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RURYHUÀIW\\HDUVWKHFRQFHSWRI´=DQGDQūMūVLONVµ
set forth by Dorothy Shepherd, a textile historian,
LQ KHU  DUWLFOH ´=DQGDQūMū ,GHQWLÀHG"µ SXEOLVKHG
together with linguist Walter Henning (Shepherd and
Henning 1959) has directed the study of medieval silk
textiles. A series of silks from European churches and
rock graves in the North Caucasus thus have been
LGHQWLÀHG DV ]DQGDQƯMƯ. Localization of the place of
those textiles’ manufacture and their dating served
as the basis for far-reaching historical conclusions:
an uninterrupted development of silk weaving in
Sogdiana from pre-Islamic times; an existence of a
Sogdian school of silk weaving as early as the 6th
FHQWXU\&(SURGXFWLRQRI´]DQGDQūMūVLONVµLQ&KLQD
etc. Even though it has now been proven that the
RULJLQDO UHDVRQV IRU GHÀQLQJ ´=DQGDQūMū VLONVµ ZHUH
erroneous (Sims-Williams and Khan 2008), a number of
VFKRODUVVWLOOPDLQWDLQWKHLGHDWKDW]DQGDQūMūGHVFULEHG
by medieval authors as cotton fabrics were in fact
silks. Meanwhile, the analysis of the way Shepherd
supported her concept shows that it was initially built
on rejection of the original written evidence about the
FRWWRQQDWXUHRI]DQGDQūMū7KHPDLQJRDORIWKLVDUWLFOH
is to outline how a misleading chain of argument was
created. To do so requires looking in detail at the
VWRU\RIWKHQRQH[LVWHQW´=DQGDQūMūVLONVµLQRUGHUWR
stress the importance that there be a new comparative
DQDO\VLVRIDOOVRXUFHVIRUWKHVWXG\RIVLONVLGHQWLÀHG
DV]DQGDQūMū
The story began when Shepherd discovered an ink
inscription on a silk piece at Huy cathedral (Belgium).
Henning’s decipherment of this inscription, which
he claimed was in Sogdian, revealed the word
´=DQGDQūMūµ²WKHZHOONQRZQPHGLHYDOWH[WLOHQDPHG
after a village in the vicinity of Bukhara. Based on this
context, Shepherd attributed the Huy silk and textiles
from the treasuries of European churches similar to it
by technique and design (and previously considered
to be the works of Eastern Iranian workshops) to
´=DQGDQūMūVLONVµ6KHGLYLGHGWKHPLQWRWZRJURXSV
=DQGDQūMū , DQG =DQGDQūMū ,, DQG EHOLHYHG WKDW WKH\
were manufactured in the same center near the city
The Silk Road 14 (2016): 213–222
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of Bukhara in the 7th century. One of her supporting
arguments for naming this place was the absence of
relevant information: “We do not have evidence of a
comparable weaving industry in the other regions of
Central Asia and we can only infer from the silence of
the sources that it did not exist.” The dating was based
on an assumption that “in Islamic times, weaving,
including silk weaving, was an important industry
in Sogdiana, especially in the region of Bukhara, and
there is every reason to believe that it had enjoyed an
uninterrupted development from pre-Islamic times”
(Shepherd and Henning 1959, p. 20).
These conclusions of Shepherd’s on the nature of
]DQGDQūMū WH[WLOHV WKHLU HDUO\ GDWH DQG WKH SODFH
of their manufacture were supported by Anna A.
Ierusalimskaia and received further development
in her work where she proclaimed that there was
“a school of artistic silk weaving in Sogdiana” and
LGHQWLÀHGDQHZJURXSRIVLONV´=DQGDQūMū,,,µDPRQJ
its products. Ierusalimaskaia included a large number
of silk pieces found at the medieval rock cemeteries
in the North Caucasus (Ierusalimskaia 1972, pp. 6, 7,
Appendix 1; Ierusalimskaia 1992, p. 13).1 Following
Shepherd, Ierusalimskaia suggested that the Sogdian
center of silk weaving appeared later than the other
major Near Eastern and Byzantine centers, “whereas
WKH ÀUVW UHFRUGV DERXW LW DUH GDWHG RQO\ WR WKH th
century” (Ierusalimskaia 1972, p. 5). She dated the
PDLQ ERG\ RI WKH 1RUWK &DXFDVLDQ ´=DQGDQūMū VLONVµ
within the range of the second half of the 7th WR ÀUVW
half of the 9th centuries (Ierusalimskaia 1972, p. 7) or
the second half of the 7th – 9th centuries (Ierusalimskaia
2012, p. 100). Ieruslamskaia considered silks from
the rock graves at Moshchevaia Balka to be essential
for determining the chronology of that site and for
the dating of textiles found at similar cemeteries
(Ierusalimskaia 2012, pp. 96-97).
Despite its being repeated and still accepted today
as an indisputable truth, the statement about the
production of silks in pre-Islamic Sogdiana is not
supported by any convincing evidence. “Every
Copyright © 2016 Zvezdana Dode
Copyright © 2016 The Silkroad Foundation

reason” that allowed Shepherd to talk about the
appearance of silk weaving in Bukhara in that period,
and Ierusalimskaia to suggest the 6th century for the
functioning of the silk weaving center in the area
remained outside of the framework of their studies. In
fact, the earliest source mentioning silks from Bukhara
cites a work written in the 9th century by the Arab
KLVWRULDQ DO%DOœGKXUū WKH UHVW RI WKH PHGLHYDO WH[WV
containing evidence on the weaving industry and its
production (mainly of cotton) from Transoxiana are
dated to the 10th century and later (Serjeant 1946, p.
  5HJDUGLQJ VSHFLÀFDOO\ ]DQGDQūMū DOO thcentury sources describe it as a cotton fabric, not a
silk one. Notwithstanding all the known evidence
from the medieval texts, the deciphered inscription
was given precedence, and scholars either rejected
WKHFRWWRQQDWXUHRI]DQGDQūMūWH[WLOHRIIHUHGYDULRXV
explanations for such a discrepancy, or did not discuss
it at all.
From the very beginning, Shepherd herself chose to
avoid this issue. Summarizing the evidence from the
medieval texts, she concluded that none of them talks
DERXWWKHQDWXUHRI]DQGDQūMūIDEULF´1RZKHUHGRZH
ÀQG D FOXH WR WKH NLQG RI FORWK WKDW =DQGDQūMū ZDVµ
(Shepherd and Henning 1959, p. 16).
