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Abstract. Introduction. Nogai’s military command, authority in the Lower Danube region, and
participation in Tokhta’s accession have led scholars to describe him as an independent ruler or a
‘khanmaker.” These interpretations sometimes combine events from different decades and overlook
changes in his relations with successive khans. Goals and objectives. This article examines Nogai’s
role in the political history of the Ulus of Jochi from the early 1260s to the early fourteenth century. It
traces the formation of his regional authority, reassesses his participation in the coup of 1291, and
considers the causes of his conflict with Tokhta and defeat. The analysis compares accounts by Rashid
al-Din, Baybars al-Mansuri, and al-Nuwayri in published Russian translations, distinguishing their
explanations of events and the motives they attribute to participants. Materials and methods. This
study utilizes texts from medieval manuscripts in Russian translation. The works are examined using
comparative analysis. Results. Four phases are identified: military service under Berke in the
Caucasus; the establishment of a territorial base on the Lower Danube; cooperation with Tokhta after
1291; and their subsequent war. Nogai’s decisive intervention in 1291 does not establish that he
controlled earlier successions. His alliance with Tokhta enabled him to influence the khan’s decisions,
but their positions remained unequal. Nogai’s initial military victory did not secure lasting support.
Disputes over the advancement of his sons weakened relations with commanders who expected
rewards, while defections increased Tokhta’s military strength.

Conclusion. Nogai extended Jochid influence in the Balkans and used regional resources to intervene
in the struggle for supreme power. His ancestry and military strength made him a possible contender
for the throne, but the sources examined do not establish a clear attempt to take it. His defeat and the
subsequent disputes among his heirs show that authority depended on continued support from princes
and commanders. Neither military success nor dynastic descent alone ensured that his position could
be preserved and transmitted to the next generation.
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Anpatna. Kipicne. HoraiineiH ockepu KonOaciibUIbiFbl, Temenri JlyHail eHipiHIeri OWIIr >KoHE
TokTaHbIH TaKKa OTHIPYBIHA KATHICYBI 3€pTTEYIIJIEPAIH OHBI epOec OHueyIl HeMece «XaHaap/abl
TaKKa OTBIPFBI3YIIBD) pETIHAE CHIMAaTTayblHAa Heri3 Oonapl. MyHmail TyciHaipyiep opTypii
OHXKBUIABIKTApIaFbl OKHUFaIap bl OIpIKTIpiN, OHBIH OipiHEH KeliH Oipi OWIIK KypFaH XaHIapMeH
KapbIM-KATHIHACBIHBIH ©3TepyiH eckepMmeimi. Maxcamol men minoemmepi. Maxkamaga 1260-
KelaapasiH 6ackiHan XIV raceIpaeiH OachiHa jAeiiHri keseHaeri HoraiiasiH XKomibl yiIbICBIHBIH
CasiCH TapUXBIHJAFBI POJI1 KapacThIpbliaabl. OHBIH aiMaKTHIK OMTITiHIH KAIBINTACYRI, 1291 KBUTFBI
TOHKEPICKE KAThICYbl, TOKTaMEH KaKTHIFBICHIHBIH OHE KEeUIHT1 )KEHUTICIHIH cebenTepl TanlaHaIbl.
3eprrey Pammpg axn-Jlun, beiibapeic on-Mancypu sxoHe oH-HyBaiipum wmisiFapmanapbIHbIH
JKapUsJIaHFaH OpbICIIa aylapMaliapblHAaFbl MOJIIMETTEP/I1 CANBICTHIPYFa HET13/1ereH. ABTOpIap/IbIH
OKUFaNIap/lbl TYCIHIIPYlI JKOHE OJApIbIH KATHICYIIbUIApFA TEIHWTIH HHUETTEPl aKbIPAThHLIAIbI.
Jlepextepail XpOHOJIOTHSUIIBIK peTHeH KapacTbipy HoFalplH KyIIEI0iHe BIKIAN €TKEH KaFaaiiinapabl
OHBIH XaHJapJlaH YHEMI ycTeM OOJIFaHbI Typallbl MalbIMAayiapAaH Oeliek Oaraimayra MYMKIHJIIK
oepeni. Mamepuanoap men adicmep. XyMbICTa OpTaFachIPIIBbIK KOJKaz0agapablH OpbIC TUTIHJAETI
aylapMmaiapbl MMaiJanaHbuiagel.  JlepekTep CaNbICTBIpMANBI  TaNJay OMICIMEH  3epTTelei.
Homuowcenep. TepT ke3eH axbIpaThlUigbl: bepke Tychinna KaBka3garel ockepu KbI3MeTi; TeMeHri
JlyHalima ayMakTBIK TiperiHiH KaibnTacysl, 1291 >xpuinad keiliH TOKTaMeH BIHTBIMAKTACTHIFHI,
KeiHri e3apa corbichl. Horaiiabiy 1291 xbIIFbI TOHKEPICTET! STy pelli OHbIH OyFaH JeHiHT1 TaK
MyparepJiria Jie OakpUIaraHbIH gasenaeMeiii. TokTaMeH o/1aFbl XaHHBIH MIeIiMIepiHe BIKIal eTyTe
MYMKIHIIK OepreHiMeH, oJlapAblH MopTeOeci TeH OosraH >KOK. HoFalmblH ocKepu JKEHicl
OJIaKTaCTapbIHBIH TYPAKTHl KOJIJAYbIH KaMTamachl3 €Te aJMajbl. ¥JIIApPBbIHBIH OWIITiHIH KYIICHO1
ChIaKbl KyTKEH KOJIOACIIbUIapMEH KeNiCIEeYIITIKTEP TYFbI3/bI, all )KaKTacTapbIHbIH KapChl KaKKa
oTyl TOKTaHBIH oCcKepiH KymeiTTi. byn okuramap HoralinplH oJcipeyiH OHBIH TeHiperiHueri
JaylapMeH OaillaHbICThIpyFa MYMKIHAIK 6epeni. Omapasl TYCIHIIPY YILiH AepOec MeMIIeKeT KypyFa
OarbITTATFaH JKOCTIAP/IBIH OOJIFAaHBIH ANJBIH alla KaObuaay Kaxer emec. COHBIMEH KaTap JIEPEeKTep
opOip KONMOACHIBIHBIH Kapchl aKKa ©Tyl COFBICTBIH HOTH)KECIHE KAHIIAIBIKTBHI ocep eTKEHIH
aHBIKTAyFa XKETKUIIKCI3.

