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SAFAVID-KHIVA RELATIONS AND THE STRUGGLE FOR POLITICAL
SUPREMACY IN CENTRAL ASIA (1620S-1630S)

This article offers an expanded and analytically grounded examination of the political, military, and diplomatic
relations between the Safavid Empire and the Khiva Khanate during the 1620s—1630s, situating these interactions within
the broader geopolitical struggle for supremacy in Central Asia. Following the disintegration of the Timurid Empire,
the region evolved into a contested political arena in which the Shaybanid dynasty, the Ashtarkhanid dynasty, and local
Khwarazmian elites competed for territorial control, tribal allegiance, and economic resources. The article argues that
Safavid engagement in Central Asia was neither episodic nor reactive, but rather formed part of a long-term strategic
effort to maintain a balance of power along the empire s northeastern frontier.

Particular attention is devoted to the internal political transformations within Khiva, especially the rivalry between
Isfandiyar Khan and Abu’l-Ghazi Bahadur Khan. Their conflict reflected not only dynastic competition but also deeper
tribal realignments among Uzbek groups and shifting patterns of legitimacy within the khanate. The Safavid court
in Isfahan carefully monitored these developments, intervening selectively when such involvement could prevent the
emergence of a strong and unified Uzbek bloc under Bukharan leadership.

The research further explores Abu’l-Ghazi's period of captivity at the Safavid court, interpreting it not merely as a personal
episode but as a formative stage in his political development. His exposure to Safavid administrative culture, courtly protocol,
and diplomatic practice influenced his later governance in Khiva. Upon his eventual return and rise to power, indirect Safavid
support appears to have played a strategic role in counterbalancing Bukharan influence. In this respect, Safavid policy toward
Khiva formed part of a broader effort to prevent the consolidation of hegemony by the Bukhara Khanate.

The article concludes that Safavid—Khiva relations were shaped by pragmatic diplomacy, dynastic rivalries, tribal
politics, and regional balance-of-power calculations rather than by ideological confrontation alone. Safavid foreign policy
in Central Asia was adaptive and strategic, aiming to preserve frontier security while exploiting internal divisions among
Uzbek polities. By integrating political narrative with structural analysis of tribal dynamics and interstate competition,
this study contributes to a more nuanced understanding of seventeenth-century Central Asian geopolitics and highlights
the interconnectedness between domestic political fragmentation and transregional power politics.
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CE®EBIICBKO-XIBUHCBKI BITHOCHUHHU TA BOPOTbBA
3A IOJITUYHE BEPXOBEHCTBO B IIEHTPAJIBHIM A3Ii (1620-1630-T1 POKH)

L[ cmamms ananizye norimuyni ma 8ilicbkoi gionocunu mioc Ceghegiocvra Oepocasa ma Xieuncbke Xancmeo y
1620—-1630-x pokax y wupuiomy KoumeKkcmi 2eononimuunoi 60pomvou 3a noiimuune 6epxo8encmeo 6 Llenmpanvuiil
Asii. Iicns posnady [epocasa Tumypudis pezion nepemeopuscs Ha apeny cynepruymea midxc [epoicasa Llletibaniois,
Jepoicasa Awumapxanioie ma micyesumu xopesmiucokumu ounacmismu. Ocobausa yeaza npuoiinemvbcs CynepHuymey
midie Ieghandiap xan ma Aoyn-I'asi baxadyp xau, énympiwiHim nonimuyHum mpancgopmayism y Xiei ma cmpameiuHomy
8mMpyuanHio cehegiocbko2o 080py V peLioHANbHI KOHGIIKMIL.