However, this conclusion contradicted an account
given by Narshakhi, the 10th-century author who in
his work, “The History of Bukhara,” described zanGDQūMū DV D FRWWRQ FORWK 6KHSKHUG·V GHVLUH WR H[SODLQ
this discrepancy resulted in her tendentious selection
of English translations of the medieval sources. While
she cited excerpts from works of Nizam al-Mulk,
<œTƈWDO+DPDZLDQG$Wk0DOLN-XYD\QLLQ5REHUW%
Sergeant’s translation, she conveniently quoted a passage from “The History of Bukhara” (the earliest and,
as Shepherd herself pointed out, the “main source” on
]DQGDQūMū LQ5LFKDUG1)U\H·VWUDQVODWLRQ 6KHSKHUG
DQG+HQQLQJS 'HVFULELQJ]DQGDQūMū)U\H
chose to use the word “cloth”: “Zandana has a great
citadel, a large market place, and a grand mosque. Every Friday the prayers are performed there, and there
is trading (the same day). The specialty of the place
LV=DQGDQūMūZKLFKLVa kind of cloth made in Zandana
>P\HPSKDVLV²='@,WLVÀQHFORWKDQGLVPDGHLQ
large quantities. Much of that cloth is woven in othHUYLOODJHVRI%XNKDUDEXWLWLVDOVRFDOOHG=DQGDQūMū
EHFDXVHLWÀUVWDSSHDUHGLQWKLVYLOODJH7KDWFORWKLV
H[SRUWHG WR DOO FRXQWULHV VXFK DV ,UœT )œUV .LUPœQ
+LQGƈVWœQDQGHOVHZKHUH$OORIWKHQREOHVDQGUXOHUV
make garment of it, and they buy it at the same price
as brocade” (Shepherd 1959, p. 16). Using the generDO WHUP LQ WKH GHVFULSWLRQ RI ]DQGDQūMū WKDW GRHV QRW
clarify the nature of textiles, Frye nevertheless noted
in comments that most New Persian “dictionaries de214

scribe it as a coarse white cloth usually made of cotton” (Narshakhi 1954, p. 115).
6HUMHDQWRIIHUHGDGLIIHUHQWYHUVLRQRI]DQGDQūMū·VGHscription, but it was not discussed by Shepherd, who
merely commented in a footnote: “Serjeant, op. cit.,
p. 123, translates this passage with slight variations”
(Shepherd and Henning, 1959, p. 16). Such a wording left the impression that differences were so small
that they were not even worth mentioning. In reality,
6HUMHDQW LQGLFDWHG WKDW ]DQGDQūMū ZDV D IDEULF PDGH
of cotton. In his translation, textile from the village of
=DQGDQDZDV´FDOOHG]DQGDQūMūZKLFKLVWRVD\PXVOLQ
NLUEœV µ 6HUMHDQWS 2 Thus, for the word
GHVFULELQJ ]DQGDQūMū 6HUMHDQW FKRVH ´PXVOLQµ EXW
he also included transliteration of the Persian term,
where the Persian text of “The History of Bukhara”
that served as the only source for English translations
XVHV WKH ZRUG ´NLUEœVµ ፗ ቲ ጳᐣ) (Nerchakhy 1892, p.
14).3
Thanks to Serjeant, who thoroughly analyzed
medieval written sources mentioning Islamic textiles,
LW LV NQRZQ WKDW NDUEœV NLUEœV  ZDV ZRYHQ IURP
FRWWRQ ,EQ ,VIDQGL\œU th century) wrote that bales
of silk “were sold in Baghdad and the money spent
RQ FRWWRQ FORWK NLUEœV  ZKLFK ZDV GLYLGHG DPRQJ
the poor”; an anonymous author of “Hudǌd al-Alam”
(compiled at the end of the 10th century based on
writings of the 9th century) mentioned “cotton textiles
NLUEœV µ PDQXIDFWXUHG LQ WKH FLWLHV RI 5D\\ .œWK
and Bust (Serjeant 1946, p. 103, 106, 129, 134).
Early religious Islamic texts also provide evidence
that karbƗs was made of cotton yarn. A hadith of the 10th
century compiled by ash-Shaykh al-Kulayni describes
WKH ELRJUDSK\ RI $Oū LEQ DO+DVDQ LEQ 0XKDPPDG
FDOOHGDW7mWXUū´+HZDVFDOOHGDW7mWXUūEHFDXVHKH
VROGDFORWKNQRZQDVDW7mWXUū,Q0LVU>(J\SW@DQG
Damascus they called someone who sold karbƗs DÀQH
FRWWRQFORWK DQGZKLWHFORWKDW7mWXUūµ $O.œIū
S  $VLVZHOOHVWDEOLVKHGWKHWHUP´NDUEœVµLWVHOI
is connected with the widespread usage of the word
karpasi, the Indian name for cotton clothes, a word
that is traced back to the Sanskrit root “karpasa”,
i.e. “cotton” that was passed into many languages
with the same meaning (Pelliot 1959, I, pp. 433, 435;
Mazzaoui 1981, pp. 9-10).4 Obviously, the term “NLUEœV”
WKDWLGHQWLÀHG]DQGDQūMūDVFRWWRQWH[WLOHVUHMHFWHGWKH
GHÀQLWLRQ RI ]DQGDQūMū DV VLON RQHV5 For centuries,
]DQGDQūMū SUHVHUYHG LWV DVVRFLDWLRQ ZLWK FRWWRQ -
A. Vullers’ Lexicon Persico-Latinum Etymologicum
GHVFULEHG ´]DQGDSūĀūµ D YDULDQW RI ]DQGDQūMū DV ´D
wide robe of white cotton” (Serjeant 1946, p. 124). But
6KHSKHUG XQDEOH WR SURYH WKDW ]DQGDQūMū ZHUH VLON
textiles, doubted both Vullers’ explanation and Frye’s
FRPPHQW 6KH ZURWH ´7KHVH GHÀQLWLRQV VHHP QRW WR

be supported by the evidence in the texts and perhaps
are derived, by inference, from the reference in the
6L\œVDW1œPHµZKHUHLWVDLGWKDW]DQGDQūMūZDV´XVHG
for the clothing of slaves of the lowest rank at the
Samanid court.” She suggested that over time, from
1DUVKDNKL ZKHQ ´=DQGDQūMū ZDV DQ LPSRUWDQW DQG
YDOXDEOHIDEULF²ÀWIRUDNLQJµWR1L]œPDO0XON KLV
6L\œVDW1œPHwas written at the end of the 11th century),
fashion could have changed or the quality of this fabric
diminished, because 6L\œVDW1œPHGHVFULEHV]DQGDQūMū
as being “used for the clothing of slaves of the lowest
rank at the Samanid court” (Shepherd and Henning
1959, p. 16). At the same time, Shepherd ignored
WKH FOHDU LQGLFDWLRQ RI WKH FRWWRQ QDWXUH RI ]DQGDQūMū
provided by Narshakhi, and she based her conclusion
RQ WKH DOOHJHG SRRU TXDOLW\ RI ]DQGDQūMū PHQWLRQHG
in 6L\œVDW1œPH on an incorrect interpretation of the
social status of people who wore clothes made from
LW6ODYHVZKRZRUH]DQGDQūMūUREHVZHUHWKHJKXOœP
the soldiers who served as caliphs’ guards and who
were directly subordinate to them. Caliphs paid
DWWHQWLRQWRFORWKHVIRUWKHJKXOœPQROHVVWKDQWKH\
GLGIRUWKHPXIULGWKHJKXOœPQRWWKHVODYHVRIWKH
low rank, as stressed by Shepherd, were eligible for
]DQGDQūMū UREHV Siaset-name 1949, pp. 99-100). From
the text of 6L\œVDW1œPHLWIROORZVWKDW]DQGDQūMūZDV
less prestigious than other textiles which were used
WR PDNH FORWKLQJ IRU WKH JKXOœP ´7KHUH ZDV D UXOH
that was followed from the days of the Samanids: the
JKXOœPZHUHSURPRWHGLQUDQNVJUDGXDOO\DFFRUGLQJ
to the years of service, achievements, and merits”; the
JKXODPRIWKHÀUVW\HDURIVHUYLFH´ZRUHJDUPHQWVRI
Zandani cloth,” and after a while received richer and
more luxurious dresses (Siaset-name 1949, pp. 110 $OVRDFFRUGLQJWR1L]œPDO0XONWKLVUXOHZDV
already in force at the time when Narshakhi wrote
“The History of Bukhara.”