Kopvimuvinovr. Horaii bankannare! JKomisl oyneTiHIH BIKMAJIbIH KEHEUTIN, aiiMaKTBIK PECypCTapblH
JKOFapFhl OWITIK YIIIH KypecKe apanacyra maijgaianipl. OYJIETTIK TEri MEH OCKEepPH KYIIi OHBI XaH
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TaFbIHA BIKTUMAJI YMITKEp €TTi, O1paK KapacThIPbLIFaH ACPEKTEP OHbIH TAKTHI HEJICHYT'€ HAKThI OPEKET
’KacaraHbIH 1asenaemeiini. HoraiiibIH )kKeH1Ticl MeH MyparepJiepi apacblHAarbl alaybI3AbIKTap OHbIH
OMJIIT1 SyJNeT eKuUIIepl MEH KOJ0acIIbUIapIbIH TYPAKThl KOJ/IayblHa TOYyesli OONFaHbIH KOpCeTesl.
OcCKepH TaOBIC Ta, JyJETKE THECUTIK T€ ©3MIrHEH OHBIH OPHBIH CakTalrl, OWJITiH KeJjecl yprakka
Oepyre keria 00Jia alMabl.
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AHHOTauusl. Beeoenue. Boennoe komannoanue Horas, ero Bmacte B HuxueMm IlogyHaBbe u
y4acTMe B BO3BEJACHUMM TOKTBI Ha IIPECTON CTajld OCHOBAaHMEM JUIsl OLIEHOK €ro Kak
CaMOCTOSITEJIFHOTO TIPaBUTENs WM «Jenatens XaHoB». IlogoOHbIE WHTepHpeTanud HHOTIA
O0BEAMHSIIOT COOBITUSI PAa3HBIX JECSATUICTHH U HE YUYMTHIBAIOT M3MEHEHMsI €ro OTHOLICHHH C
NpaBUBLIMMHU XaHaMU. [lenv u 3a0auu. CtaThs nmocsmeHa poiau Horas B mOJUTHYECKONH MCTOPUU
Vayca xyuu ¢ Hayana 1260-x rogos o Hauana X1V Beka. PaccmarpuBarorcs popmMupoBaHuE ero
pEeruoHaNbHOM BiacTH, yuyactue B mnepeBopore 1291 roxa, mpuumHbl koH(pIMKTa ¢ TOKTOH M
nocieayolero nopaxenus. VceciaenoBanue oCHOBaHO Ha COMOCTaBiIeHUM cooOuiennit Pamuyg an-
Juna, beiibapca anp-Mancypu u aH-HyBaiipy B omyOJIMKOBaHHBIX pPYCCKHX IepeBOJax.
PasrpannuunBarorcs 0ObsICHEHUsI COOBITUM, MpeaaraeéMple TUMH aBTOPaMHU, U MOTHBBI, KOTOpPbIE
OHM IIPUIIUCHIBAIOT ydacTHHUKaM. [locimenoBaTesbHOE pPAacCMOTPEHUE CBUACTEIBCTB I103BOJISAET
OTJIEIUTh OOCTOSITENLCTBA BO3BBILIEHUS] Horas oT mo3nHEHIMX NpeacTaBIeHUl O MOCTOSHHOM
