile to the Mongols.

Conclusion
[t can be concluded that throughout his political career, Noyan Ket-Buga of the Naiman tribe

was subordinate to Jochi and his descendants. His status within the Mongol Empire was already
significant in the 1220s, considering he became the protagonist of the account regarding how
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Chinggis Khan learned of his eldest son’s death. Ket-Buqa retained his position during Batu'’s reign.
He led the first Jochid army sent to conquer the Ismailis in 1252. With the arrival of the tumens
of Balakan and Tatar in Iran, Ket-Buga was subordinate to them. The deaths of Batu and Sartaq,
alongside Hulagu’s army’s arrival in Iran, significantly altered the position of Jochid units in the
region. Sources do not preserve evidence of any conflict between Ket-Buqa and Hulagu. Moreover,
in the official Hulaguid historiography, the Naiman noyan is depicted as a commander subordinate
to the Ilkhan. However, the fact that his 12,000-strong corps was left in Syria to confront a vastly
superior Mamluk army suggests that Hulagu did not particularly care about his fate. The death of
Ket-Buqa’s subordinate noyan Baidar during the anti-Jochid repressions of 1261-1262 indicates
that his circle was perceived by the Ilkhan as hostile and oriented toward the Golden Horde.
Overall, the key consequence of Ket-Buqa’s death and the defeat of his corps at the Battle of Ain
Jalut was the further weakening of the military capabilities of the Jochids in the region.
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