7U\LQJ WR SURYH WKH VLON QDWXUH RI ]DQGDQūMū 6KHSherd appeals to Narshakhi’s evidence that this fabric
was bought to make clothes for the rulers and nobility, and that “they paid as much for it as for brocade.”
However, his text tells us only that the cost of zanGDQūMū FRPSHWHG ZLWK JROGZRYHQ WH[WLOHV ZKLOH WKH
fact that they were in demand by the privileged straWDRIWKHSRSXODWLRQFRQÀUPVWKHLUKLJKTXDOLW\7KH
cost comparison of the two types of textiles, the cotton
and brocade, is understandable: the processing of raw
materials and manufacturing of cotton fabrics was
time-consuming, and for this reason labor costs for the
PDQXIDFWXULQJRIFRWWRQWH[WLOHMXVWLÀHGLWVKLJKSULFH
As is known from the medieval texts, Central Asian
workshops produced rather a wide assortment of cotton fabrics. Some of them were not inferior to silks
in quality or price. Perhaps, this explains why Shepherd disregarded an excerpt cited by Serjeant from a
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work of the Arab geographer of the 12th century al,GUūVū ZKHUH WKH GHVFULSWLRQ RI ]DQGDQūMū HFKRHG WKH
one given by Narshakhi. In it, the author tells about
splendid cotton textiles manufactured in the village
RI :LGKœU QHDU 6DPDUNDQG WKDW ZHUH YHU\ SRSXODU
DPRQJ WKH HOLWH RI .KXUœVœQ ´7KH\ PDNH WKHUH LQ
:LGKœU VWXIIVFDOOHG:LGKœULZRYHQRIFRWWRQDQG
made with an astonishing art; they are employed raw
and without being cut. There is not a prince, minister,
RUFDGLLQWKHZKROHRI.KXUœVœQZKRGRHVQRWZHDU
one in winter over his clothes. The beauty of these
stuffs is evident and their splendor is famous. They
are of color approaching yellow saffron, soft and light
to the touch, but nevertheless very thick, excellent in
their wearing qualities, and durable. The price of a
robe varies from three to twenty dinars according to
WKHTXDOLW\,QVKRUWLWLVLPSRVVLEOHWRÀQGDQ\WKLQJ
better, whether as regards beauty, whether as regards
solidity” (Serjeant 1946, pp.125-26). Earlier than this
DFFRXQW1DUVKDNKLZURWHWKDW]DQGDQūMūRIJRRGTXDOLW\ ZDV H[SRUWHG IURP WKH YLOODJH RI 9DUGœQD 1DUVKDNKLS +HDOVRQRWHGWKDW]DQGDQūMūZDV
more popular than similar textiles produced in KhuUœVœQZRUNVKRSV´,WLVVXUSULVLQJWKDWZHDYHUVIURP
%XNKDUDOHIWIRU.KXUœVœQWRRNZLWKWKHPDOOQHFHVsary staff for weaving these fabrics, set up workshops
there and produced textiles, but in both appearance
and quality they were far inferior to those woven
LQ %XNKDUD 7KHUH ZDV QR WVDU DPLU UDLV RU RIÀFLDO
who would not wear clothes made out of this fabric.
It was made in red, white, and green colors. PresentO\]DQGDQūMūLVPRUHIDPRXVLQDOOUHJLRQVWKDQWKHVH
textiles” (Narshakhi 1897, p. 30). It seems from the
HYLGHQFHRIFRQWHPSRUDULHVWKDW]DQGDQūMūIDEULFVLQdeed were so popular and well known that none of
the authors considered it necessary to describe them
LQGHWDLOWKRXJKWKHFRORUUDQJHRI.KXUœVœQWH[WLOHV
woven by the Bukhara craftsman was indicated by
1DUVKDNKL DQG DO,GUūVū OHIW WKH GHWDLOHG GHVFULSWLRQ
RI:LGKœULFRWWRQIDEULFV
Soon after Shepherd and Henning published their
article, Russian scholars Aleksandr M. Belenitskii and
Ilona B. Bentovich, generally accepting their conclusions, drew the readers’ attention to the fact that the
GHÀQLWLRQRI]DQGDQūMūDVDVLONIDEULFFRQWUDGLFWVWKH
evidence of written sources, where it is described as
a cotton one. They suggested the following explanation: “As it is obvious from the cited descriptions
[“The History of Bukhara” – Z.D.], at least from the
end of the 10thFHQWXU\]DQGDQūMūZDVDFRWWRQIDEULF
Meanwhile, they inform us that it was valued highly.