XapakTepe ero ImpeBOCXOJICTBA HaJl XaHaMu. Mamepuanvl u memoowvi. B pabore MCHONb3YyIOTCA
TEKCThl CPETHEBEKOBBIX PYKONMUCEN B PycCKOM mepeBojie. PaboThl HccneayoTcs ¢ NpuMEHEHUEM
KOMITapaTUBHOTO aHanu3a. Pe3yromamul. BblienaeHbl yeTbIpe 3Tana: BoeHHas ciyx0a npu bepke Ha
KaBkaze; ¢opmupoBanue TepputopuanbHoil onopel B Huxnem [logyHaBbe; COTpYIHUYECTBO C
Tokroit nocne 1291 ropa; nocnemyromas BoilHa MexQy HuMHU. Pemaromee ydactue Horas B
nepesopore 1291 rogma He  JoKa3plBaeT  €ro  KOHTPOJS  HaJl  NPEIIeCTBYIOLIMMH
npecrosnioHacaequsamMu. Coro3 ¢ TOKTOM MO3BOJSUI €My BIUATh Ha PELIEHUS XaHA, OJHAKO HX
MOJIOKEHUE OCTaBAIOCh HepaBHBIM. [lepBas BoeHHas mobOena Horas He obecnedmia yCcTOWYHMBON
MOAJIEPKKUA COH3HHMKOB. YCHWIEHHE €ro ChIHOBEH BBI3BAJIO PA3HOINIACHUS C BOCHAYAJIILHUKAMU,
pacCUMTBHIBAaBIIMMH Ha BO3HArpaXkJICHHE, a Iepexoipl cTOpoHHMKOB Horas k Tokre ykpenwin
BOMCKO MOCHeAHero. T 00CTOATENbCTBA MO3BOJSIOT CBA3aTh ociabineHue Horas co crnopamu
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BHYTPU €ro OKpY)KEHHs, HE TMpeAnosiaras CyIIeCTBOBaHUS €IUHOTO 3aMbICia CO3JaHMs
HE3aBHCUMOI0 TocylapcTBa. 3aknoyenue. Horaih pacmmpun Biusinue JkydnsioB Ha bankaHax u
UCTOJIb30BaJl PETHOHAIBHBIE pecypchl Ul y4yacTus B OopbOe 3a BEpPXOBHYIO BIACTb.
[IpoucxoxaeHre U BOEHHas cuja JeNajd ero BO3MOKHBIM IMPETEHIEHTOM Ha XaHCKUH MpecTod,
OJIHAaKO paCCMOTPEHHBIE NCTOUYHUKH HE TIOATBEPKIAIOT MOMNBITKU €ro 3aHATh. [lopaxkenne Horas u
MOCIIEAYIONIUE PAaCIpU CPEIU HACIEIHUKOB MOKAa3bIBAIOT 3aBUCUMOCTD €T0 BJIACTH OT MOCTOSHHOM
NOJJEPKKU LJapeBUUYEN U BOCHAYaIbHUKOB. HU BOEHHBIN ycnex, HU NPUHAUIEKHOCTh K JUHACTUU
camu 1o cebe He oOecreyrBalId COXPAHEHUS €ro MOJOXKEHHUS W Iepeladyd BJIACTH CIEAYIOLIEMY
MIOKOJIEHUIO.