Oxpemutl po30in npucesiueno max 36anomy «Xopacancvromy noscmannioy (1629—1630), de komniekcHo ananizyiomscs
11020 NPUYUHU, eMHIYHI GUMIPU MA BILlCbKOGI HACIIOKU. Y cmammi 00800UmMbCs, W0 6MOPSHEHHS XIBUHCOKUX GIUCHK
0o Xopacawny 6yno micno nog’sizane 3 ounacmuunor Hecmaobinvricmio ¢ Ceghegiocwkill depocasi niciisi cmepmi [llax
Ab6bac 1. Ilonpu nouamkosi ycnixu HanaoHuKie, 8ilicbko6a 6ionosios 3a npaeninns Llax Ceghi I 6ionosunra yenmpanovhy
671a0y ma Heumpanizyeana 3a2posy.
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IcTopis
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Jlocnioocennss makooic posensioac nepedoysanus Abyn-Iazi 6 ceghegiocbrkomy NONOHI, 11020 NOAIMUYHE CIAHOGICHHS
ma nooanvuie cX00dceHHs: 00 81adu 3a onocepedkoganoi niompumxu Ilcpaxana. Ananizyemocsi cmpameziyna 102ika
cegpesiocvkoi nonimuku y cynepruymei miowe Xisoro ma byxapcoke xarcmeo. Ceghegiocvka 0epoicasa nociioogHo npazHyia
3anobiemu KOHCONIOaYii OYXapcvKoi eeceMonii, NiOMPUMYIOUY XOPe3MIUCbKUX NPAsUMeNnie K NPomuseazy.

Y niocymxy cmamms oemoncmpye, wo cegpesiocoko-XiGUHCHKI BIOHOCUHU POPMYBANUCS NI BNIUBOM NPASMATNUYHOL
ouniomMamii, OUHACMUYHUX CYNEPHUYMS, NIEMIHHOT NOIIMUKY Ma MIPKY8aHb pe2ionaibHo2o barancy cui. Jocuiodcenns
pobums 8Hecok y enubuie po3ymints 306HiuHboi nonimuku Ceghegiocwvroi Oepacasu ¢ LlenmpanvHitl A3ii ma niokpecioe
83AEMO3ANEIHCHICHIL MIJIC 6HYMPIWHIMU NILEMIHHUMU NPOYECAMU A MINHCOEPHCAGHUMU 8IOHOCUHAMU.

Knrouoei cnosa: Cegesiocvra oeporcasa,; Xisuncoke xancmeo; Xopesm,; Byxapcvke xancmeo,; Abyn-Iasi baxadyp xaw,;

Icghanoiap xan; Hlax Abbac 1.

Introduction. In the sixteenth and seventeenth
centuries, two powerful khanates existed in the terri-
tory of Central Asia. One of them was Bukhara, ruled
first by the Shaybanids and, from the end of the six-
teenth century onward, by the Ashtarkhanids (Janids);
the other was the Khanate of Khwarazm (known from
the mid-seventeenth century as Khiva). These regions
had formed part of the Timurid Empire in the late
fourteenth and fifteenth centuries. Following Timur’s
death, however, continuous internecine wars broke
out among his successors. Taking advantage of this
situation, the Uzbeks under the leadership of Muham-
mad Shaybani Khan rapidly seized Merv, Urgench,
and even Astarabad-areas largely inhabited by Turk-
men tribes (Mctopus Typkmenckoit, 1957: 371). After
the Battle of Merv in 1510, Shah Ismail I defeated
the Shaybanids and annexed Khurasan. Subsequently,
he incorporated Khwarazm into his dominions as
well, dispatching his own darughahs (governors)
to Urgench, Vezir, and other Turkmen cities. How-
ever, Qizilbash control over these territories proved
short-lived. The Uzbek princes Ilbars and Baybars—
descendants of a lineage hostile to the Shaybanids—
captured the cities of Khwarazm and divided them
between themselves (AOymp-T'azm bBaxanyp xaH,
1906:176-178). After the death of Ilbars Khan, a
fierce struggle erupted among his heirs and relatives
over control of Khwarazm.