Unfortunately, the texts known to us do not provide a
reason for changing the raw material or any indication
when it could happen. We assume that delivery of the
raw silk from China, if did not stop completely, cer-

WDLQO\GHFUHDVHGVLJQLÀFDQWO\,WLVYHU\SRVVLEOHWKDW
it was a reason for the switching the mass weaving to
cotton” (Belenitskii and Bentovich 1961, p. 77).
The problem brought out by the Russian scholars
made Shepherd admit twenty years later, in her article
´=DQGDQūMū UHYLVLWHGµ WKDW WKH ZRUG ´]DQGDQūMūµ
LQ 1DUVKDNKL·V ZRUN ´VSHFLÀFDOO\ UHIHUV WR FRWWRQµ
but with a question, “whether the term had been
applied to silks before the tenth century and only
later transferred to cottons from the same region, or
if the author of the inscription on the Huy silk used
the term in error.” However, this consideration did
not change Shepherd’s conclusions about the dating
of the Huy silk to the 7th century and its Sogdian origin
(Shepherd 1981, p. 109). Defending the usage of the
WHUP´]DQGDQūMūµVKHZURWH´:KHWKHUULJKWRUZURQJ
the adoption of this term in the extensive Russian
literature on this group of silks since the publication of
P\DUWLFOHLQKDVE\QRZÀUPO\HVWDEOLVKHGLWDVD
pseudonym, at least, which may serve as a convenient
designation for this particular group of silks from
Sogdia” (Shepherd 1981, p.109).
Up to 1981, when Shepherd published this article,
“the extensive Russian literature” consisted only of
several articles authored by Ierusalimskaia and few
other Russian scholars, who relied on her studies.
Shepherd herself continued to refer to the medieval
VLONV DV ]DQGDQūMū WH[WLOHV ZLWKRXW DQ\ H[SODQDWLRQ
of how this term should be treated, as a pseudonym
or as a real identity. Anyway, she had no doubt that
VKHDQG,HUXVDOLPVNDLDKDGLGHQWLÀHGDVSHFLDOJURXS
of silks from Sogdiana, as Shepherd continued to
insist some two decades after her initial article: “The
original bases for attributing these silks to Sogdia
were the presence of a Sogdian inscription on one of
them and the fact they had been found both to the east
and west of Sogdia and would seem logically to have
been exported from there. The large number of these
textiles now recorded as having been found in the
graves of Alan tribesmen in the northern Caucasus,
directly astride the northern silk route between Sogdia
and Byzantium, would seem to provide conclusive
proof” (Shepherd 1981, p.108).
I would emphasize here that an ink inscription,
given its possible chance appearance on any stuff, is
a weak argument for the attribution of a single textile
piece, much less for the attribution of a large group
of silks. The argument for the localization of a textile
manufacturing center based on the places of the
pieces’ discovery also sounds more than strange. It is
not clear at all how silks found in the North Caucasus
GHÀQHGE\6KHSKHUGDQG,HUXVDOLPVNDLDDV]DQGDQūMū
“would seem to provide conclusive proof” of their
weaving in Sogdiana.
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In her writings Ierusalimsakaia does not discuss
WKH LVVXH RI WKH LQFRQVLVWHQF\ EHWZHHQ ´]DQGDQūMū
silks” and the written sources. She states that
Narshakhi in “The History of Bukhara” related that
´DWWKHVDPHSULFHDVEURFDGHµ]DQGDQūMūWH[WLOHVZHUH
bought at European courts (Ierusalimskaia 1972, p.
6). Though Ierusalimskaia claims that she quotes
Narshakhi’s work in the translation done by Serjeant
(Ierusalimskaia 1972, p. 44, endnote 17), she uses
Frɭɟ’s version of the text that was obviously borrowed
from Shepherd’s article. Moreover, these quotes are
distorted: Narshakhi did not specify the nationality of
QREOHVZKRERXJKW]DQGDQūMūEXWVDLGWKDW´$OORIWKH
nobles and rulers make garments of it, and they buy it
at the same price as brocade.” As already mentioned,
Frye and Serjeant translated the second part of this
sentence slightly differently (cf. Shepherd and Henning
1959, p. 16 with Serjeant 1946, p.123). Obviously, she
read neither the original work of Serjeant on Islamic
textiles, nor the Russian translation of “The History of
Bukhara” done in the late 19thFHQWXU\ZKHUH]DQGDQūMū
are described as cotton textiles.
6FKRODUV ZKR UHFRJQL]HG WKH FRQÁLFW EHWZHHQ WKH
WH[WV GHVFULELQJ ]DQGDQūMū DV FRWWRQ WH[WLOHV DQG
LGHQWLÀHGPHGLHYDOVLONVDOVRWULHGWRÀQGHYLGHQFHRQ
WKHVLONQDWXUHRI]DQGDQūMūWH[WLOHVLQPHGLHYDOVRXUFHV
Thus James C.Y. Watt and Anne E. Wardwell quoted
the evidence left by the 13th-century Persian historian
Ata-Malik Juvaini in his story about three persons
who went to the Mongols with “gold-embroidered
fabrics, cottons, zandanichi and whatever else they
thought suitable” (Juvaini/Boyle 1958, p. 77). When
one of these persons tried to defraud Genghis Khan
with overpricing, he was detained but later he was
let go, and “for each piece of gold-embroidered fabric
they should be paid a balish of gold and for every
two pieces of cotton or zandanichi a balish of silver
(Ibid.). According to Watt and Wardwell, Juvaini’s
GHVFULSWLRQV FRQÀUPV WKDW ]DQGDQūMū ZHUH QRW
cotton textiles, for the reason that “Juvaini mentions
Zandaniji along with gold-embroidered textiles and
cotton,” and the amount Genghis Khan “was willing
to pay for the merchants’ textiles. Clearly, Zandaniji
textiles were valuable and, by implication in Juvaini’s
text, were not cotton” (Watt and Wardwell 1997, p.
28). Later, the same conclusion was reached by the
Chinese scholar Shang Gang. He pointed out that
Juvaini and Rashid al-Din (who retold this story after
-XYDLQL E\QDPLQJ]DQGDQūMūLQGLYLGXDOO\LQWKHVDPH
list with other cotton textiles, provide evidence that
]DQGDQūMū ZDV QRW ZRYHQ IURP FRWWRQ ´,Q WKLV FDVH
cotton fabrics are mentioned alongside Zandaniji,
which clearly shows that these are different cloths”
(Shang Gang 2007, p. 35).