Kuarwuessble cioBa: Horait, Yiyc Ixyun, 3onotas Opaa, amHactus JKydu0B, OIUTHYECKAs
BIIACTh

baaronapuocts: lVccienoBanue BBIOJIHEHO B paMkax HaydyHoro nmpoekra AP23490261
«Hcropuueckas ouorpadus Horast u ero poib B UCTOPHH TOCYJapCTBEHHOCTH Yiryca JIKydu».
Jus nurupoBanus: CyneitmenoBa J[.K., Arataii Y.M. Horaii u nonutuyeckas UCTOpuUs yJiyca
Jbxyun// Asian Journal “Steppe Panorama”. 2026. T. 13. Ne 5. C. 1315-1325. (Ha Asr.). DOI:
10.51943/3135-8055 2026 13 5 1315-1325

Introduction. Nogai’s career raises questions about the relationship between the khan and other
powerful Jochid princes. He commanded armies, established a territorial base on the Lower Danube,
negotiated with neighboring rulers, and helped bring Tokhta to the throne in 1291. He later fought
against the khan he had supported. These activities gave him considerable influence, but the extent of
his authority varied between reigns. N. I. Veselovskiy’s study brought together evidence of Nogai’s
military and political importance and helped shape subsequent interpretations of him as a rival to the
khan (Veselovskiy, 1922: 1, 51).

The main question is how Nogai acquired this influence and what limited it. His service under
Berke, his establishment in the Lower Danube region under Mongke-Temiir, the overthrow of Tele-
Buga, and the conflict with Tokhta belonged to different political circumstances. His role in 1291
cannot therefore be used to explain his position throughout the preceding decades. Wilson’s
reassessment of the “khanmaker” interpretation has drawn attention to the lack of evidence that Nogai
directed earlier successions (Wilson, 2022: 614—616).

This article examines Nogai’s place in the political history of the Golden Horde from the early
1260s to the early fourteenth century. It traces the development of his territorial authority, considers
his relations with successive khans, compares accounts of the events of 1291, and explains why his
initial victory over Tokhta did not secure a lasting political advantage. It also considers what the
evidence allows us to say about his prospects of becoming khan.

The study proceeds from the view that Nogai’s power depended on military command, control
of territory, seniority within the Jochid dynasty, and support from other princes and commanders.
These sources of authority did not always reinforce one another. In particular, the advancement of his
sons could conflict with the expectations of allies whose support he needed. Comparing accounts of
these disputes helps explain both the extent of his influence and the difficulties of preserving it.

The chronological scope extends from Nogai’s military service under Berke to the failure of his
sons’ attempts to preserve his position after his death. The study focuses on the Caucasian frontier, the
Lower Danube and Dniester regions, Crimea, and the Balkans. Events in these regions are examined
in relation to Nogai’s changing position within the Ulus of Jochi.
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Materials and Methods. The study draws primarily on the accounts of Rashid al-Din, Baybars
al-Mansuri, and al-Nuwayri in published Russian translations. These include the Collection of
Materials Relating to the History of the Golden Horde (hereafter SMIZO), volumes I and II,
containing materials collected by V. G. Tizengauzen, and the separate edition of Rashid al-Din’s
Compendium of Chronicles (Rashid al-Din, 1960: 83-87; SMIZO, 1884: 107-113, 156-159;
SMIZO, 1941: 69-72). Rashid al-Din’s narrative in these two editions is treated as one source in
different translations. Similarities between the Arabic accounts are examined without assuming that
their agreement provides independent corroboration. Evidence concerning Rus’ and the Balkans is
discussed through the studies of A. A. Gorskiy, I. Vasary, and A. Uzelac, distinguishing their
interpretations from the medieval testimony they cite (Gorskiy, 2002; Vasary, 2005; Uzelac, 2017).

The analysis follows the chronology of Nogai’s career and compares explanations of particular
events. It examines who requested assistance, commanded troops, protected defecting emirs, and
benefited from changes in allegiance. These actions provide a basis for assessing how Nogai’s
influence changed over time. Differences between the narratives are considered in relation to their
authors’ political settings and purposes, including Rashid al-Din’s favorable portrayal of Ghazan.
Particular attention is paid to the distinction between motives stated in the sources and explanations
proposed by modern historians.

The individuals discussed in the accounts are also summarized in a table recording their
relationship to Nogai, their actions, and any reported changes of allegiance.

The terms ‘khanmaker’ and ‘co-rule’ are treated as modern interpretations whose applicability
must be assessed for each period. Titles and expressions of seniority are examined in the context of the
published translations, with no claim to a philological analysis of the original texts. Where the sources
do not explain motives or define political arrangements, the conclusions are limited to the actions they
record.

Discussion. N. I. Veselovskiy brought together accounts of Nogai’s military career, diplomacy,
and conflict with Tokhta. His study helped establish the interpretation of Nogai as a rival to the
reigning khan (Veselovskiy, 1922). Later research has reconsidered how far Nogai’s authority
extended beyond his western territories.