Formation of Safavid—Khwarazm Relations in
the 16th Century. During the 1530s—1550s, amid
the numerous conflicts among Khwarazmian sultans
over southern Turkmenistan, Din Muhammad Khan
emerged as a prominent figure. In opposition to the
Bukhara ruler Ubaydullah Khan, he allied with Shah
Tahmasp | and, as his vassal, began to administer
the entire province of Merv (AOynbs-I'azu Baxanyp
xaH, 1906: 211). Din Muhammad Khan’s successor,
Nur Muhammad Khan, was unable to withstand the
rivalry of the Bukhara ruler Abdullah Khan in 1593
and consequently lost Merv and southern Turkmen-
istan. Nevertheless, in 1598 he succeeded in restor-
ing his authority with the assistance of Shah Abbas
I (Uctopus Typxmenckoii, 1957: 386). Soon thereaf-
ter, however, Shah Abbas put an end to the region’s

relative autonomy and incorporated southern Turk-
menistan and the province of Merv into the admin-
istrative structure of the Safavid state of Azerbaijan.
As Din Muhammad Khan and his successor focused
primarily on southern Turkestan, they were unable to
intervene directly in the developments taking place
within Khwarazm itself. From the mid-sixteenth cen-
tury onward, Khwarazm and the territories extending
from the Amu Darya River to the Caspian littoral
were governed by the descendants of Ilbars and Bay-
bars. Between the 1540s and 1565, the most influen-
tial representative of this lineage was Ali Sultan, who
independently ruled the districts of Akhal, Urgench,
Khazarasp, and Kath, while also launching several
campaigns into Khurasan (AOynb-1"a3n baxamyp xaH,
1906: 215). Haji Muhammad Khan (r. 1558-1602),
who administered the province of Vezir until Ali Sul-
tan’s death, was likewise regarded as one of the promi-
nent rulers of Khwarazm. Following Ali Sultan’s death
in 1565, Haji Muhammad Khan—whom Anthony Jen-
kinson referred to as the “king of the Turkmens”—also
seized Urgench, thereby consolidating his authority in
the region (Mcropust TypkmeHnckoit, 1957: 393).
Thereafter, Haji Muhammad Khan’s principal
rival was Nur Muhammad Khan, the ruler of south-
ern Turkmenistan. Although in 1592 Haji Muham-
mad succeeded in wresting the city of Nisa from
Nur Muhammad, the conquest of Khwarazm by the
Bukhara ruler ‘Abdullah Khan II (r. 1588-1597)
forced both rivals to seek refuge at the Safavid
court. Haji Muhammad Khan’s attempt in 1595 to
recover Khwarazm ended in complete failure. Only
after the deaths of ‘Abdullah Khan and his son ‘Abd
al-Mu'min in 1598-1599 was he able to restore his
authority in Khwarazm (Kappsie, 1954: 216). In
general, the rulers of Khwarazm pursued a pro-Sa-
favid policy in their struggle against representatives
of the Uzbek Shaybanid and Ashtarkhanid dynasties,
seeking to preserve their rule with the assistance of
the Safavid shahs. Haji Muhammad Khan’s renewed
reign in Khwarazm, however, did not last long. Fol-
lowing his death in 1602, his son Arab Muhammad
Khan (r. 1602-1621) ascended the throne. During
the reign of Arab Muhammad Khan, a fierce strug-
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gle for power erupted within the Khanate of Khiva.