+RZHYHU WKH IDFW WKDW ]DQGDQūMū DUH PHQWLRQHG
separately from other cotton textiles in fact does not
prove that they were other than cotton.6 =DQGDQūMū
textiles deserved a special mention for their special
qualities that distinguished them from other cotton
IDEULFV$VSRLQWHGRXWE\<œTƈWDO+DPDZLLQWKHÀUVW
half of the 13th FHQWXU\ ]DQGDQūMū ZHUH ZHOO NQRZQ
(Serjeant 1946, p. 124). Moreover, the argument of
:DWWDQG:DUGZHOOWKDWWKHSULFHSDLGIRU]DQGDQūMū
distinguished it from cotton fabrics simply contradicts
Juvaini’s account. The Mongol ruler ordered to pay
WKH VDPH SULFH IRU ]DQGDQūMū DQG FRWWRQ WH[WLOH EXW
this price was less than for gold-embroidered fabrics.
Besides that, the price, which would be paid by
Genghis Khan to merchants, should not be treated as a
fact. In Juvaini’s story the amount that was many times
higher than the real cost of the fabrics emphasized the
generosity of the Mongol ruler.
,QWKHLUDWWHPSWWRVXSSRUWWKHH[LVWHQFHRI]DQGDQūMū
silks, Watt and Wardwell combine two opposite
VWDWHPHQWV´$VVXPLQJWKDWLQWKHEHJLQQLQJ]DQGDQūMū
textiles were silks,” “Zandaniji may eventually
have come to designate cotton cloth (Belenitskii and
Bentovich, 1961, c. 77-78), but that does not seem to
have happened until after the Mongol period” (Watt
and Wardwell, 1997, p. 28). Not doubting Narshakhi’s
evidence, they nevertheless question his work written
in the 10th century.
Watt and Wardwell’s technical analysis of silks
UHYHDOHG VLJQLÀFDQW GLIIHUHQFHV LQ JURXSV FODVVLÀHG
DV ]DQGDQūMū +RZHYHU WKHLU DFFHSWDQFH RI WKH
inscription on the Huy silk as documented evidence
prevented them, despite their own observations (see
EHORZ  IURP UHMHFWLQJ WKH H[LVWLQJ FODVVLÀFDWLRQ RI
the early medieval silks. They continued to treat
]DQGDQūMū WH[WLOHV DV VLONV ZRYHQ LQ 6RJGLDQD DQG
even considered sa-da-la-qi fabric mentioned in the
YuanshiWREHDWUDQVOLWHUDWLRQRIWKHZRUG´]DQGDQūMūµ
This, despite the fact, as they stressed, that there
is no information on sa-da-la-qi in other Chinese
sources, and there is “no means of telling whether it
is anything like the Sogdian silks which have been
called zandaniji” (Watt and Wardwell 1997, p. 140).
Faced with the apparent inconsistency between
WKH LGHQWLÀHG ´]DQGDQūMū VLONVµ DQG WKH HYLGHQFH RI
medieval authors, rather than undertaking critical
analysis of Shepherd’s “discovery,” these scholars fell
back on rather shaky arguments and explained the
LVVXH E\ WKH VSHFLÀFLW\ RI WUDQVODWLRQ RI WKH ZULWWHQ
sources. They noted: “The earliest historical reference
to Zandaniji textiles occurs in al-Narshakhi’s history
of Bukhara, which dates from the tenth century (alNarshakhi, 1954, p. 15-16). Narshakhi’s use of the
word NLUEœV in reference to Zandaniji textiles has
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sometimes been translated as ‘muslin’ (e.g., Serjeant
1972, p. 99), leading some scholars to conclude that
by the tenth century, at least, Zandaniji was a type of
cotton (Belenitskii and Bentovich 1961, c. 77; Shepherd
 S   7KLV KRZHYHU PD\ EH WRR VSHFLÀF D
translation of the term NLUEœV which Richard Frye
translates more generically as ‘cloth’ (al-Narshakhi
1954, pp. 15, 16)” (Watt and Wardwell, 1997, p. 28).
There is no question that Richard Frye is right in
understanding NDUEœV as cloth. However, the term
“cloth” by itself does not indicate a raw material
and therefore cannot attest to either the cotton or the
VLON QDWXUH RI ]DQGDQūMū 7KLV VKRXOG EH REYLRXV IRU
specialists in textiles. The preference for the general
WHUPLQVWHDGRIWKHVSHFLÀFQDPHRIWKHIDEULFWKHUDZ
material for which is well known, is a deliberate denial
RIWKHFRWWRQQDWXUHRI]DQGDQūMūDQGFRQWUDGLFWVWKH
evidence of the source.
7KH DUWLÀFLDO FRQFHSW RI ´=DQDQūMū VLONVµ VNHZHG
the direction of their study. Arguments based on
secondary sources and speculative conclusions
“materialized” the non-existent textiles. As a result,
WKHP\WKDERXW]DQGDQūMūVLONVSURGXFHGQHZYHUVLRQV
of itself. For example, Remo Faccani extrapolated the
GHÀQLWLRQ ´]DQGDQLML VLONVµ RQ ´7DUWDU FORWKµ IURP
papal inventory books. He states that silk “turcheschi”
cloths or hangings brought to the West in the late
Middle Ages, were characterized as zandaniji, as
though Wardwell had indicated as much (Faccani,
1995, p.155). However, Wardwell, who compiled the
list of records regarding textiles from these books,
QRZKHUHLQKHUSXEOLFDWLRQLGHQWLÀHVWKHPDV]DQGDQūMū
and does not indicate “Tartar cloth” is a synonym for
it.
In the last decade, some Chinese scholars have tried
WR ÀQG LQIRUPDWLRQ RQ ]DQGDQūMū LQ &KLQHVH VRXUFHV
from different periods and looked for names of
textiles that, in their opinion, are transliterations of
WKHZRUG´]DQGDQūMūµ6R6KDQJ*DQJVXJJHVWHGWKDW
such could be “sa-da-la-qi” and “zan-tan-ning” (Shang
Gang 2007, pp. 26, 30, 34), even though nothing
could be said about them except that these cloths
are mentioned in written sources.7 Shang Gang also
widened the chronological span and geographic areas
RIPDQXIDFWXUHRI´]DQGDQūMūVLONVµEH\RQGPHGLHYDO
6RJGLDQD+HDWWULEXWHGWR]DQGDQūMūVLONVWH[WLOHVZLWK
different weaving technique and stylistic elements
of décor, and came to the conclusion that “zandanƯMƯ
production lasted nearly 800 years in Central Asia as
well as in China. Over such a long period of time and
across such vast spaces in its development, design
elements as well as techniques changed from time to
time and place to place” (Shang Gang 2007, p. 33). This
statement is based solely on “circumstantial evidence”

consisting of an unproven assumption based only on
another unproven assumption (Shang Gang 2007, p.