A. A. Porsin questioned whether Nogai had inherited his Lower Danube possessions. He dated
Nogai’s establishment there to around 1271-1272 and connected it with changes on the Caucasian
frontier under Mongke-Temiir (Porsin, 2010: 158—162). In his study of the 1290s, Porsin argued that
Nogai’s assumption of the khanal title and attempt to establish a dynasty cost him the support of
important allies (Porsin, 2014: 29-37). This interpretation raises a question: do the narrative accounts
connect these defections with a claim to the khanate, or with disputes over power within Nogai’s
following?

J. R. Wilson challenged the description of Nogai as a permanent “khanmaker.” He found
insufficient evidence that Nogai directed the successions before 1291 or consistently controlled the
reigning khans. Wilson explained his influence through military command and seniority within the
Jochid dynasty. He also viewed the alliance with Tokhta as an agreement against a common opponent,
followed by disagreements over what each participant owed the other (Wilson, 2022: 609-633). The
present study follows Wilson on these points and examines more closely what the accounts of
particular disputes reveal about Nogai’s authority.

Two episodes show both his influence and its limits. Baybars al-Mansuri records that Tokhta
ordered executions at Nogai’s request, while Rashid al-Din describes the khan’s later refusal to
surrender Saljiday (SMIZO, 1884: 108-109; Rashid al-Din, 1960: 84). These accounts concern
different circumstances, but together they caution against treating Tokhta’s initial compliance as
permanent submission. The term “co-rule” can describe their cooperation after 1291 only if it
preserves this distinction.

The account of Qurmishi’s sons also allows a more specific explanation of Nogai’s loss of
support. Baybars al-Mansuri connects their break with Nogai to the advancement of his sons and their
own unmet expectations after victory (SMIZO, 1884: 112—113). The passage identifies a dispute over
the distribution of power; it does not explicitly connect their actions with Nogai’s adoption of the
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khanal title. This does not disprove Porsin’s interpretation, but it limits what this account can
establish. The article therefore explains these defections through the grievances recorded in the
narrative, without assuming that the commanders were rejecting a new dynasty.

Results. Nogai was a son of Tatar, a grandson of Buval, and a great-grandson of Jochi (SMIZO,
1941: 57). His descent placed him within the ruling dynasty, but his political position also depended
on military command and support among other Jochid princes and commanders. His ancestry alone
therefore does not explain either the extent of his influence or his failure to become khan.

Nogai first appears in the sources as a military commander serving Khan Berke in the war
against Hiilegii in the early 1260s. He commanded Jochid forces in the Caucasus, where he suffered
defeats and lost an eye. These campaigns established his military standing, but they do not show that
he already held the political influence he would exercise in the 1290s. As Wilson notes, there is no
clear evidence that Nogai influenced Mongke-Temiir’s accession after Berke’s death in 1266 (Wilson,
2022: 613).

A. A. Porsin dates Nogai’s arrival in the Prut-Dniester region to around 1271-1272 and
connects it with the peace between the Jochid ulus and the Ilkhanate. He suggests that Nogai’s transfer
from the Caucasus formed part of a redistribution of territories under Mongke-Temiir. This remains a
reconstruction, but it offers an explanation for Nogai’s presence in the region without assuming that
these lands had belonged to his family since the western conquests (Porsin, 2010: 159-162).

The Lower Danube gave Nogai a base for military intervention and negotiations with
neighbouring rulers. His growing influence in the Balkans, however, does not by itself establish that
he ruled independently of the khan. His relations with Byzantium and Bulgaria must therefore be
considered alongside his obligations to the Jochid ruler.

Nogai’s marriage to Euphrosyne, a daughter of Michael VIII Palaiologos, strengthened his ties
with Byzantium. His position in Balkan politics is also evident in the appeals of the rival Bulgarian
claimants Ivaylo and Ivan Asen III, who both sought his support after George Terter’s accession.
According to Pachymeres, as discussed by Porsin, Nogai received both claimants but eventually
ordered Ivaylo’s execution. Euphrosyne intervened to protect Ivan Asen III (Porsin, 2010: 163—-164).

These events show Nogai’s influence over Bulgarian affairs, although the extent of his freedom
to act remains uncertain. Porsin suggests that his delay in supporting either claimant reflected the need
to await Mongke-Temiir’s decision (Porsin, 2010: 164—165). This interpretation is plausible, but the
evidence does not establish that Nogai acted on a specific instruction from the khan.

By the end of the 1280s, Nogai’s position rested on his military command, his territorial base in
the Lower Danube region, and his relations with neighboring rulers. These resources enabled him to
intervene in the succession struggle of 1291. His earlier activities, however, do not establish that he
already controlled the khan’s decisions or governed a separate state. The extent of his authority must
be assessed for each reign.