From the early years of his rule, raiding incursions
by Kalmyk tribes advancing from the direction of the
Syr Darya also began to afflict Khwarazm (Kappsies,
1954: 216). Arab Muhammad Khan had seven sons:
Isfandiyar, Khabash, Ilbars, Abu’l-Ghazi, Sharif
Muhammad, Khwarazmshah, and Afghan (Abulqazi
Bahadir Khan, 2002: 11). The principal contest for
power unfolded between Abu’l-Ghazi and Isfandi-
yar, on the one hand, and Khabash and Ilbars, on the
other. Abu’l-Ghazi and Isfandiyar were born to a wife
descended from Chinggis Khan, whereas Khabash
and Ilbars were sons of a woman from the Naiman
tribe. According to information provided by Afghan
Muhammad-one of Arab Muhammad Khan’s sons
who had fled to Russia—the khan displayed less favor
toward Khabash and Ilbars than toward Abu’l-Ghazi
and Isfandiyar, which fostered hostility in the former
toward their father. He further suggested that another
cause of tension between Arab Muhammad Khan and
Khabash and Ilbars was their organization of raiding
expeditions into Safavid territory and Bukhara with-
out their father’s consent (A0ynb-I'a3u baxanyp xaH,
1906: 216). Arab Muhammad Khan divided Urgench
between his sons, granting one half to Abu’l-Ghazi
and the other to Khabash, while he himselfrelocated to
Khiva (Abulqazi Bahadir Khan, 2002: 11). Excluded
from the central administration of the khanate and
partially deprived of their appanages, Khabash and
Ilbars opposed Arab Muhammad Khan’s policy of
maintaining peaceful relations with the Safavid state
and the Khanate of Bukhara. It should also be noted
that the struggle for power in the Khanate of Khiva
was significantly influenced by relations between the
Turkmen tribes of Khwarazm and the Uzbek popula-
tion. During the reigns of Haji Muhammad and Arab
Muhammad Khan, Turkmen notables held influential
positions in Khwarazm, and it was with the support
of both the Turkmens and the Safavid shahs that these
rulers had restored and maintained their authority.
The removal of Uzbek tribes from Khwarazm by
the khans of Bukhara further strengthened Turkmen
influence. However, during the reign of Arab Muham-
mad Khan, the return of the Qongrat, Manghit, and
other Uzbek tribes to Khwarazm led Uzbek elites to
seek the restoration of their former positions within
the khanate, resulting in conflict between them and
Arab Muhammad Khan (Mcropuss TypxmeHckoH,
1957: 399). With the support of discontented Uzbek
tribes, Khabash and Ilbars, after five years of strug-
gle, defeated the forces of Arab Muhammad Khan,
Abu’l-Ghazi, and Isfandiyar at the Battle of Dash-
li-Yarmish in 1621. Ilbars and Khabash captured their
father, Arab Muhammad Khan, had him blinded, and
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sent him under guard to Khiva. Surviving the defeat,
Abu’l-Ghazi fled first to Kath and then to Bukhara.
Isfandiyar Sultan, Sharif Muhammad Sultan, and
Khwarazmshah Sultan sought refuge in the inner for-
tress at Khazarasp. Shortly thereafter, Khabash Sultan
reconciled with his brothers and granted Isfandiyar
permission to depart on pilgrimage to Mecca (Abul-
gazi Bahadir Khan, 2002: 14).