34). Since Shang Gang discusses only silk textiles that,
DVQRZKDVEHHQSURYHQFDQQRWEHWUHDWHGDV]DQGDQūMū
textiles, there is no need to comment on his reasoning.
Feng Zhao, the specialist in the history of Chinese
textiles, maintains that documents he discovered at
Dunhuang from the late Tang period to the era of the
Five Dynasties include the word sha-sha-na-jin (⋉⋉䛓
䭖) and suggests that it represents the transliterated
ZRUG ´=DQGDQDµ $QRWKHU WHUP IRU ]DQGDQūMū zandan-ning (䌺ѩሌ), also the transliterated form of zanGDQūMūDSSHDUVLQWKH&KLQHVHKLVWRULFDOVRXUFHVIURP
the Liao dynasty (Zhao 2012, p. 300).
Since the documents are not published, it is as yet
unclear what was the context in which the terms shasha-na-jin and zan-dan-ning were used and whether
there is any real basis for seeing them as equivalents
IRU]DQGDQūMū%XWZKLOH)HQJ=KDRDGPLWVWKHVWULFWO\
hypothetical character of his suggestion for these two
names, he has no doubt that sa-da-la-qi LV ]DQGDQūMū
“With the beginning of the Yuan period, Chinese
historical sources especially note a type of textiles
called sa-da-la-qi. It is generally accepted that this is
]DQGDQūMūµ =KDRS 
It is hard to agree with such an argument. The use
of terms sa-da-la-qi and ]DQGDQūMū as synonyms by
some specialists is not a proof of the identity of these
two textiles known from the medieval texts. As Watt
and Wardwell noted (1997, p. 140), “According to
the Yuanshi, in the year 1287 a Jamal al-Din (Zhama-la-ding) directed (or arrived with) artisans to
weave sa-da-la-qi in the same workshops as those for
silks. A separate superintendency was subsequently
established for the production of sa-da-la-qi.” This
information, even indirectly, does not connect Chinese
WH[WLOHVZLWK]DQGDQūMū$QGWKHUHDUHQRJURXQGVWR
discuss the similarity of weaving techniques of these
textiles, since there is no information about sa-da-la-qi
DQGDERXW]DQGDQūMū
In sum then, this brief outline shows that the
DUWLÀFLDOO\FUHDWHGP\WKRQWKHH[LVWHQFHRI]DQGDQūMū
silk weaving in early medieval Sogdiana was built
upon biased interpretations of the historical evidence
with the aim of buttressing a refusal to recognize that
]DQGDQūMū WH[WLOHV ZHUH RULJLQDOO\ PDGH RI FRWWRQ8
That said, a majority of scholars recognized the work
RI 6KHSKHUG RQ ]DQGDQūMū DV KHU JUHDW DFKLHYHPHQW
at the same time that her conclusions (and those of
Ierusalimsakaia) were already beginning to be met
with some criticism from specialists in historic textiles.

RI VLONV WKHLU FODVVLÀFDWLRQ DQG ORFDOL]DWLRQ RI WKH
centers of their manufacture. Soon after the publication
RI ´=DQGDQūMū ,GHQWLÀHG"µ 'RQDOG .LQJ UHMHFWHG WKH
dating of the Huy silk based on the character of the
inscription. He noted that the early date (7th century) is
at odds with other features of the silk, and dated it to
the 8th–9th centuries, the same as other similar textiles
in the groups of Central Asian silks he discussed
(King 1966, p. 48-49). While accepting the name of
]DQGDQūMū IRU D JURXS RI WKH HDUO\ PHGLHYDO VLONV
$QQD 0XWKHVLXV GRXEWHG WKHUH ZDV MXVWLÀFDWLRQ IRU
GHÀQLQJDVHSDUDWHJURXS=DQGDQūMū,,,ZKLFKLQIDFW
ZDVQRWVLJQLÀFDQWO\GLIIHUHQWIURP=DQGDQLML,,$OVR
she considered them as products of several Central
Asian workshops, not one (Muthesius 1997, ɪɪ. 94-98).
Citing numerous differences in technical and stylistic
features of silks Sherpherd believed had come from
the same workshop, Hero Granger-Taylor argued that
they were manufactured in different weaving centers.
She also challenged Shepherd’s dating of the silks in
question (Granger-Taylor 2002, pp. 314-16).
Watt and Wardwell indicated there are serious
GLVWLQFWLRQVEHWZHHQWKHJURXSVGHÀQHGE\6KHSKHUG
and Ierusalimskaia, which might be explained by the
latters’ different approaches to the analysis of these
silks: Shepherd had based her study of silk textiles
on technical characteristics, while Ierusalimskaia
considered the silks’ style and dating. Admitting that
both approaches are not free of controversy, Watt and
:DUGZHOO GHPRQVWUDWHG VLJQLÀFDQW GLVFUHSDQFLHV LQ
WKHLU FODVVLÀFDWLRQ RI WKH VLONV 2QH RI WKHP LV WKDW
Shepherd and Ierusalimskaia included in the same
group textiles of different weaving traditions, with
z-twisted warps and untwisted warps: “z-twisted
warps are characteristic of weft-faced compound
twills produced in Iran and Byzantium, while lighter
fabrics woven with untwisted warps occur in silks
of the same structure produced in China” (Watt and
Wardwell 1997, p. 22). This fact puts into question
not only systematization of silk textiles offered by
Shepherd and Ierusalimskaia, but their attribution as
well.
In 2006 Boris I. Marshak and Valentina I.
Raspopova published their thorough analysis of
6RJGLDQ DUW LQ UHJDUG WR ´=DQGDQūMū VLONVµ LQ ZKLFK
they demonstrated that the proclaimed style and
LFRQRJUDSK\ RI ´]DQGDQūMū WH[WLOHVµ DUH FRPSOHWHO\
alien to the Sogdian cultural tradition (Marshak
2006; Raspopova 2006). In his article, Marshak also
expressed the possibility of a different reading of the
ink inscription on the Huy silk.
Despite the conclusive results presented by Marshak
and Raspopova, there have been attempts, based solely
on assumptions, to explain the discrepancy between

The critiques paid less attention to the contradiction
between the attribution of the Huy silk and evidence
of the written sources, but focused instead on dating
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WKH ZULWWHQ VRXUFHV ZKHUH ]DQGDQūMū DUH GHVFULEHG
as cotton fabrics) and the speculative concept of
“Zandaniji silks.” In attempting this, Richard Frye
OLVWHG VHYHUDO K\SRWKHVHV 7KH WHUP ´]DQGDQūMūµ
could be applied to different fabrics woven in similar
techniques or to fabrics with similar design or coloring.