Nogai in the System of Supreme Power

Nogai’s role in the successions before 1291 remains uncertain. As Wilson notes, neither Rashid
al-Din nor the Mamluk accounts identify him as responsible for T6de-Mongke’s accession or
removal. Their accounts of the latter event differ: the Mamluk authors describe an abdication, while
Rashid al-Din attributes the deposition to Tele-Buga and his princely allies. Neither version provides
grounds for treating Nogai as the organizer of the succession (Wilson, 2022: 614—616).

Nogai nevertheless held a senior position within the dynasty. Wilson draws attention to a letter
of 1283 from Ilkhan Ahmad Tegiider to Sultan Qalawun that refers to him as aqa, literally “elder
brother,” a respectful form of address for senior men and commanders (Wilson, 2022: 614). This
designation helps explain why other princes sought his support, but it did not give him a formal right
to appoint or remove khans.

Nogai participated in the campaigns against Hungary in 1285 and Poland in 1287-1288
alongside Tele-Buga. His involvement does not establish that he initiated either campaign. Wilson
attributes the initiative to Tele-Buqa and interprets these expeditions as attempts to strengthen his
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position through military success. The heavy losses suffered by Tele-Buga’s forces during the retreat
from Hungary worsened his relations with Nogai (Wilson, 2022: 629—-631).

The coup of 1291 and the limits of Nogai’s influence

The accounts of Tokhta’s accession differ in the emphasis they place on Nogai’s role. In
Tizengauzen’s translation of Baybars al-Mansuri, Nogai entrusts the kingdom to Tokhta and
establishes him in power. Al-Nuwayri likewise attributes Tokhta’s enthronement to Nogai and
describes his intervention in arranging the new ruler’s relations with his brothers (SMIZO, 1884: 108,
157). These passages provide clear evidence of Nogai’s involvement in the succession of 1291. They
do not, however, establish a permanent prerogative to appoint khans. The close correspondence
between the two Arabic accounts also requires caution: their agreement cannot be treated as two
independent confirmations without examining their textual relationship.

Rashid al-Din presents the alliance through Tokhta’s appeal for protection. Threatened by his
relatives, Tokhta approaches Nogai as the senior prince and promises obedience in return for his
assistance. Nogai invokes his service to earlier rulers and his responsibility to restore agreement
within the ulus, while secretly preparing the encounter that leads to the death of Tele-Buqa and his
allies. Tokhta participates with troops of his own and carries out the killing of the captured princes
(Rashid al-Din, 1960: 83—84). The account therefore gives both men an active role, although they
contribute different resources: Nogai provides protection, contacts, and the means to assemble the
opposing princes; Tokhta brings an armed following and a claim to the throne.

The subsequent relationship cannot be described adequately as Tokhta’s complete
subordination. Baybars al-Mansuri records that Nogai sent his wife to request the removal of emirs
who had supported Tele-Buqa against him. Tokhta received her and ordered the executions (SMIZO,
1884: 108-109). This episode demonstrates Nogai’s influence over decisions at the khan’s court.
Rashid al-Din, however, also records a limit to that influence. When Nogai later demanded action
against Saljiday-gurgen, Tokhta refused, defending Saljiday as an elder emir who had acted as a father
and guardian to him (Rashid al-Din, 1960: 84; SMIZO, 1941: 70). Nogai could invoke the obligations
created by his earlier assistance, but the khan did not accept every demand arising from them.

Baybars al-Mansuri reports that Tokhta granted Crimea to Nogai. Porsin interprets this as an
arrangement that gave Nogai access to part of the peninsula’s revenues following Tokhta’s accession
(Porsin, 2014: 31). The report does not define the extent of Nogai’s administrative authority or
establish that Crimea became his unrestricted hereditary possession.

Nogai’s influence in the Balkans expanded in the early 1290s. He supported Smilets’s accession
to the Bulgarian throne and Shishman’s rule in Vidin. After conflict with forces associated with
Nogai, the Serbian king Stefan Uro$ II Milutin reached an agreement with him and sent his son Stefan,
accompanied by Serbian nobles, to his court (Porsin, 2014: 31-32). These arrangements extended
Nogai’s influence beyond his Lower Danube territories. They do not, however, establish that Bulgaria
and Serbia became part of a separate state under his rule.