Internal Political Crisis in the Khanate of Khiva
(Early 17th Century). In reality, Khabash intended
to remove Isfandiyar from Central Asia and to elim-
inate his brothers by separating them from the tribal
constituencies upon which they relied. Isfandiyar,
however, fearing Khabash and Ilbars, departed from
Khazarasp with official permission not for Mecca,
but with the intention of seeking refuge at the Safavid
court. At this time, Shah ‘Abbas I-who was stead-
ily consolidating the eastern frontiers of the Safavid
Empire—closely monitored the conflicts among the
Shaybanid princes in Central Asia. The Safavid court
customarily granted asylum to princes from Khiva
and Bukhara who sought refuge there and, when nec-
essary, employed them in pursuit of its own military
and political objectives. Thus, when Isfandiyar Sultan
arrived at the Safavid court in 1621 under the pretext
of undertaking the pilgrimage to Mecca, Shah ‘Ab-
bas granted him protection and, in the following year,
dispatched him to Khiva with a military contingent
of three hundred men. As he advanced from Darun
toward Balkhan, he was joined by seventy men from
the Teke and Saryk Turkmen tribes and ten from the
Yomut tribe (Abulqazi Bahadir Khan, 2002: 14).
According to Iskandar Beg Munshi, Shah ‘Abbas also
instructed the Turkmens of the Seyn Khan (Astrabad)
region to assist Isfandiyar in his struggle against his
brothers (Kappsies, 1954: 217). By contrast, Abu’l-
Ghazi reports that Shah ‘Abbas merely offered Isfan-
diyar advice, recommending that he proceed to the
Khurasan frontier and attempt to reclaim authority
from his brothers there (AOynb-I'asu baxamyp xaH,
1906: 259-260). With a relatively small force com-
posed of Teke, Saryk, and Yomut Turkmens from the
Balkhan region, Isfandiyar launched a sudden attack
against Khabash and defeated him, forcing Khabash
to flee to Khiva to join his brother Ilbars. Thereafter,
Turkmens loyal to Arab Muhammad Khan and Abu’l-
Ghazi also rallied to Isfandiyar. However, the situa-
tion soon shifted unexpectedly. Nazar Khoja, a suc-
cessor of Sayyid Ata—one of the prominent leaders of
the Sufi Dervish community—intervened in the polit-
ical process, siding with Ilbars Khan and mobilizing
Uzbek tribes against Isfandiyar. As a result of intense
propaganda, Isfandiyar lost much of his support,
suffered defeat, and fled to Mangyshlak. According
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to Abu’l-Ghazi, he soon succeeded in assembling a
force of up to three thousand Turkmen troops (AOysnb-
lasu baxanyp xan, 1906: 259-260). Research indi-
cates that, with the assistance of the Salor and Ersari
Turkmens, Isfandiyar eliminated Khabash and Ilbars
and restored his authority in the Khanate of Khiva
(Kappseie, 1954: 220). Only thereafter did Abu’l-
Ghazi Khan-who had fled to Bukhara-return to
Khwarazm together with his younger brother Sharif
Muhammad. From this point onward, a sharp struggle
commenced between Abu’l-Ghazi, supported by the
Uzbek nobility, and Isfandiyar Khan, backed by the
Turkmen tribes. Upon Abu’l-Ghazi’s arrival in Khiva,
Isfandiyar plundered the Uzbek, Uyghur, and Naiman
tribes with whom his rival had established contacts,
and shortly thereafter devastated Uzbek-inhabited
areas of the Khazarasp province. Considering Abu’l-
Ghazi a serious threat to his rule, Isfandiyar kept him
under surveillance in Khiva. Nevertheless, the Uzbek
tribes retained considerable influence in the political
life of the khanate. The Uzbek tribes gathered around
Urgench demanded security guarantees from Isfan-
diyar Khan and insisted that Abu’l-Ghazi be sent to
Urgench as a guarantor; otherwise, they threatened to
migrate collectively to Bukhara. Isfandiyar’s compli-
ance with this demand demonstrates the substantial
political weight of the Uzbek elites. After arriving in
Urgench, Abu’l-Ghazi rapidly consolidated a large
number of Uzbek tribes around himself. Although he
mobilized his forces and launched a campaign against
Khiva, he was unexpectedly attacked by Kalmyk
forces en route, resulting in heavy losses among his
supporters. Meanwhile, Turkmens residing in the
Balkhan Mountains and Mangyshlak came to Isfandi-
yar’s aid. Realizing that defeat was inevitable, Abu’l-
Ghazi was compelled to reconcile with his brother
and subsequently returned once more to Urgench
(Kappsies, 1954: 220).