,Q RUGHU WR H[SODLQ WKH DEVHQFH RI ]DQGDQūMū VLONV RQ
the territory of Sogdiana and lack of any information
DERXW WKHP LQ WKH PHGLHYDO WH[WV ZKHUH ]DQGDQūMū LV
described as cotton textiles, Frye suggested that “the
silk cloths of ZandanƯMƯ were generally sent abroad
IURP 6RJGLDQD ZKLOH WKH ÀQH FRWWRQ DQG RWKHU
textiles were the ZandanƯMƯ of the home population”
(Frye 2006, p. 80). Other scholars still accepted the
DWWULEXWLRQRIWKH+X\VLONDV]DQGDQūMūWKRXJKWKH\
also suggested a possibility of Central Asian and
(DVWHUQ ,UDQLDQ FHQWHUV ZKHUH ]DQGDQūMū DQG VLPLODU
silks could be manufactured (Otavský 2011, pp. 15,
327). Ierusalimskaia completely disregarded the
results presented by Marshak and Raspopova in her
monograph whose analysis of medieval silks from the
North Caucasus constitutes the core of her discussion
of the artifacts found there (Ierusalimskaia 2012).
2QH ZRXOG WKLQN WKDW WKH ODVW QDLO LQ WKH FRIÀQ RI
Shepherd’s erroneous conclusion was driven when,
ÀQDOO\WKH+X\LQVFULSWLRQUHFHLYHGDFRUUHFWUHDGLQJ
This was the work of Nicholas Sims-Williams and
Geoffrey Khan, who established beyond any doubt
that the inscription on the silk piece is written in Arabic,
LWGRHVQRWFRQWDLQWKHZRUG´=DQGDQūMūµDQGLQIDFW
has a very different meaning, It translates: “Belonging
to ‘Abd al-Rahman, the commander, (acquired) for
thirty-eight dinars less a third” (Sims-Williams and
Khan 2012, p. 210). The style of script allowed them
to date the inscription to the 9th century, which lies
within the range obtained by the radiocarbon analysis,
780–980 CE (Sims-Williams and Khan 2012, pp. 209 –
11). This incontrovertible evidence notwithstanding,
the term zandanƯMƯ continues to be applied to the early
medieval textiles found at sites along the Silk Road
(Zhao and Wang, 2013; Rtveladze 2015, p. 357). Even
in cases when the initial erroneous reading of the
inscriptions has been admitted, researchers continue
WRIROORZWKHFODVVLÀFDWLRQRI´=DQGDQƯMƯ silks” (Schorta
2016, p. 59, 62; Muthesius 2015, p. 78; Muthesius 2016,
p. 59-63) or attempt to tie both cotton and hypothetical
silk production to the same workshops (Compareti
2015, p. 40).
Conclusion
Critical observations and conclusions made by Watt
and Wardwell, Marshak and Raspopova attest to
WKH IDOODF\ RI WKH FODVVLÀFDWLRQ RI ´=DQGDQūMū VLONVµ
,W LV QRZ ÀUPO\ HVWDEOLVKHG WKDW WKH VLON SLHFH IURP
+X\ KDV QR UHODWLRQ WR ]DQGDQūMū WH[WLOHV DQG ZDV
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produced in the 9th century in a workshop at a not
yet determined location, more likely than not, as
suggested years ago by Otto von Falke, in one of the
(DVWHUQ ,UDQLDQ ZRUNVKRSV )DONH  S  ÀJ
110). The systematization of silk textiles offered by
Shepherd and Ierusalimskaia – already subjected to
well-grounded criticism by specialists from various
angles – is mistaken and requires re-evaluation.
The cultural and chronological attribution of silks
discussed by Shepherd and Ierusalimskaia has turned
out to be baseless as well. An analysis of artistic and
technical characteristics of silk textiles included in
JURXSVRI=DQGDQūMū,,,DQG,,,KDVUHYHDOHGWKDWWKH\
were woven in different workshops. The detailed
localization of these workshops should be a topic of
future investigations (Mackie 2015, p. 64).
7KH VWRU\ DERXW ]DQGDQūMū VLONV VKRZV KRZ
inaccurate conclusions, accepted and used by scholars
without any critical reasoning, created a myth that
dominated despite their iincompatibility with the
historical evidence. It is not Shepherd’s fault that
KHU ´GLVFRYHU\µ RI ´=DQGDQūMū VLONVµ ZDV EDVHG RQ
Henning’s mistaken deciphering of the inscription. But
from the very beginning she preferred to circumvent
the problematic issue by using Frye’s loose translation
RI WKH GHVFULSWLRQ RI ]DQGDQūMū LQ ´7KH +LVWRU\ RI
%XNKDUDµ DQG SHUVLVWHG ZLWK KHU LGHD RI ]DQGDQūMū
silks, which was unconditionally supported and
developed by Ierusalimskaia. The myth about the
H[LVWHQFHRI]DQGDQūMūVLONVWKULYHGGXHWKHWHQGHQWLRXV
interpretation of written sources in order to reject
WKH IDFW WKDW ]DQGDQūMū IDEULFV ZHUH PDGH RI FRWWRQ
This fact had been established in the 10th century by
Narshakhi, who lived in Bukhara and provided a
ÀUVWKDQGDFFRXQWDERXWWKHVHWH[WLOHV7KHDGKHUHQFH
WR WKH ÀFWLWLRXV FRQFOXVLRQV DERXW ]DQGDQūMū WH[WLOHV
led to the erroneous attribution of the numerous silks
found at the North Caucasian archaeological sites
and in medieval European churches, textiles whose
place and time of manufacture in fact has yet to be
determined. Besides the wrong attribution of this
VLJQLÀFDQWO\ODUJHFROOHFWLRQRIVLONVDQDFFHSWDQFHRI
the idea about the existence of an established school
of art weaving in medieval Sogdiana led to the false
EHOLHIDERXWWKHSURGXFWLRQRI]DQGDQūMūVLONVLQ&KLQD
as well. In order to correct all these inconsistencies
and errors, characteristics of medieval cotton textiles,
WKH ]DQGDQūMū PHQWLRQHG LQ WKH PHGLHYDO VRXUFHV
VKRXOGEHIUHHGIURPDQ\P\WKRORJLFDOLGHQWLÀFDWLRQ
with silk textiles, and the cultural and chronological
DWWULEXWLRQRI´=DQGDQūMūVLONVµUHFRQVLGHUHG
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NOTES
1. Kept in the collections of the State Hermitage Museum
in St Petersburg and the State Historical Museum in Moscow.