The term “co-rule” can describe the cooperation between Nogai and Tokhta after 1291,
provided that their different positions are recognised. Tokhta held the title of khan, while Nogai
retained his western territories and could press the new ruler to act against their opponents. Baybars
al-Mansuri’s account of the executions requested by Nogai shows this influence, although the orders
were issued by Tokhta (SMIZO, 1884: 108-109). Their cooperation depended on continued
agreement over particular decisions. It did not give Nogai a recognised share of the khan’s title or a
permanent right to direct him.

The Conflict with Tokhta and the Reconfiguration of the Ulus

The sources differ in their accounts of the conflict’s origins. Rashid al-Din emphasizes the
marriage of Nogai’s daughter Qabaq to Saljiday’s son Yaylaq, their religious disagreements, and
Nogai’s unsuccessful demands against Saljiday. Baybars al-Mansuri gives greater prominence to
disputes within Nogai’s household and his protection of emirs who had fled from Tokhta. One of these
men, Taz, became Nogai’s son-in-law. Tokhta demanded their return, but Nogai refused (SMIZO,
1884: 109-110; SMIZO, 1941: 70-71). These disputes show how family ties affected each ruler’s
choice of whom to protect.
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Baybars al-Mansuri and al-Nuwayri date the first battle to 697 AH (1297-1298). Both describe
Tokhta’s defeat and the flight of his troops towards the Don. Nogai ordered his men not to pursue the
fugitives or attack the wounded and returned with booty and prisoners (SMIZO, 1884: 110-111, 159).
His victory did not end the war. The accounts record his decision to halt the pursuit but do not explain
it.

Rashid al-Din relates that, after this defeat, Tokhta summoned Tama-Tokhta, son of Balagha,
who had long guarded Derbent (SMIZO, 1941: 71). The account identifies him with the frontier forces
called upon by Tokhta, not with an army sent by the Ilkhanate. Ghazan’s role is described separately:
Nogai repeatedly requested his assistance, and Tokhta also sent envoys, but the Ilkhan declined to
intervene (SMIZO, 1941: 72). Rashid al-Din presents this refusal as honourable conduct, consistent
with his favorable portrayal of Ghazan.

Nogai’s victory also failed to secure the continued support of his commanders. Baybars al-
Mansuri describes Abaji, Qarajin, and Yangi, the sons of Qurmishi, as powerful allies who had
supported him against Tokhta. After the victory, Nogai’s sons gained authority, while the sons of
Qurmishi did not receive what they had expected. They broke with Nogai and sought to join Tokhta.
Attempts at reconciliation ended with Nogai’s sons killing Abaji and Qarajin, while Yangi escaped
(SMIZO, 1884: 112—113). This account links the loss of their support to a dispute over rewards and
the growing power of Nogai’s immediate family.

In Crimea, the collection of tribute led to further violence. Baybars al-Mansuri reports that
Nogai sent his grandson Aqtaji to collect tribute after defeating Tokhta. Aqtaji was killed in Caffa.
Nogai then sent an army against Caffa and other Crimean towns, where it seized property and took
prisoners, including merchants (SMIZO, 1884: 111-112). The account connects the campaign with
Aqtaji’s death but does not establish how it affected support for Nogai among merchants or local
rulers.

Al-Nuwayri dates the second battle to 699 AH (1299-1300) and places it at Kukanlyk. He
connects Tokhta’s renewed offensive with the arrival of commanders who had abandoned Nogai and
brought their troops into the khan’s service (SMIZO, 1884: 159). Baybars al-Mansuri also records
defections before the final campaign (SMIZO, 1884: 113). Rashid al-Din describes Nogai’s defeat
and death, followed by Tokhta’s return to Sarai (SMIZO, 1941: 72). The transfer of troops to Tokhta
helps explain the reversal of Nogai’s fortunes, although the accounts do not allow the contribution of
each commander to be determined.

Nogai’s sons failed to preserve his territories under a single authority. After his death, disputes
within the family were followed by fighting between his son Chaka and his former commanders Taz
and Tunguz. The commanders appealed to Tokhta, who sent troops against Chaka. Tokhta
subsequently redistributed Nogai’s former territories, while another son, Turai, unsuccessfully
attempted to overthrow him (Porsin, 2014: 36-37). Nogai’s heirs thus retained followers, but family
descent alone could not secure the support needed to maintain his position.

The following table summarizes the family connections and changes of allegiance discussed
above. Dates are given only as precisely as the cited accounts allow.