Abuw’l-Ghazi’s Captivity at the Safavid Court
(1629-1639). Referring to Khulasat al-Siyar,
LK. Pavlova characterizes the 1629 attack on Merv
by Isfandiyar Khan of Urgench (r. 1623—-1642) as an
act of ingratitude in response to the favors previously
bestowed upon him by Shah ‘Abbas I. She notes that
Isfandiyar Khan and his entourage had been received
at the Safavid court with high honors and had on sev-
eral occasions been rescued from peril through the
assistance of the victorious Safavid army (ITaBioga,
1993: 80).

Although Isfandiyar Khan’s forces reached the
environs of Merv and established their camp, the for-
tress garrison under the leadership of the governor,
Ashur Khan Chakni, exerted considerable effort in
organizing the defense and demonstrated their full
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readiness to repel the formidable enemy. Despite the
numerical inferiority of his troops, Ashur Khan sal-
lied forth from the fortress and engaged the enemy’s
larger army in close combat, ultimately defeating
them (ITaBnosa, 1993: 80). The arrival of Qizilbash
reinforcements compelled Isfandiyar Khan to flee; he
was pursued, and the spoils seized by his forces were
recovered.

Meanwhile, after occupying Nisa and Darun,
Abu’l-Ghazi Khan advanced toward Abivard. How-
ever, the governor of that province, Jamshid Sultan—
one of the khassa ghulams—had significantly strength-
ened the fortress defenses with the assistance of the
ghazis of the Aberli branch of the Afshar tribe. News
of these developments was conveyed to Manuchehr
Khan, the governor of Mashhad. The principal amirs
of neighboring provinces—including Bayram ‘Ali Sul-
tan Bayat, governor of Nishapur, and Ahmad Sultan
Chakni, governor of Sabzevar—joined forces with
Manuchehr Khan and advanced toward Abivard.

Upon learning of the approach of the Qizilbash
army, Abu’l-Ghazi Khan plundered the region and
retreated toward Nisa. Safavid forces pursued and
defeated him, compelling him to abandon the booty
he had seized and withdraw to Darun (Kappsies,
1954: 222). Thereafter, Manuchehr Khan was obliged
to return to Mashhad, which had been left vulnera-
ble. In the decisive engagement between the Safavid
army and the Turkmen forces led by Rahmangulu
Qaramash, the Qizilbash troops emerged victorious
(Kappries, 1954: 222; [1aBnosa, 1993: 22).

As previously noted, during the Khivan invasion
of Khurasan, Turkmen tribal contingents numbering
some 6,000—-7,000 men had defected from the Safa-
vid state and joined the Khivan side. Isfandiyar Khan
appointed Rahmangulu Qaramash as amir al-umara
over these Turkmen forces. However, the tlifengchi-
bashi Zaman Beg and the beglerbegi of Astrabad,
Khosrow Beg, defeated them and killed Rahman-
gulu. Thereafter, the elders of the Turkmen tribes
swore an oath of renewed loyalty to the Safavid state
of Azerbaijan. Upon receiving news of Rahmangu-
lu’s defeat, Abu’l-Ghazi Khan—who was then in the
vicinity of Nisa and Darun—was compelled to return
to Khwarazm. The Qizilbash detachments under Ali-
yar Khan Garrayli pursued and defeated him, seizing
a substantial quantity of booty that he had captured.

Zaman Beg subsequently reinforced defensive
measures in the recovered fortresses and punished
the governors of Nisa and Darun—Muhibb ‘Ali Sultan
Ustajlu and Ughurlu Sultan—who had displayed cow-
ardice during the Khwarazmian attack. Thus, within a
short period, the Safavid state succeeded in suppress-
ing the Khurasan Rebellion.
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It is noteworthy that Abu’l-Ghazi makes no men-
tion of these events in his own chronicle. Following
the Khurasan campaign, Isfandiyar Khan sought to
restore his strained relations with the Safavid state
by attributing primary responsibility for the events
to Abu’l-Ghazi. He subsequently captured him and
dispatched him as a hostage to the Safavid court
(Kappsies, 1954: 222).

Without addressing the underlying reasons for his
being sent to the Safavid court by his brother, Abu
al-Ghazi states that in 1628 Isfandiyar Khan allegedly
spread a rumor that Abu al-Ghazi intended to reset-
tle the Bukharan Uzbeks in the Aral region, thereby
undermining his authority among the Turkmen tribes.
As a result, the Turkmen handed Abu al-Ghazi over
to Isfandiyar Khan, who in turn dispatched him as a
prisoner and hostage to the Safavid ruler (Kappsies,
1954: 222).