´7KDWZKLFKFRPHVIURPLWLVFDOOHG]DQGDQūdjūZKLFKLV
WRVD\PXVOLQ NLUEœV IURPWKHYLOODJHRI=DQGDQDZKLFKLV
both good and plentiful, but many of the villages of Bokhara
ZHDYHEHWWHUFORWKDQGWKH\FDOOLW]DQGDQūGMLEHFDXVHLWÀUVW
made its appearance in that town. This cloth is exported to
all the provinces such as Iraq, Fars, Kerman, and Hindustan.
All the nobles and kings make robes (djœPD RILWDQGEX\
its brocade at a high price” (Serjeant 1946, p.123). The last
part of the sentence in Serjeant’s translation differs from the
version done by Lykoshin and Frye. Dr. Maya Petrovich,
ZKRP , DVNHG IRU FRQVXOWDWLRQ FRQÀUPHG WKH FRUUHFWQHVV
of the latter authors,, i.e.: “and buy it at the same price as
brocade”.
3. I would like to thank Dr. Maya Petrovich and Dr. George
Malagaris for checking the textile terms used in the Persian
version of Narshakhi’s work.
$FFRUGLQJWR6HUMHDQWNDUEœVZDVHTXDWHGZLWKPXVOLQ
(Serjeant 1943, pp. 91, 88, 89; Serjeant 1946, pp. 119, 121,
123, 124, 139; Serjeant 1951, p. 83). These cotton muslins
should be distinguished from “mosulins” made from silk
and gold manufactured in Mosule that was mentioned in
“The Travels of Marco Polo” (Polo 1824, p. 20); I.M. Minaev
suggested that those mosulins were named after the city but
that the term did not always refer to the same textile (Polo
1955, p. 253).
5. In the more detailed Russian translation done by Nil
/\NRVKLQ]DQGDQūMūKDVEHHQGHVFULEHGSUHFLVHO\DVDIDEULF
PDGH RI FRWWRQ ´)URP WKHUH WKH VRFDOOHG ¶]DQGDQūMū· LH
cotton textiles called so because they are made in this village, are exported … Cotton textiles are exported from there
to all regions” (Narshakhi 1897, pp. 23-4)
6. There are similar cases, when textiles of the same nature
recorded in the same list could be found in medieval sources
as well. For example, treatise “Hudud al-’Alam” recorded
´FRWWRQVWXII NLUEœV µDQG´FRWWRQµ 6HUMHDQWS 
7. The article “Zandaniji in China” by Shang Gang is published in the catalog of the exhibition “Road of Silk. 5000
years of the Art of Silk” in Chinese, English, and Russian.
The English and Russian versions of the catalog use the
ZRUG]DQGDQūMū7KH&KLQHVHYHUVLRQRIWKHFDWDORJXVHVWKH
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word sa-da-la-qi. The sentence, “It is generally believed that
zandanƯMƯ textiles had already been transformed to cotton
products before the arrival of the Mongol empire” (Shang
Gang, 2007, ɪ 35) clearly shows the extrapolation of NarVKDNKL·VLQIRUPDWLRQDERXW]DQGDQūMūWH[WLOHVRQVDGDODTL
textiles, though there is no evidence about the latter but for
its being named in Yuanshi and the above-mentioned baseless assumptions.
8. It should be mentioned that as early as the beginning of
the 20th FHQWXU\ 5XVVLDQ VFKRODUV LGHQWLÀHG ]DQGDQūMū ZLWK
zenden’ of historical texts. In his work on some historical
textiles, Konstantin A. Inostrantsev expressed an idea
about the similarity of zenden’ of the late medieval sources
with ]DQGDQūMū mentioned in Narshakhi’s work. Though
,QRVWUDQWVHYZDVDZDUHWKDW1DUVKDNKLGHVFULEHG]DQGDQūMū
as a cotton fabric, he considered a possibility that Old
Russian zenden’ could be silk. He borrowed this notion
from P. I. Savvaitov, though the latter did not provide any
proof for it, as Inostrantsev noted (Inostrantsev 1901, p.
84). Meanwhile, Vladimir K. Klein, who examined clothes
kept in the Kremlin Armoury and inventory books which
describe the textiles of these clothes as zenden’, was able
to prove that zenden’ was cotton (Klein 1925, p. 69). Also,
Artemii V. Artsikhovskii stated that the word zenden’ in a
birch bark document (found in a layer of the late 14th - early
15th century in Novgorod) meant the cotton fabric. He
concluded that this fact supported Narshakhi’s evidence
RQWKHFRWWRQQDWXUHRI]DQGDQūMūWH[WLOHV $UWVLNKRYVNLLDQG
Borkovskii 1958, p. 60). All these scholars used the Russian
version of “The History of Bukhara” where, as mentioned
above, Lykoshin had translated NDUEœV as cotton textiles.
However, the idea that zenden’/zandaniji were silk textiles
has been revived by Remo Faccani (Faccani 1995, p. 156).
In his opinion, the usage of “cloth” chosen by Frye is more
correct than Lykoshin’s “cotton,” and cast doubt on the
quality of the latter’s work. He cited Frye’s opinion that the
Russian translation “leaves much to be desired” and (again
with reference to Frye) the opinion of Nikolai Veselovskii,
who, in his review written soon after the publication of
Lykoshin’s translation, warned readers to be cautious in
using this work (Faccani 1995, p. 154). Probably Faccani
did not check the text of Narshakhi in Persian, and also did
not read Veselovskii’s review, which in fact expressed a
positive opinion of Lykoshin’s work. Commenting on some
incorrectly understood words in a story about the coinage
in Bukhara, Veselovskii wrote: “We believe, however,
WKDW RQH FDQ ÀQG IHZ VXFK H[DPSOHV RQ D ZKROH ZH
must recognize the work as conscientious, and comments
placed in footnotes as extremely useful for understanding
Narshakhi’s story” (Veselovskii 1897, p. 468). In its turn,
the English version of “The History of Bukhara” done by
)U\HKDVEHHQVRPHZKDWFULWLFL]HG,QKLVUHYLHZǮUWKXU-
Arberry wrote: “Unhappily Dr. Frye’s knowledge of Persian
is not always as impressive as his bibliographical erudition
and the version is marred by some inaccuracies” (Arberry
1955, p. 605). It is obvious that the evaluation of translations
of ancient texts is not a way to clarify some questionable
places in these translations, for which one should address
the original sources.