Table 1. Relatives and commanders associated with Nogai in the accounts examined

Person Relationship to Nogai | Action or change of | Chronology
allegiance

Qabaq Nogai’s daughter and | Their marital and religious | Before the first battle

and her husband, Saljiday’s | disagreements led Nogai to | with Tokhta

Yaylaq son make demands  against

Saljiday, contributing to the
dispute with Tokhta in Rashid
al-Din’s account.

Taz Emir who  sought | Fled from Tokhta to Nogai; | Before the war; again
Nogai’s protection and | after Nogai’s death, opposed | after Nogai’s death
became his son-in-law | Chaka and sought Tokhta’s
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assistance.
Abaji and | Sons of Qurmishi; | Broke with Nogai after their | After Nogai’s first
Qarajin military allies of Nogai | expectations were not met and | victory

his sons gained authority.
They were subsequently killed
by Nogai’s sons during
attempts at reconciliation.
Yangi Son  of  Qurmishi; | Broke with Nogai alongside | After Nogai’s first
military ally of Nogai | his brothers but escaped the | victory

violence in which they were

killed.
Aqtaji Nogai’s grandson | Was sent to collect tribute in | After Nogai’s first
through a daughter Crimea and was killed in | victory

Caffa, prompting Nogai’s
retaliatory campaign.

Chaka Nogai’s son Claimed his father’s | After Nogai’s death
territories, fought opponents
within Nogai’s former
following, and was defeated
after Tokhta intervened.

Teka Nogai’s son Sought to join Tokhta but was | After Nogai’s death
killed by Chaka’s men.
Tunguz Commander formerly | Opposed Chaka alongside Taz | After Nogai’s death
associated with Nogai | and appealed to Tokhta for
military assistance.

Turai Nogai’s son Joined a failed plot to replace | 1301-1302
Tokhta with the khan’s brother
Sarai-Buga.

Comparison with Mamai and Edige helps distinguish military influence from dynastic standing.
Mamai came from the Qiyat aristocracy and exercised power as beklerbeg under the Chinggisid khan
Abdallah, whom he had raised to the throne (Pochekaev, 2012: 155-159). Edige, a Manghit emir,
supported Timur-Qutlugh and later promoted other khans loyal to him (Izmailov, 2024: 860—861).
Both could influence succession without themselves belonging to the ruling dynasty. Nogai differed
from them in being a Jochid prince whose seniority carried weight within that dynasty. The three
careers therefore should not be treated as examples of an identical political position. They
nevertheless show that military command and support for a khan could give a powerful figure
considerable influence over government. Nogai’s ancestry added to that influence, but did not free
him from dependence on allies or ensure that his sons would retain their support.

Tokhta’s victory ended Nogai’s challenge and enabled the khan to redistribute his former
territories. It does not establish that the khan’s authority became absolute or that regional autonomy
disappeared. Nogai’s defeat and the disputes among his heirs show how difficult it was to preserve his
power once commanders withdrew their support. His military strength and standing within the
dynasty had sustained his influence for decades, but his sons could not inherit the agreements on
which that influence depended.

Conclusion. Nogai played a major role in the political history of the Golden Horde by extending
Jochid influence in the Balkans and using his western territorial base to intervene in the struggle for
the khan’s throne. His position changed over time. Military service under Berke was followed by the
establishment of authority in the Lower Danube region, participation in the overthrow of Tele-Buqa in
1291, and finally war with Tokhta. These four phases should be distinguished when assessing the
extent of his power.
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The description of Nogai as a ‘khanmaker’ applies most clearly to the events of 1291. The
evidence does not establish that he directed earlier successions. His support helped Tokhta gain the
throne, but their subsequent cooperation depended on agreements that neither side was bound to
accept indefinitely. Nogai could influence the khan’s decisions without holding the same title or
possessing a recognised right to command him.

Could Nogai have become khan himself? His Jochid descent and military resources made him a
possible contender, but the sources examined here do not establish a clear attempt to take the central
throne. His victory over Tokhta demonstrated his military strength; it did not secure wider recognition
of his authority. Commanders who had supported him later withdrew their allegiance, and disputes
over the advancement of his sons weakened his following. Becoming khan would have required
support beyond the alliances that had sustained his regional power. Whether he could have obtained it
remains uncertain.

Nogai’s defeat therefore cannot be explained by ancestry or military weakness alone. Tokhta
survived the first battle, gained additional troops, and benefited from divisions among his opponent’s
supporters. After Nogai’s death, similar disputes prevented his sons from preserving his position.
Nogai had shown how far a senior Jochid prince could expand his authority through command,
territory, and alliances. The failure of his heirs showed the difficulty of passing that authority to the
next generation.
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