V.V. Bartold, addressing this issue, provides addi-
tional details. According to the author, Isfandiyar
shifted the entire blame for the Khurasan uprising
onto Abu al-Ghazi and surrendered him to the Safavid
shah. At the same time, Isfandiyar Khan sent a special
embassy accompanied by numerous gifts, declaring
that—just as Khwarazmian princes had previously
resided at the Safavid court-he was now sending Abu
al-Ghazi Khan into the shah’s service. Should the shah
wish, he could accept him into service; otherwise,
he might punish him for organizing predatory raids.
Thus, Abu al-Ghazi was first brought to Abiverd and,
in 1039 AH (January—February 1630), to the presence
of the shah, who was then in Hamadan (baprons,
1963: 56; Kappsries, 1954: 222).

Muhammad Ma‘sum ibn Khwaja-yi Isfahani
interprets this episode as evidence that the Uzbek
khans had effectively submitted to Safavid author-
ity. According to his account, as soon as Isfandiyar
Khan learned of his brother Abu al-Ghazi’s defeat,
he sent valuable gifts to the shah’s court along with
a letter expressing apology for his brother’s rebel-
lion. The letter stated: “Just as our forefathers have
always remained under the protection and patronage
of Your exalted court, so too does this sinner have
no refuge other than Your threshold. My brother
has acted unworthily with excessive obstinacy and
impropriety. Therefore, I have imprisoned him and
sent him to Your command, so that he may be justly
punished, as he deserves for his actions” (I1aBnosa,
1993: 81).

The official portrayal of these events, however,
does not fully reflect their true nature. In reality, by
arresting and sending his brother to the shah, Isfan-
diyar Khan effectively removed from Khwarazm a
rival whom he regarded as more dangerous, thereby
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consolidating his own authority. According to Bar-
told, the shah received Abu al-Ghazi with honor
and ordered that he reside in the Tabarek fortress in
Isfahan (Bapronsma, 1963: 56). Since Shah Safi I was
satisfied with the course of events, he pardoned Abu
al-Ghazi and did not subject him to punishment. He
was provided with a residence and granted an annual
allowance of ten thousand tumans for his expenses
(bapronba, 1963: 134).

Conclusion. Naturally, the Safavid court clearly
understood that not only Abu al-Ghazi but also
Isfandiyar Khan bore equal responsibility for organ-
izing the disturbances in Khurasan. Nevertheless, in
order to avoid further escalation of relations with the
Khiva Khanate, the dispatch of Abu al-Ghazi as a
hostage was deemed a sufficient measure to bring
the conflict to an end. Consequently, Abu al-Ghazi
remained in Safavid territory as a hostage from 1629
to 1639. During this period, no conflicts between the
Safavid state and the Khiva Khanate were recorded.
The second phase of Isfandiyar Khan’s rule passed
in relative peace, with the exception of his strug-
gles against Kalmyk tribes, which frequently raided
Khwarazmian cities, trade routes, and Turkmen
encampments.

At the end of the 1630s, Abu al-Ghazi succeeded
in escaping from Safavid captivity. For some time, he
lived among the Turkmen Ersari tribes, who had been
driven from Mangyshlak into the Mehin region by
the Kalmyks; shortly thereafter, he stayed among the
Teke tribes settled in the Balkan region. In 1641, the
leader of the Uzbek tribes residing in the Aral region
secured Abu al-Ghazi Khan’s release from the Kalmyk
ruler Kho-Urlak by paying a substantial ransom, and
in 1643 he was proclaimed khan in the Aral region
(Uctopus Typxmenckoit, 1957: 400-401). From that
time onward, Abu al-Ghazi Khan openly began his
struggle against Turkmen notables and against Isfan-
diyar Khan.

Thus, the research indicates that during the
1620s—1630s, relations with the Khiva Khanate occu-
pied a significant place in the foreign policy of the
Safavid state. Compared to relations with the Khanate
of Bukhara, the ties between the Safavid court and
Khwarazm were generally more peaceful in character.
This was primarily due to the desire of the Khwaraz-
mian rulers to benefit from Safavid assistance in their
struggle against Bukharan aggression. On the other
hand, since the Safavid state was equally interested
in preventing the strengthening of the Khanate of
Bukhara in Central Asia, it supported the rulers of
Khwarazm and sought to use them as a counterweight
against Bukhara, thereby preserving its own influence
in the region.
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